DATE:

April 5, 2018

TO:

San Francisco Planning Commission

FROM:

Jessica Range, Planning Department
Elizabeth White, Planning Department

RE:

Environmental Impact Report for Case No. 2011.1356ECentral SoMa Plan

HEARING DATE: April 12, 2018
Attached for your review please find the following materials for the above-referenced project:
-

A revised Draft Planning Commission Motion to replace the Draft Planning Commission
Motion submitted on March 28, 2018. This revised Draft Planning Commission Motion
now contains a reference to an errata dated April 5, 2018. Deletions are shown in
strikethrough; new text is double-underlined.

-

Errata detailing the proposed revisions to the EIR following the publication of the
Responses to Comments document on March 28, 2018. The errata also includes a
memorandum that will be included in the EIR as a new Appendix G. The memorandum
evaluates the environmental effects of Plan changes proposed by legislative sponsors
between February 18, 2018 and April 5, 2018, as presented in the Planning Commission
packet for consideration on April 12, 2018.

If there are questions related to this project’s environmental evaluation, please contact Planning
Department staff, Elizabeth White at (415) 575-6813 or at elizabeth.white@sfgov.org. Thank you.

Memo

DRAFT Planning Commission Motion
NO. M-XXXXX

HEARING DATE: April 12, 2018
Case No.:
Project Address:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan
Various
Various
San Francisco Planning Department
Steve Wertheim– (415) 558-6612
steve.wertheim@sfgov.org
Elizabeth White– (415) 575-6813
elizabeth.white@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED CENTRAL SOMA PLAN.
MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.1356E, the “Central SoMa Plan”
(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 seq., (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 April 24, 2013.
B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013 in order to solicit public comment
on the scope of the Project’s environmental review.
C. On December 14, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of
persons requesting such notice.
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D. On December 14, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.
E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on December 14, 2016.
2.

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 26, 2017 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017.

3.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the
DEIR in responses to comments received or based on additional information that became available
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in the
Responses to Comments document, published on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Commission and
all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the
Department.

4.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as
required by law.

5.

Project EIR 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 April 12, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR
and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR 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 project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan.

8.

The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.1356E: Central
SoMa Plan reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco,
is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document and the errata
dated April 5, 2018 contains no significant revisions to the DEIR that would require recirculation of
the document pursuant to CEQA Guideline section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE
COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code.

9.

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project
described in the Environmental Impact Report:
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A. Will result in the following significant and unavoidable project-specific environmental impacts,
which cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan could result in
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom
streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection
Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic
district or conservation district, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transmit demand that
would not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial
increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in crosswalk overcrowding at the following
intersections:
i. Third/Mission
ii. Fourth/Mission
iii. Fourth/Townsend
e.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased demand for on-street
commercial and passenger loading and a reduction in on-street loading supply such that
the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities would not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing passenger
loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that
may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

f.

Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development, including the
proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would result in
substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

g.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of
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standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above
existing levels.
h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that
could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increase in noise levels
substantially in excess of ambient levels.
i.

The operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Central SoMa Plan
Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open space
improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

j.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

k.

Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.

B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use
impact. Specifically, one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets could
make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed
the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
historical resources impacts because the Plan could result in demolition and/or alteration
of historical resources.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts on local and regional transit providers.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts.

4

Motion No. M-XXXXX
Hearing Date: April 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan

e.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading
impacts.

f.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and open
space improvements, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

g.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts
under cumulative 2040 conditions.

h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes but not
open space improvements, would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air contaminants under 2040 cumulative
conditions.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of April 12, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:
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DATE:

April 5, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Elizabeth White and Jessica Range, Environmental Planning

RE:

Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

Following publication of the Responses to Comments document (RTC) for the Central South of Market
Area (SoMa) Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), the Planning Department determined
it was necessary to: (1) further clarify Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a in the Draft EIR, (2) correct an error in
the Draft EIR, and (3) provide an analysis of whether the EIR evaluates the environmental effects of
additional Plan changes proposed by legislative sponsors between February 15, 2018 and April 5, 2018, as
presented in the Planning Commission packet for consideration on April 12, 2018. This errata addresses
each of these three items.
The Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department has determined that these
clarifications, corrections, and analysis of Plan changes do not change any of the conclusions in the EIR
and do not constitute significant new information that requires recirculation of the EIR under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the
CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5).
These additional staff‐initiated text changes will be incorporated into the Final EIR. New revisions are
noted in red, with deletions marked with strikethrough and additions noted with double underline.
1.

Clarification of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a:

The following revisions are made to Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the Plan-Identified in the EIR
[Revisions Only], on RTC page 402.
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
April 5, 2018

TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would
result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural
resources and/or contributors to a historic district
or conservation district located in the Plan Area,
including as-yet unidentified resources, a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or Minimization of
Effects on Identified Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the
Plan Area shall consult with the Planning Department’s Preservation staff at the time of submittal of an
environmental evaluation application to determine whether there are feasible means to redesign or
otherwise revise the project to avoid a substantial significant adverse change in the significance of an effects
on historic architectural resource(s) (including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified
as part of the project’s historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b),
“[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource means physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance
of a historical resource would be materially impaired.” If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall
consult with Planning Department staff to determine whether there are feasible means to seek feasible
means to reduce effects on historic architectural resource(s) to the maximum extent feasible. a less-thansignificant level, Avoidance and minimization measures shall seek to retain the resource’s characterdefining features, and may include, but are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building
setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or reduction of effects, the
Planning Department shall consider whether avoidance or reduction can be accomplished successfully
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and
technological factors, along with the Central SoMa Plan policies and project objectives. The applicability of
each factor would vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff on a case-by-case basis.
with the significance of the impact to be judged based on whether the proposed project would materially
impair the resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).

SUM

Should Planning Department staff determine through the consultation process that avoidance or reduction
of effects on historic architectural resources is Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a be determined to be infeasible,
Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-1c, M-CP-1d, and/or M-CP-1e, shall be applicable, based on the specific
circumstances of the project in question. CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” The applicability of each factor would
vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff on a case-by-case basis.
…
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The following revisions are made to RTC page 455:
On Draft EIR p. IV.C-58, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a has been revised as follows to
clarify guidance with regard to avoiding or minimizing effects on historical impacts:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or
Minimization of Effects on Identified Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a
subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning Department’s
Preservation staff at the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation application to
determine whether there are feasible means to redesign or otherwise revise the project to avoid a
substantial significant adverse change in the significance of an effects on historic architectural
resource(s) (including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of
the project’s historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b),
“[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource means physical
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings
such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.” If avoidance is
not feasible, the project sponsor shall consult with Planning Department staff to determine
whether there are feasible means to seek feasible means to reduce effects on historic architectural
resource(s) to the maximum extent feasible. a less-than-significant level, Avoidance and
minimization measures shall seek to retain the resource’s character-defining features, and may
include, but are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building setbacks,
salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or reduction of effects, the
Planning Department shall consider whether avoidance or reduction can be accomplished
successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social and technological factors, along with the Central SoMa Plan policies and project
objectives. The applicability of each factor would vary from project to project, and would be
determined by staff on a case-by-case basis. with the significance of the impact to be judged
based on whether the proposed project would materially impair the resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).
Should Planning Department staff determine through the consultation process that avoidance or
reduction of effects on historic architectural resources is Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a be
determined to be infeasible, Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-1c, M-CP-1d, and/or M-CP-1e, shall be
applicable, based on the specific circumstances of the project in question. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,
and technological factors.” The applicability of each factor would vary from project to project,
and would be determined by staff on a case-by-case basis.

2. Corrections to the Draft EIR

The following revisions are made to the last two sentences on Draft EIR page VI-4:
Development under the The No Project Alternative assumes that growth in the Plan Area and
the city would occur with or without implementation of the Plan, but that absent
implementation of the Plan, a smaller percentage of citywide growth would occur in the Plan
Area. The No Project Alternative Plan would result in additional traffic that would increase
traffic noise levels throughout the Plan Area vicinity. As shown in Table IV.E-9, Cumulative
Plus Plan Traffic Noise Analysis, under 2040 cumulative no project conditions traffic noise
levels would increase by 3 dBA or more along Fourth Street between Brannan and Townsend
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Streets, which would be a significant and unavoidable impact and would conflict with General
Plan policy regarding traffic noise (Impact LU-2).
3. Analysis of Plan Changes that Occurred After February 15, 2018
The attached memorandum evaluates the environmental effects of Plan changes proposed by legislative
sponsors between February 18, 2018 and April 5, 2018, as presented in the Planning Commission packet for
consideration on April 12, 2018. This analysis finds that the EIR adequately addresses the Central SoMa Plan,
with these proposed modifications. This document is being included in the EIR as a new Appendix G.
Therefore, the following revision is made to the Draft EIR’s Table of Contents’ list of appendices on Draft
EIR page vi:
Appendix G
Analysis of Environmental Effects of Plan Changes for the Central South of
Market Area (SoMa) Plan

Enclosures:
Appendix G
Analysis of Environmental Effects of Plan Changes Presented April 5, 2018 for the Central
South of Market Area (SoMa) Plan
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Appendix G

DATE:

April 5, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Elizabeth White and Jessica Range, Environmental Planning
Steve Wertheim, Citywide Planning

RE:

Analysis of Environmental Effects of Plan Changes
Presented April 5, 2018 for the Central South of Market
Area (SoMa) Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

Following publication of the Responses to Comments document (RTC) for the Central South of Market
Area (SoMa) Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), the legislative sponsors and the
Planning Department propose to modify various aspects of the Plan based upon feedback from the
community and decision-makers. The Environmental Planning division has reviewed these changes,
which are detailed in the Planning Commission packet for April 5, 2018 and determined that the
environmental analysis conducted for the EIR adequately analyzes the Central SoMa Plan, with these
modifications.
This memoranda explains how proposed strategies designed to maximize the number of housing units
anticipated under the Plan would not result in increased physical environmental effects beyond that
already studied in the EIR, and therefore would not change any of the conclusions in the EIR and do not
constitute significant new information that requires recirculation of the EIR under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the CEQA
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5).
Proposal to Maximize Housing under the Central SoMa Plan
The Planning Department has developed a two-pronged proposal to maximize the number of housing
units anticipated under the Plan. These proposals include a modification to the Planning Code and
Zoning Map as discussed below.
Planning Code Amendments
The Planning Department proposes to modify Planning Code Section 249.78(c)(6)(A) to increase the size
of sites previously designated to be commercially-oriented from 30,000 square feet to 40,000 square feet.

1

[Type text]

This change to the Planning Code would require two sites in the Plan Area previously anticipated to be
commercial to become residential, which would result in a net increase of 640 units above that
anticipated by the Plan and a net decrease of approximately 2,050 jobs. 1 This change would also result in
a commensurate reduction in the total number of projected jobs, discussed further below.
Zoning Map Amendments
The Planning Department proposes to change the zoning map from the currently proposed West SoMa
Mixed Use Office (WMUO) 2 to Central SoMa Mixed Use Office (CMUO) on the following parcels: Block
3777, Lots 047-049 and Block 3778, Lots 001, 001C, 001D, 001E, 001F, 016-019, 022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A,
046B, 046C, 046D, 046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, and 051-087. The existing zoning on these parcels is West
SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WS-SALI). Both WS-SALI and WMUO generally do not allow
residential uses. The proposed change to CMUO would allow residential uses on these sites, thus
shifting the Plan’s projected amount of jobs and housing units. The EIR assumed soft sites on these
parcels would result in new office jobs. If the soft sites were developed as residential uses, this zoning
change could generate about 600 additional housing units, with a commensurate reduction in the
projected number of 2,700 jobs. 3
Effect of Changes on Housing Units and Jobs Projected Under the Central SoMa Plan
The above proposed modifications to the Central SoMa Plan would result in a shift from projected office
uses to residential uses. Altogether, these Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments would result in a
net increase of 1,240 residential units and a commensurate reduction of 4,750 jobs.
Calculation based on the Planning Department’s Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa, January 25, 2018. This document and
all other documents referenced in this memoranda are on file and available for public review as part of Case File No.
2011.1356E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, 94103. This document includes a
parcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the EIR and conveys that the two sites
affected by this proposed change (490 Brannan Street and 330 Townsend Street) had a development potential under the
previously proposed requirements of approximately 184,000 gross square feet of residential development, resulting in
approximately 150 units and approximately 450,000 of non-residential uses, resulting in space for approximately 2,050 jobs,
based on the EIR’s assumption of 1,200 gross square feet per unit and 219 gross square feet per new job (including 200
square feet per office worker and higher for other types of jobs)(calculations of density contained in the Planning
Department’s Central SoMa EIR Inputs by TAZ, November 13, 2017). Subsequent analysis determined that, based on the
revised proposal, these two sites could contain approximately 972,000 square feet of residential development if these sites
are developed as fully residential, resulting in approximately 790 units.
2 Note that the Plan uses the term “WMUO” and the EIR uses the term “WS-MUO.” Both refer to the WSoMa Mixed-Use
Office District contained in Section 845 of the Planning Code.
3 Calculation based on the Planning Department’s Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa, (January 25, 2018), which includes a
parcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area. This document conveys that the 62 lots affected by this
proposed change had a development potential under the previously proposed requirements of approximately 800,000
square feet of non-residential space, resulting in space for approximately 3,650 jobs )(calculations of density contained in
the Planning Department’s Central SoMa EIR Inputs by TAZ, November 13, 2017). Subsequent analysis determined that,
based on the revised proposal, these lots could contain approximately 720,000 square feet of residential development and
200,000 square feet of non-residential development, presuming these small sites are predominantly residential but include
some small office and other non-residential uses. Such development would result in space for approximately 600 new units
and 950 jobs.
1
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Central SoMa Plan EIR Analysis
As explained in the EIR, the analysis of physical impacts related to the proposed Planning Code and
Zoning Map amendments are based, in part, on growth projections developed by the Planning
Department. These growth projections inform the quantitative analysis of effects of the Plan on the
physical environment.
As shown in Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections on Draft EIR page IV-6, the EIR analyzes an
increase of approximately 14,500 residential units within the EIR study area, of which 8,320 units are
anticipated to occur within the Plan Area. The Plan, on the other hand, projects a total of 7,060 residential
units. 4 With the additional 1,240 residential units projected under the Plan, the total projected number of
residential units would be 8,300 units, which is below the 8,320 units analyzed in the EIR. Additionally,
there would be a commensurate reduction in the number of jobs projected in the Plan area of about 4,750
jobs. As shown in Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections on Draft EIR page IV-6, the EIR analyzes
an increase of approximately 63,600 jobs within the EIR study area, of which 44,000 are anticipated to
occur within the Plan Area. 5 The Plan, on the other hand, projects a total of 39,000 jobs. 6 As a result of
this change, the number of new jobs anticipated under the Plan would be reduced to approximately
34,250 jobs.
Conclusion
The Central SoMa Plan EIR conservatively analyzed higher growth projections than could occur from
the proposed Plan’s Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. The modification to the Central
SoMa plan would result in a shift in anticipated jobs and housing, but would not exceed the total
number of residential units analyzed in the EIR. Thus, these changes to the Plan would not result in
increased physical environmental effects beyond that already studied in the EIR, and therefore would
not change any of the conclusions in the EIR and do not constitute significant new information that
requires recirculation of the EIR under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Other changes to the Plan are
proposed and detailed in the Planning Commission packet for April 5, 2018 and those changes have also
been evaluated and determined to not result in physical environmental effects beyond that already
analyzed in the EIR.

Steve Wertheim, Memorandum Regarding Central SoMa Plan-Clarification of Housing Numbers. December 7, 2017.
Calculation based on the Planning Department’s Central SoMa EIR Inputs by TAZ (November 13, 2017).
6 Calculation based on the Planning Department’s Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa, (January 25, 2018), which includes a
parcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area.
4
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March 28, 2018

TO:

San Francisco Planning Commission

san Francisco,

FROM:

Jessica Range,Planning Department

Reception:
415.558.6378

Elizabeth White, Planning Department
RE:

Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental Impact

Report Case No. 2011.1356E- Central SoMa Plan
HEARING DATE: Apri112, 2018

Attached for your review please find the following materials for the above-referenced project:
-

A copy of the Responses to Comments (RTC) document for the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). The RTC document, in combination with the Draft EIR, constitute
the Final EIR for the proposed project. PDFs of the RTC document can be found on the CD
attached to the inside back page of the RTC.

-

A Draft Planning Commission Motion for the certification of the Final EIR. The Draft
Motion provides a summary of the environmental review timeline (pp. 1-2) and a
summary of the significant unavoidable impacts, which cannot be mitigated to a level of
insignificance (pp. 3-5).

-

A copy of the Draft EIR was previously submitted to you on December 15, 2016 at the
start of the public comment period. Please note that the public review period for the Draft
EIR ended on February 13, 2017. The Draft EIR document is available at htt
sfplanning.org/AREA-PLAN-EIRS.

-

1s5o Mission st.

DATE:

This Final EIR contains information about the possible environmental effects of the
proposed project. Preparation of an EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to carry
out or not to carry out the proposed project. This RTC document, along with the Draft
EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for Final EIR certification on April 12,
2018.

If there are questions related to this project's environmental evaluation, please contact Planning
Department staff, Elizabeth White at (415)575-6813 ar at elizabeth.white@sf ~ov.org. Thank you.

Suite 400
CA 94103-2479

Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning

mtormation:
415.558.6377

DRAFT Planning Commission Motion
NO. M-XXXXX

HEARING DATE: April 12, 2018
Case No.:
Project Address:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan
Various
Various
San Francisco Planning Department
Steve Wertheim– (415) 558-6612
steve.wertheim@sfgov.org
Elizabeth White– (415) 575-6813
elizabeth.white@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED CENTRAL SOMA PLAN.
MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.1356E, the “Central SoMa Plan”
(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 seq., (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 April 24, 2013.
B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013 in order to solicit public comment
on the scope of the Project’s environmental review.
C. On December 14, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of
persons requesting such notice.
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D. On December 14, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.
E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on December 14, 2016.
2.

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 26, 2017 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017.

3.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the
DEIR in responses to comments received or based on additional information that became available
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in the
Responses to Comments document, published on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Commission and
all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the
Department.

4.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as
required by law.

5.

Project EIR 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 April 12, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR
and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR 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 project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan.

8.

The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.1356E: Central
SoMa Plan reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco,
is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no
significant revisions to the DEIR that would require recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA
Guideline section 15088.5, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance
with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

9.

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project
described in the Environmental Impact Report:
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A. Will result in the following significant and unavoidable project-specific environmental impacts,
which cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan could result in
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom
streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection
Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic
district or conservation district, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transmit demand that
would not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial
increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in crosswalk overcrowding at the following
intersections:
i. Third/Mission
ii. Fourth/Mission
iii. Fourth/Townsend
e.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased demand for on-street
commercial and passenger loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak
hour of loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply,
would impact existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous
conditions or significant delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or
pedestrians.

f.

Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development, including the
proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would result in
substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

g.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of
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standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above
existing levels.
h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that
could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increase in noise levels
substantially in excess of ambient levels.
i.

The operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Central SoMa Plan
Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open space
improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

j.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

k.

Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.

B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use
impact. Specifically, one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets could
make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed
the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
historical resources impacts because the Plan could result in demolition and/or alteration
of historical resources.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts on local and regional transit providers.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts.
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e.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading
impacts.

f.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and open
space improvements, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

g.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts
under cumulative 2040 conditions.

h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes but not
open space improvements, would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air contaminants under 2040 cumulative
conditions.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of April 12, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:
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A. Introduction
A.1

Purpose of the Responses to Comments Document

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Plan, to respond in writing to
comments on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft EIR as necessary to provide additional clarity.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resource Code Section 21091(d)(2)(A) and
(B), the Planning Department has considered the comments received on the Draft EIR, has evaluated the issues
raised, and is providing written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has been
raised by the commenters. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the project
description and addressing physical environmental issues associated with the proposed project. Such effects
include physical impacts or changes attributable to the project and generally do not include social or financial
implications of the project. Therefore, this document focuses primarily on responding to comments that relate
to physical environmental issues, in compliance with CEQA.1 In addition, this RTC document includes text
changes to the Draft EIR initiated by Planning Department staff.
None of the comments received provide new information that warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR. The
comments do not identify new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified impacts, nor do they identify feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are considerably
different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and that the project sponsor has not agreed to implement.
The Draft EIR and this RTC document together constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project, in fulfillment
of CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The Final EIR has been prepared
in compliance with CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines and the San Francisco Administrative Code
(Administrative Code) Chapter 31. It is an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (such
as the City and County of San Francisco) and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by
disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or
avoiding the potentially significant impacts and (2) the Planning Commission and other City entities (such as
the Board of Supervisors), where applicable, prior to their decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the
proposed project. If the Planning Commission and other City entities approve the proposed project, they would
be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) to ensure
that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented.

A.2

Environmental Review Processes

Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping
The San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department), as lead agency responsible for administering
the environmental review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco under CEQA, published a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting on April 24, 2013,
1

State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), Sections 15064(c) and (d).
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to inform agencies and the general public that the Draft EIR would be prepared based upon the criteria of State
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect) and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of
Significance). This notice was sent to applicable agencies and organizations, tenants of the project site, and
addresses within a 300-foot radius of the project site.
Pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15206, a public scoping meeting to receive oral
comments concerning the scope of the Draft EIR was held on May 15, 2013, at the Mendelsohn House, 737
Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA. Attendees were given the opportunity to provide oral and written comments.

Initial Study Public Review
The Planning Department considered the public comments received at the scoping meeting on May 15, 2013
and prepared an Initial Study in order to focus the scope of the EIR by assessing which of the Plan’s
environmental topics would not result in significant impacts on the environment. The Planning Department
published the Initial Study on February 12, 2014. The Initial Study determined that the Plan could not result in
significant environmental effects (in some cases, with mitigation identified in the Initial Study) for the following
environmental topics: Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Recreation; Utilities and Service
Systems; Public Services; Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except for
potential impacts related to effects of combined sewer system operation on water quality and potential impacts
of sea level rise, which are addressed in this EIR in Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality); Hazardous
Materials; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural Resources. As such, these environmental topics were
scoped out of the EIR subsequently prepared. However, because the Initial Study analysis was based on a
previous draft of the Plan circulated for review in 2013, the 2016 draft of the Plan was reviewed to ensure the
Initial Study’s conclusions reached on the 2013 draft remain valid. No new information related to the draft 2016
Plan emerged, as such no changes to the Initial Study’s significance conclusions reached for the 11 topics that
would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation measures were required.

Draft EIR Public Review
The Planning Department published a Draft EIR for the proposed project on December 14, 2016, and circulated
the Draft EIR to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for a 60-day
public review period. Paper copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at the following
locations: (1) San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, and Planning Information Counter, 1660
Mission Street, and (2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street.2 The Planning Department also
distributed notices of availability (NOAs) of the Draft EIR; published the NOA in a newspaper of general
circulation in San Francisco (San Francisco Examiner); posted the NOA at the San Francisco County Clerk’s office;
and posted NOAs at locations within the project area.
During the Draft EIR public review period, the Planning Department received 35 comment letters from public
agencies, organizations, or individuals. RTC Attachment A, Draft EIR Comment Letters, includes copies of the
comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period.

Electronic copies of the Draft EIR can be accessed online at http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs and http://sfmoh.org/index.aspx?page=1314.
2
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During the public review period, the Planning Department conducted a public hearing to receive oral comments
before the San Francisco Planning Commission on January 26, 2017, at San Francisco City Hall. A court reporter
present at the public hearings transcribed the oral comments verbatim and prepared written transcripts (see
Attachment B, Draft EIR Hearing Transcript).

Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR under CEQA
The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which addresses
all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, members
of the public may comment on any aspect of the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), states that
the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the [Draft EIR] 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 review period. Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the Draft
EIR in disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed project that was evaluated in
the Draft EIR.
The Planning Department distributed this RTC 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. The
Planning Commission will consider the adequacy of the Final EIR—consisting of the Draft EIR and the RTC
document—in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the Planning Commission finds that the Final EIR
complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final EIR under CEQA and will then consider the
associated MMRP and requested approvals for the proposed project.
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 and the
project is approved, the findings must reject project alternatives and include a statement of overriding
considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b)). The project sponsor is required to
implement the MMRP as a condition of project approval.

A.3

Document Organization

This RTC document consists of the following sections, plus supplemental attachments, as described below:
A. Introduction – This section discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review
processes, and the organization of the RTC document.
B. Revisions and Clarifications to the Proposed Project – This section summarizes changes to the
description of the proposed Plan, as described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, that the Planning Department
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has initiated since publication of the Draft EIR. This section also analyzes whether these revisions to the
Plan would result in any new or more severe significant environmental impacts not already discussed
in the Draft EIR.
C. List of Persons Commenting – This section presents the names of persons who provided comments on
the Draft EIR. The list is organized into the following groups: agencies, boards, and commissions;
organizations; and individuals.
D. Comments and Responses – This section presents the substantive comments excerpted verbatim from
the public hearing transcript and comment letters. Similar comments are grouped together by topic area.
In the text of the comments, an ellipsis (…) standing alone as a separate paragraph indicates that one or
more paragraphs in a comment are not included in the quoted text, either because those portions of the
comment appear under another topic or because they do not address substantive issues with respect to
the Draft EIR. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the City’s responses.
E. Draft EIR Revisions – This section includes all of the changes to the Draft EIR text and graphics and
cites the page number where the change is made to the text or graphics.
Attachment A – Draft EIR Comment Letters
Attachment B – Draft EIR Hearing Transcript

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-4

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan
B.1

Introduction

Since publication of the Draft EIR, the Planning Department has made certain revisions to the proposed Plan as
it was described in Chapter 2, Project Description. This RTC chapter describes these revisions and analyzes
whether such revisions would result in any new significant environmental impacts not already discussed in the
Draft EIR. Revisions and clarifications to the project description and, where applicable, the environmental
impact analyses and mitigation measures, are presented in this section (deletions are shown in strikethrough;
new text is double-underlined). These revisions would not result in any new significant impacts that were not
already identified in the Draft EIR, nor would these changes increase the severity of any of the Plan’s impacts
identified in the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would continue to be required in
order to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. No new measures would be required to mitigate
the significant impacts identified for the proposed Plan in the Draft EIR.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of an EIR when “significant new information” is added
to the EIR after publication of the Draft EIR but before certification. The CEQA Guidelines states that information
is “significant” if “the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined to implement.”
Section 15088.5 further defines “significant new information” that triggers a requirement for recirculation as
including, but not limited to, identification of a new significant impact, of a substantial increase in the severity
of an impact (unless mitigation is adopted to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level), or of a new
feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project
that the project sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) states that recirculation is
not required if “new information in the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in
an adequate EIR.”

B.2

Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Evaluation of Central SoMa Planning Code Language for Consistency with the
Central SoMa EIR Analysis
As part of the Central SoMa Plan, the Planning Department developed Planning Code language3 that
implements the objectives, policies, and implementation measures of the Central SoMa Plan. After publishing
the Draft EIR, the Planning Department determined there were enough differences between the proposed
controls in Central SoMa Plan Area and the Mixed Use Office (MUO) District outside of the Central SoMa Plan
Area to warrant the creation of a new zoning district. This new zoning district, called Central SoMa Mixed Use
Office (CMUO), is designed to encourage a mix of residential and non-residential uses, including office, retail,

Central SoMa Plan Initiation Packet. II. Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments – T Case. February 15, 2018,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1356MTZU.pdf, accessed February 28, 2018.
3
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light industrial, arts activities, nighttime entertainment, and tourist hotels. The CMUO controls are the same as
for MUO, except as identified below:
●

In the MUO, non-residential density limits are controlled by height, bulk, setback, open space controls,
and floor-area ratio maximums; the CMUO would not have any floor-area ratio maximums.

●

In the MUO there is not an in-lieu fee option for open space; in the CMUO there is an in-lieu option for
residential towers that is set at a level to ensure that the City could build equivalent amounts of open
space.

●

In the MUO, hospitals are not permitted; in the CMUO they would be allowed with a Conditional Use
authorization.

●

In the MUO, residential care requires a Conditional Use authorization; in the CMUO it would be
principally permitted.

●

In the MUO, formula retail uses are principally permitted; in the CMUO they would require a
Conditional Use authorization, except formula restaurants and bars, which would not be permitted.

●

In the MUO, hotels of up to 75 rooms are permissible with a Conditional Use authorization on sites with
a height limit below 105 feet, and hotels of any size are permissible with a Conditional Use authorization
on sites with a height limit above 105 feet; in the CMUO hotels of any size are permitted with a
Conditional Use authorization.

●

In the MUO, movie theaters can only be up to three screens; in the CMUO there is no maximum on
screens for movie theaters.

●

In the MUO, residential parking is permitted up to one car for each four dwelling or Single Room
Occupancy Units; up to 0.75 car for each dwelling unit is permissible with a Conditional Use
authorization, subject to the criteria and conditions and procedures of Planning Code Section 151.1(e)
or (f); and parking above these amounts is not permitted. In the CMUO residential parking is permitted
up to one car for each two dwelling units; and not permitted above 0.50 car for each dwelling unit.

●

In the MUO, office parking is allowed up to 7 percent of the occupied floor area of such uses and subject
to the pricing conditions of Planning Code Section 155(g), and not permitted above; in the CMUO, office
parking is permitted up to one car per 3,500 square feet of occupied floor area, and not permitted above
this limit.

The proposed differences between CMUO and MUO zoning do not affect the analysis in the Central SoMa Draft
EIR, as these differences would not result in more severe or substantial impacts to the physical environment
beyond what was studied in the Draft EIR. Therefore, changing the zoning nomenclature from MUO to CMUO
does not affect the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. The proposed code language would not result in any
physical environmental effects that are not already evaluated in the Central SoMa EIR; therefore, the proposed
Central SoMa code language is consistent with the analysis in the Draft EIR.
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Potential Designation of Central SoMa Plan Area as a Housing Sustainability
District
The City, through adoption of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors, could choose to designate portions of
the Central SoMa Plan Area as a Housing Sustainability District (HSD) in accordance with Assembly Bill
(AB) 73. In order for a HSD to qualify under AB 73, the following general requirements must be met:
1.

The HSD must be within one-half mile of public transit, or otherwise highly suitable for residential or
mixed-use development;

2.

The area of an individual district must not be larger than 15 percent of the city’s total land area;

3.

An ordinance creating the district must include procedures and timelines for review of projects;

4.

At least 20 percent of all housing units constructed in the HSD must be affordable to very low, low, and
moderate income households for a period of no less than 55 years; and

5.

The HSD must allow for the ministerial approval of housing projects.

The Central SoMa Plan meets criteria 1 through 3 above, and is anticipated to produce over 30 percent below
market rate units, which would meet criterion 4. Any local ordinance creating a HSD would allow for ministerial
approval of projects, satisfying criterion 5. The HSD could include all or a subset of parcels within the Plan Area
that are zoned to permit residential use.
In order to participate in a HSD, an individual project would need to:
1.

Include at least 10 percent units on-site affordable to lower-income households (in San Francisco, all
projects would still be required to satisfy Planning Code Section 415 inclusionary requirements, either
through providing all inclusionary units on-site, or through a combination of on-site and fee payments);

2.

Meet labor standards, including prevailing wage and trained workforce requirements, if meeting certain
project size thresholds; and

3.

Meet any adopted design review standards, be approvable through a ministerial process, and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures from the EIR evaluating the HSD ordinance (i.e., this
Central SoMa Plan EIR).

The HSD could include all parcels within the Central SoMa Plan Area that are zoned to permit residential use.
Should the Plan Area be designated as a HSD, and that designation not result in any changes to height, bulk,
density, use or other development standards proposed in the Plan, implementation of the HSD would not
change or intensify the anticipated physical or programmatic parameters of development expected or allowed
under the proposed Central SoMa Plan. Therefore, designation of a HSD in the Plan Area would not change any
of the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, eligible projects seeking entitlement under the HSD
would be required to meet adopted design review standards, be approvable through a ministerial process, and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR. Pursuant to AB 73, subsequent projects in the Plan
Area that meet the requirements of a HSD would not require further environmental review.
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Height and Bulk Map Revisions
The Planning Department proposes to alter the proposed Height and Bulk Map from that analyzed in the Draft
EIR for a portion of the block bounded by Harrison, Third, Bryant, and Fourth streets.4 Specifically, the proposal
entails extending a 160-CS Height and Bulk District to encompass most of the mid-block area including the
eastern half of Lot 112 and all of Lots 113 and 116 within Block 3762. The Draft EIR evaluated the western portion
of this mid-block change as a 130-CS Height and Bulk District and the eastern portion as an 85-X Height and
Bulk District. See Figure RTC-1, Existing, Proposed, and Revised Height and Bulk Map for Block 3762, which
depicts the existing height of the block, the proposed heights analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the revised heights
now proposed. Draft EIR Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts [Revised], and Figure II-8,
Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts [Revised], are also revised to
show the changes.
The Planning Department has determined that the potential changes to the Height and Bulk Map would not
permit development at a density beyond that included in the population and employment growth forecasts that
were the basis for the transportation modeling undertaken for the Draft EIR by the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority.5 The Planning Department quantified the potential development capacity associated
with the proposed Height and Bulk Map revisions and determined that the EIR’s growth projections are
conservative (i.e., high-end) estimates of potential growth because:
1.

The EIR studied development capacity resulting from a maximum residential and maximum
commercial build out scenario, and

2.

The EIR analyzed higher heights than are proposed under the Plan on certain sites.

Therefore, the additional growth facilitated by these revisions to the Plan are adequately captured by the Draft
EIR’s growth projections. Accordingly, the zoning map changes would not result in growth at levels beyond that
evaluated in the Draft EIR, and because no use district changes are proposed, no alteration would occur to land
uses assumed in the Draft EIR or to the physical distribution of anticipated development. Therefore, there is no
need for further analysis of impacts related to land use (division of a community or conflict with plans adopted to
avoid environmental impacts); cultural and paleontological resources (historical, archeological, tribal, cultural, and
unique paleontological resources and human remains); transportation (traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle
circulation, loading, parking, and emergency vehicle access); air quality (consistency with the relevant clean air
plan, traffic-generated emissions and construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and fine particulate matter
and toxic air contaminants, and odors); noise (traffic-generated noise, noise generated by stationary sources, and
construction noise); or hydrology (flooding risk and wastewater generation).

In addition to the height and bulk map revisions discussed in this section, the height on Block 3786 and Lots 321 and 322 were
increased from 130 feet in the 2016 Plan to 250 feet in the 2018 Plan. However, the Draft EIR studied a height of 250 feet on these
lots and the growth projections used in the Draft EIR also assumed a height of 250 feet on these lots. Similarly, the height on Block
3776 Lot 455 was increased from 55 feet in the 2016 Plan to 65-85 feet in the 2018 Plan. However, the EIR analyzed a height of 115
feet on this site. Therefore, this change in the 2016 Plan does not affect the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis or growth
projections.
5
Steve Wertheim, San Francisco Planning Department, “725 Harrison Street” memorandum to Jessica Range, February 23, 2018.
4
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With regard to impacts analyzed in the Initial Study for the Plan, because the intensity of development would not
change, there would be no change in impacts related to population and housing, recreation, utilities, or public
services. There would be no change in the location of projected development, and no significant change in
construction techniques given that a portion of the area of changed height limits (from 130 to 160 feet) was already
proposed for a height limit increase of 130 feet, and Building Code requirements are not substantially different for
130-foot-tall versus 160-foot-tall buildings. As such, there would be no substantial change in effects related to sitespecific conditions, including biology; geology; hydrology other than flooding and wastewater, analyzed in the
Draft EIR, as noted above; or hazardous materials; mineral; energy; and agricultural and forestry resources,
analyzed in the Initial Study.
Based on the foregoing, the potential changes in impacts compared to those analyzed in the Draft EIR would be
limited to three issues related to building height and bulk: aesthetics, wind, and shadow. Each of these issues is
discussed below.

Aesthetics
Analysis in the Draft EIR
The Draft EIR found that development pursuant to the Plan (1) would not substantially degrade the visual
character or quality of the Plan Area or substantially damage scenic resources; (2) would alter public views of
the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points and alter views into the surrounding
neighborhoods from within the Plan Area, but would not adversely affect public views or have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas; and (3) would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan
Area that would adversely affect day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties. All
aesthetic impacts were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were identified.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map
The proposed change to the Height and Bulk Map on Block 3762 would result in development on the south side
of Harrison Street between Third and Fourth streets that would be taller and more massive than analyzed in the
Draft EIR. However, the Plan includes, for buildings up to 160 feet, “skyplane” controls that would require
setbacks at a height of 85 feet and a reduction in apparent massing of buildings when viewed from across the street,
with the required reduction being greater (on a major street such as Harrison Street) for a 160-foot-tall building
than for a 130-foot-tall building. Compliance with the Plan’s skyplane requirements would result in a relatively
small change in views from the street, compared to views with an 85-foot-tall building. And because the reduction
in apparent massing would be greater for a 160-foot-tall building than it would for a 130-foot-tall building, the
increase in height limit on a portion of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113 from 130 feet to 160 feet would not result in any
substantial increase in aesthetic impacts, compared to those of a 130-foot-tall building.
In visual simulations of development in the Plan Area presented in the Draft EIR, there would be little or no change
with the proposed alterations to the Height and Bulk Map.6 In the view from Potrero Hill (Draft EIR Figure IV.BVisual simulations of views from Corona Heights (Draft EIR Figures IV.B-15 and IV.B-16) and from I-80 Westbound
(Figure IV.B-19) have been revised to correctly portray a 240-foot-tall tower at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets.
The revised figures are presented in Section E.6, Section IV.B, Aesthetics, of Section E, Draft EIR Revisions, of this RTC document.
6
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13, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Texas Street and 19th Street: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p. IV.B-20, and
Figure IV.B-14, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Texas Street and 19th Street: Existing Conditions Plus Plan and
Cumulative, p. IV.B-21), a potential 160-foot-tall building mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and
Bulk Map would be largely obscured by proposed building masses in front (to the south) of the Harrison Street
parcels and, thus, would be difficult to discern. Likewise, in the view from Corona Heights (Draft EIR Figure IV.B15, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p. IV.B-22, and
Figure IV.B-16, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing Conditions Plus Plan and
Cumulative, p. IV.B-23), a potential 160-foot-tall building mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and
Bulk Map would not have substantially greater visual effects than analyzed in the Draft EIR because this taller
building would be shorter than the 240-foot-tall building at the corner of Fourth and Harrison streets, which would
partially obscure the 160-foot-tall building further east. Also, the 160-foot-tall building would not be readily
apparent from this distant viewpoint because the 160-foot-tall building permitted by the revised Height and Bulk
Map would be shorter than the 240-foot-tall building immediately to its west, as well as Plan buildings up to
350 feet in height on the block to the east. Therefore, the 160-foot-tall building would tend to blend in with
surrounding proposed development. In views from both of these viewpoints, the 240-foot-tall tower at the
southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets would be the predominant visual element in the immediate
vicinity, and the increase in building heights from 130 feet and 85 feet to 160 feet on Harrison Street just east of this
tower would not substantially change the view. Accordingly, no revision to the visual simulations in Figures IV.B13 through IV.B-16 is required. In the view from westbound I-80 (Draft EIR Figure IV.B-19, Mid-Range Visual
Simulation: Interstate 80 Westbound: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p. IV.B-26), the potential 160-foot-tall building
mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and Bulk Map would be nearer to the viewpoint than in
Figures IV.B-13 through IV.B-16. This potential building mass would extend east from the proposed 240-foot-tall
tower at Fourth and Harrison streets, towards the three towers that could be developed on Harrison Street between
Second and Third streets, but would not obscure any open sky or buildings otherwise seen from this viewpoint
because the four towers that could be developed already fill the sky, as shown in the visual simulations. Accordingly,
the change in view from this viewpoint would be minor, and no revision to the visual simulation in Figure IV.B-19 is
required. The location of the potential 160-foot building based on the proposed revised Height and Bulk Map is not
visible in the Draft EIR’s other visual simulations due to intervening existing building masses proposed under the
Plan. The building masses used in the Draft EIR visual simulations, while they include basic setbacks above 85 feet,
do not incorporate all potential massing reduction that would be required under the Plan, either for the changed
Height and Bulk Map location or for any other building masses shown. For example, no reduction of building masses
was made to account for the “skyplane” controls, which would require additional setbacks beyond what was
modeled in the visual simulations. Therefore, the simulations are conservative (i.e., worst case).
As with the Height and Bulk Map analyzed in the Draft EIR, the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map
would not affect any natural scenic resources as none exist in the Plan Area, and existing scenic resources
identified in the Draft EIR would not be directly affected as the location of the Height and Bulk Map revisions
was assumed to be developed in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the changes to the Height and Bulk Map would
result in no new significant impacts on scenic resources. Light and glare impacts would be similar to those
discussed in the Draft EIR because the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map are consistent with other
heights analyzed in the Draft EIR.
Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant aesthetic impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.
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Wind
Analysis in the Draft EIR
The Draft EIR found that development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas. This was found to be a significant effect of the Plan. Although mitigation in
the form of building setbacks and other wind-reduction measures are identified in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR
concluded that, absent project-specific wind-tunnel testing that would be required for taller subsequent projects
in the Plan Area, it could not be stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able
to comply with the Draft EIR’s significance criterion without substantial modifications to the project’s design
and program such that the project would not be able to be developed to allowable building heights proposed
by the Plan. Therefore, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map
Programmatic wind-tunnel testing for the Draft EIR was undertaken at the Plan level, based on the same
building masses as evaluated in the visual simulations, including the revised simulations presented in this RTC
document.7 In the vicinity of the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map, wind test points were located
at the following seven locations8 (see Figure RTC-2, Wind Tunnel Test Points near Block 3762):
●

The southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets (at the base of the aforementioned proposed 240foot-tall tower), Test Point 1;

●

The southwest and southeast corners of Third and Harrison streets, Test Points 2 and 3, respectively;

●

The northeast and southeast corners of Third and Bryant streets, Test Points 11 and 12, respectively;

●

The southeast corner of Third and Perry streets, Test Point 13; and

●

The southeast corner of Fourth and Bryant streets, Test Point 41.

No test points were immediately adjacent to the Harrison Street frontage where the Height and Bulk Map changes
are proposed; the closest points are those at Fourth and Harrison and at Third and Harrison streets. Existing
conditions at the seven test points noted above are moderately windy, with the wind speed that is exceeded
10 percent of the time, or wind comfort speed, ranging from 6 miles per hour (mph) to 19 mph.9 (In general,
conditions in SoMa are less windy than in very windy locations in San Francisco, such as the Van Ness and Market
area.) Of the seven test points, the Draft EIR wind-tunnel testing found that Plan Area development would alter
the wind comfort speed by 1 to 5 mph. Wind speed would decrease at five of the seven points and would increase
at two locations—the southwest and southeast corners of Third and Harrison streets—by 3 mph. Wind speeds do
not currently exceed the Planning Code’s hazard criterion of 26 mph for one full hour of the year at any of the
seven locations under existing conditions and would not do so under conditions with Plan development.

The wind-tunnel testing properly included a 240-foot-tall building at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets.
For a complete map of the wind test points in the Plan Area, refer to Figure VI.G-2 in the Draft EIR on page IV.G-8.
9
The wind speed that is exceeded 10 percent of the time (with turbulence factored into the speed) is the speed relied upon in the
Planning Code for evaluation of pedestrian comfort. This “wind comfort speed” is useful as a general measure of typical
maximum wind speeds, since winds are at or below this speed 90 percent of the time.
7
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The following analysis specifically addresses potential new wind impacts associated with the increase in height
from 85 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 116, and the increase in height from 130 feet to 160 feet on a portion
of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113. The proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map would not be anticipated to
substantially alter the above results for the following reasons:
●

For the closest test point to the proposed changes (Test Point 1, at Fourth and Harrison streets), the 240foot-tall proposed tower would have a much greater influence on pedestrian-level winds than the
potentially 160-foot-tall adjacent buildings. The 240-foot-tall tower would also have a greater influence
on pedestrian-level winds at the test point at Fourth and Bryant streets (Test Point 41). This is because
Test Point 41 is downwind with respect to northwest winds (one of the prevailing wind directions) from
the location of the 240-foot-tall tower, but is not downwind from the potential 160-foot-tall building
mass with respect to any prevailing winds (which originate from a 90-degree range of directions from
northwest to southwest). Therefore, increasing a portion of Lot 112 and Lot 113’s height by 30 feet would
result in a negligible change in wind conditions at Test Points 1 and 41.

●

The two test points at Third and Harrison streets (Test Points 2 and 3) are located a minimum of 300 feet
northeast of the potential 160-foot-tall building. Generally, the geographic limit for potential horizontal
wind effects is two times a building’s height. Therefore, any change in wind speed at these two test
points resulting from the changes to the Height and Bulk Map is likely to be minimal, compared to wind
speeds reported in the Draft EIR.

●

The other three test points (11, 12, and 13), while downwind from the location of the proposed Height
and Bulk Map changes with respect to west or northwest winds, are all at least 300 feet from the
potential 160-foot-tall building. Moreover, the test point on Third Street between Harrison and Bryant
streets (Test Point 13) is partially sheltered by the adjacent elevated I-80 freeway (approximately 50 feet
in this location), which would further limit any effect of the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that
could be built at the location of the Height and Bulk Map revisions. Therefore, wind speeds at these
three points also would be only minimally altered by the potential 160-foot-tall building mass, as
compared to wind speeds reported in the Draft EIR.

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant wind impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.

Shadow
Analysis in the Draft EIR
The Draft EIR found that development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. This impact was determined to be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures were identified. The Draft EIR found that Plan Area development would
add new shadow to three parks (South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park, and Gene Friend Recreation Center)
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission and, therefore, is subject to Planning Code
Section 295. However, the Draft EIR found that the relatively minimal new shadow would not be anticipated to
adversely affect the use of these parks, and the effect was, therefore, found to be less than significant. The Draft
EIR also found that Plan Area development would add new shadow to two non-Planning Code Section 295 open
spaces—the Alice Street Community Garden and the Yerba Buena Center Children’s Garden. Again, however, the
relatively small shadow increment was determined not to adversely affect the use of these spaces, and the effect
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was found to be less than significant. Likewise, Plan-generated shadow was found to result in less-than-significant
impacts on nearby privately owned public open spaces (POPOS).

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map
The Draft EIR employed programmatic shadow modeling in support of its analysis, based on the same building
masses as evaluated in the visual simulations and wind-tunnel testing.10 This analysis specifically addresses potential
new shadow impacts associated with the increase in height from 85 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 116 and the
increase in height from 130 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113. To evaluate the potential for the
proposed Height and Bulk Map changes to result in new or more-severe shadow effects, the modeling was revised
to incorporate the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that could be built at the location of the Height and Bulk Map
revisions. The results of the modeling show that the only open space for which shadows would be different than
those reported in the Draft EIR is the Alice Street Community Garden, where new shadow would be increased at
mid-morning and would occur earlier (10 a.m.) around the time of the winter solstice, compared to those reported in
the Draft EIR (see Figure RTC-3, Comparison Between Draft EIR Shadow and Potential New Shadow, Alice Street
Community Garden, December 20, 10 a.m.). However, the increase in new shadow at this time would cover less
than 20 percent of the garden, along its western extent, adjacent to Lapu Lapu Street, and this new shadow would
leave the garden by 11 a.m., whereas the Draft EIR showed that a new shadow would just reach the southwest corner
of the garden at 11 a.m. around the winter solstice. No new shadow, compared to that reported in the Draft EIR,
would affect the Alice Street Community Garden at the spring or fall equinoxes or at the summer solstice. Given the
very limited new shadow compared to that reported in the Draft EIR, use of the Alice Street Community Garden
would not result in substantially more-severe adverse impacts than those reported in the Draft EIR. Compared to
existing conditions, the Plan with the changed height limits would cast a small amount of new shadow on the garden
late in the afternoon around the spring and fall equinoxes, as well as in mid-morning and at the end of the day around
the winter solstice, as reported in the Draft EIR (p. IV.H-36). Therefore, shadow effects would remain less than
significant with the revised height and bulk limits, as was reported in the Draft EIR.
The revised Height and Bulk Map, including the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that could result, would
increase shadow on Harrison Street and its sidewalks proximate to the site of the map changes (i.e., the block
between Third and Fourth streets), as well as on Lapu Lapu Street north of Harrison Street year round. However,
this incremental increase in shading would be consistent with typical urban shadows, including in other parts
of the Plan Area where new buildings could be constructed, and would not be anticipated to adversely affect
the use of nearby sidewalks, given that sidewalks are typically used for pedestrian travel from one location to
another. With the change in the Height and Bulk Map, and similar to conditions without the change, shadows
upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be
considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby property may regard the
increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. This conclusion would hold true
both with and without the revised Height and Bulk Map.

Like the wind-tunnel testing, the Draft EIR shadow analysis properly included a 240-foot-tall building at the southeast corner of
Fourth and Harrison streets.
10

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-17

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

New Shadow Shown
in Draft EIR
New Shadow with
Height & Bulk Map
Revision
Existing Shadow
Net New Shadow vs.
Existing
New Shadow vs.
Draft EIR Shadow

NORTH

SOURCE: Fastcast

Case No. 2011.1356E: Central SoMa Plan

Figure RTC-3
Comparison Between Draft EIR Shadow andPotential New Shadow, Alice
Street Community Garden, December 20, 10 a.m.

B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant shadow impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.
To incorporate the shadow effect of changes in the Height and Bulk Map, Draft EIR Figure IV.H-2 through
Figure IV.H-10, pp. IV.H-12 through IV.H-20, and Figure IV.H-17 through Figure IV.H-22, pp. IV.H-23 through
IV.H-34, have been revised and are presented here. In many cases, there is no change to the shadow patterns
depicted in the Draft EIR because the change in the Height and Bulk Map would not result in new or different
shadows. As with the Draft EIR, the complete set of figures produced by the computer modeling is included in
a revised Draft EIR Appendix E, which is included in this RTC document.

Conclusion
The proposed revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map on Block 3762, Lots 112, 113, and 116, would not
result in any new or substantially more-severe significant impacts with respect to aesthetics, wind, or shadow,
or any other CEQA topic, than those that were identified in the Draft EIR.
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Figure IV.H-2
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-3
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-4
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-5
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]

Yerba Buena Lane

MintPlaza
Plaza
Mint

Jessie Square

Yerba
Buena
Gardens

Gene Friend
Rec. Center

Victoria Manalo
Draves Park

Alice Street
Community
Garden

South Park

Plan Area Boundary
NORTH
OPEN SPACES
Section 295 Park
Other Open Space

SOURCE: CADP

Potential New Buildings and their Shadows
Potential New Buildings’ Net New Shadows at Ground Level
Exisitng Shadows at Ground Level

Approved New Buildings (5M and 706 Mission)
and their Shadows
Approved New Buildings’ (5M & 706 Mission)
Net New Shadows at Ground Level

Case No. 2011.1356E: Central SoMa Plan

Figure IV.H-6
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-7
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-8
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-9
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-10
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-17
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-18
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-19
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-20
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-21
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-22
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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C. List of Persons Commenting
This RTC document responds to all comments received on the Draft EIR, including written comments submitted
by letter, fax, or email, as well as written and oral comments presented at the public hearings. This section lists
all agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR. Commenters are
grouped according to whether they commented as individuals or represented a public agency or nongovernmental organization. Table RTC-1, Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR, lists the commenters’ names,
along with the corresponding commenter codes used in Section D, Comments and Responses, to denote each
set of comments, the comment format, and the comment date. The complete set of written and oral comments
received on the Draft EIR is provided in Attachment A, Draft EIR Comment Letters, and Attachment B, Draft
EIR Hearing Transcript.
In this RTC document, each commenter is assigned a unique commenter code in the following manner:
●

Commenters from agencies are designated by “A‐” and the agency’s name or acronym thereof. In each
case where multiple commenters from the same agency provided separate comments, the acronym is
followed by each commenter’s last name.

●

Commenters from organizations are designated by “O‐” and the organization’s name or acronym
thereof. In each case where multiple commenters from the same organization provided separate
comments, the acronym is followed by each commenter’s last name.

●

Commenters as individuals are designated by “I‐” and the commenter’s last name.

Subsequently, each comment is assigned a number (“#”), which is preceded by the commenter code. For
example, the second comment received from a representative of an organization known as “Friends of Friends”
would be designated “O-FOF.2,” while the third comment received from an individual named Smith would be
designated “I-Smith.3.” In cases where a commenter has provided both written and oral comments, each set of
comments is assigned a “-1” or “-2” to distinguish between written and oral comments, respectively. For
example, the third comment from individual Hestor’s written comments would be designated “I-Hestor-1.3,”
while the fifth comment from her oral comments would be designated “I-Hestor-2.5.” In this way, the reader
can locate a particular comment in a comment letter or the public hearing testimony by referring to the
comment’s designation.
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TABLE RTC-1
Commenter Code

PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR
Name and Title of Commenter

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions
A-BART

Val Joseph Menotti, Chief Planning & Development
Officer

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Letter

February 14, 2017

A-CPC-Johnson

Christine Johnson, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Melgar

Myrna Melgar, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Moore

Kathrin Moore, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Richards

Dennis Richards, Vice President

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-SFMTA

Charles Rivasplata, Senior Transportation Planner

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Letter

February 10, 2017

O-B505

John Kevlin, Attorney

B505 Industries, LLC

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-CSN-1
O-CSN-2

Richard Drury, Attorney

Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu

Letter
Hearing Transcript

February 13, 2017
January 26, 2017

O-CSPO

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney

Various Central SoMa Property Owners

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-FADF

Bernadette Sy, Executive Director

Filipino-American Development Foundation

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-Freeman

Bill Kuehnle, Vice President and General Manager

Freeman Expositions, Inc.

Letter

June 27, 2017

O-MPHA

Jim Bourgart, Board President

Museum Parc Homeowners Association

Letter

February 10, 2017

O-One Vassar

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney

One Vassar, LLC

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-SDA

Tony Robles, Housing Organizing Director

Senior and Disability Action

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-SFBC

Janice Li, Advocacy Director

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Letter

February 14, 2017

O-SFHAC

Corey Smith, Community Organizer

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

O-SFRG-1
O-SFRG-2

John Elberling, Member

San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth

Letter
Hearing Transcript

February 13, 2017
January 26, 2017

O-SOMCANCabande

Angelica Cabande, Organizational Director

South of Market Community Action Network

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-SOMCAN-Rogge

Andrew Rogge, Workforce Development
Coordinator

South of Market Community Action Network

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

Organizations
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TABLE RTC-1

PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

O-SPG

Steven L. Vettel, Attorney

Solbach Property Group

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-Tishman

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney

Tishman Speyer

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-UNITE Here

Cynthia Gómez, Research Analyst

UNITE Here, Local 2

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

O-VEC

Chris Durazo, Coordinator

Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-YBCBD

Scott Rowitz, Vice Chair

Yerba Buena Community Benefit District

Letter

February 13, 2017

O-YBNC-Light-1
O-YBNC-Light-2

Alice Light, TODCO, Director of Community
Planning

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium

Letter
Hearing Transcript

January 19, 2017
January 26, 2017

O-YBNC-Elberling

John Elberling, Chair

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium

Letter

February 13, 2017

Individuals
I-Brennan

Nicole Brennan

E-Comment

February 13, 2017

I-Camp

Daniel Camp

Email

February 13, 2017

I-Cerles

Marty Cerles Jr.

E-Comment

December 16, 2016

I-Domalewski

Armand Domalewski

Email

February 13, 2017

I-Ferro, A.

Angelo Ferro

Letter

January 26, 2017

I-Ferro, M.

Mike Ferro

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Goldstein

Joshua Goldstein

E-Comment

January 1, 2017

I-Hestor-1
I-Hestor-2

Sue C. Hestor, Attorney

Letter
Hearing Transcript

February 13, 2017
January 26, 2017

I-Hong

Dennis Hong

Email

February 13, 2017

I-Margarita

Margarita (no last name given)

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Meader

Arthur Meader

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Nagy

Tamas Nagy

E-Comment

December 18, 2016

I-Patterson

Richard North Patterson

E-Comment

December 18, 2016

I-Renee

Denise Renee

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Rosenberg

Isaac Rosenberg

E-Comment

January 23, 2017
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C. List of Persons Commenting

TABLE RTC-1

PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

I-Schuttish

Georgia Schuttish

I-Schwark-1
I-Schwark-2

Jon Schwark

I-Su

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

Email

February 13, 2017

Hearing Transcript
Letter

January 26, 2017
February 13, 2017

Justin Su

Email

February 13, 2017

I-Weel

Jaap Weel

Email

February 13, 2017

I-Whitaker

James Whitaker

Email

February 12, 2017

I-Zhang

Jingzhou Zhang

E-Comment

December 16, 2016
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D. Comments and Responses
This section presents the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.
The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order as presented in the
Draft EIR, with general comments on the EIR, including comments on the merits of the proposed project and
project alternatives, grouped together at the end of the section. Comments unrelated to a specific impact
category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the Summary or specific mitigation measures
are included under the comments regarding the relevant topical section of the Draft EIR. The order of the
comments and responses in this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic codes (indicated in
square brackets):
Project Description [PD]
Plans and Policies [PP]
Overview [OV]
Land Use and Land Use Planning [LU]
Aesthetics [AE]
Cultural and Paleontological Resources [CP]
Transportation and Circulation [TR]
Noise and Vibration [NO]
Air Quality [AQ]
Wind [WI]
Shadow [SH]
Hydrology (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer
System) [HY]

Other CEQA Considerations [OC]
Alternatives [AL]
Cumulative Impacts [CU]
Initial Study Topics
Population and Housing [PH]
Recreation [RE]
Public Services [PS]
Biological Resources [BI]
Geology and Soils [GE]
Plan Merits [PM]
General Comments (GC)

Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and identified using the
topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example, Project Description comments [PD]
are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has a corresponding heading that introduces the
comment subject; these subsections present quotes of comments and include the commenter’s name and the
comment code described in Section C, List of Persons Commenting, of this RTC document. The reader is referred
to Attachments A and B for the full text and context of each comment letter or email, as well as the public hearing
transcript. In those attachments, the comment code and response code are provided in the margin of each
comment, allowing the reader to locate the response to an individual comment.
Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address issues raised
in the comment and to clarify or augment information in the Draft EIR as appropriate. Response numbers
correspond to the topic code; for example, the response to Comment PD-1 is presented under Response PD-1.
The responses may clarify the Draft EIR text or revise or add text to the EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIR are
shown as indented text. New or revised text, including text changes initiated by Planning Department staff, is
double underlined; deleted material is shown in strikethrough.
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D.1

Project Description

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project
Description. These include topics related to:
●

Comment PD-1: 636–648 Fourth Street Project

●

Comment PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential Modified Massing
Requirements

●

Comment PD-3: Building Heights On and Near Flower Mart Site

●

Comment PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear

●

Comment PD-5: Impact of Plan on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses

●

Comment PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Is
Inadequate

●

Comment PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

●

Comment PD-8: Request for Park on Second Street

●

Comment PD-9: Revise Maximum Height Proposed for Parcels North of I-80 Freeway and East of
Fourth Street

●

Comment PD-10: State Density Bonus Program

●

Comment PD-11: Street Network Changes

●

Comment PD-12: Tower Separation Policy

●

Comment PD-13: Proposed Changes to 330 Townsend and 636–648 Fourth Streets

Note: Comments stating that the Plan should facilitate more residential development than is proposed are
responded to in Section D.14, Alternatives, along with similar comments calling for alternative(s) with more
housing.

Comment PD-1: 636–648 Fourth Street Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SPG.1

“On behalf of Solbach Property Group (‘Solbach’), we submit the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (‘DEIR’) for the Central So Ma Plan (‘Plan’), Planning Department
Case No. 201l.1356E.
“Solbach is the owner of 636-648 Fourth Street (Block 3786 / Lot 035), a 17,406 square foot parcel at the northwest
corner of Fourth and Bluxome Streets within the proposed Plan area located ½ block from the Caltrain Station
and one block from the Bryant Street Central Subway stop. The property is currently within the MUO zoning
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district and 85-X height and bulk district, and is within a subarea of Plan proposed for intensive commercial
and residential development and substantial height limit increases.1
“Solbach has submitted an Environmental Evaluation application to the City and County of San Francisco
(‘City’) for a proposed mixed use development project (‘Project’) at the property, consistent with the objectives
of the Plan. The Project proposes to demolish two existing non-historic one- and two-story commercial
buildings2, a parking lot and a general advertising sign structure, and construct a primarily residential tower
with ground floor commercial space. Solbach’s preferred development scenario for the Project is a not less than
350-foot tall tower containing not less than 392 dwelling units, of which approximately 18% (at least 71 units)
are proposed to be on-site affordable units. The tower would have maximum floor plates of approximately
10,785 square feet and be spaced more than 115 feet away from any adjacent towers, consistent with the bulk
limits proposed in the Plan. At the proposed height, the Project would need to construct off-site open space by
developing much of the Bluxome Linear Park, proposed in the Bluxome Street right-of-way between Fourth and
Fifth Street adjacent to the Project site (DEIR at II-31), whereas a smaller project could fulfill almost all of its
open space requirement on-site.
“The preferred Project is fully consistent with the objectives and goals of the Plan, including:
●

Objective 1 (‘Increase the capacity for jobs and housing’);

●

Objective 5 (‘Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities’); and

●

Objective 8 (‘Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City’).

“See DEIR at II-5 to II-6.
“The Project is among the several dozen ‘Subsequent Development Projects’ that are described as projects that
would proceed under the Plan, if approved. On page IV-8, the DEIR indicates that these projects are analyzed
not as cumulative developments, ‘but rather in the Plan analysis, as the proposed uses and intensity of
development would be allowed under the Plan.’ The Project is described as including ‘a 350-foot-tall primarily
residential tower with 427 units.’ This scale and density of development, consistent with Solbach's proposed
Project, was therefore included in the DEIR's analysis of potential physical impacts of the Plan.
“However, elsewhere in the DEIR, this intensity of development for the Project site appears not to be properly
analyzed. For example, the proposed height map at Figure II-7 of the DEIR shows a proposed height limit of
250 feet for the property, not 350 feet. Height limits of 400 feet and 300 feet are proposed on sites on which
residential towers are proposed immediately adjacent to the Project site. A 250-foot height limit on a 17,406
square foot site cannot accommodate anything close to the 427 units that the DEIR states was analyzed in the
Plan DEIR.
“The DEIR is therefore inadequate for its failure to fully examine at least 350 feet as the preferred height limit
for the Project site, despite (1) the DEIR stating that intensity of development is analyzed in the DEIR, (2) the
policies of the Plan being more fully implemented by a development of 350 feet at the Project site, (3) higher
height limits on adjacent residential sites, and (4) the lack of any significant differences in environmental impacts
between a 250-foot tall structure and a 350-foot tall structure at the site, as discussed in further detail below. The
Final EIR should provide a consistent analysis of the physical impacts associated with a height limit of at least
350 feet at the Project site.
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“Notably, such a clarification in the Final EIR is permissible without the need to recirculate the DEIR.
Recirculation is only required where significant new information is added, which includes the following
situations: (1) a new significant environmental impact from the project or from a new proposed mitigation
measure; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; (3) a feasible project alternative
or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project but is not adopted; or (4) the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. See 14 C.C.R.
§ 15088.5(a). On the other hand, recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR
‘merely clarifies or amplifies.’ See 14 C.C.R. § 15088.5(b). Here, Solbach merely seeks clarification as to the
potential impacts of a 350-foot height limit at the project site and amplification of the potential impacts
associated with development at that height.
“Moreover, any such analysis will establish that there is no significant difference in terms of environmental
impacts between 250 feet (the height limit indicated in Figure II-7) and at least 350 feet (the proposed height for
the Project as described on page IV-8) and will not change the conclusions of the DEIR.
●

Visual Impact. A preliminary visual simulation analysis was completed in December 2016 for the
proposed Project at various heights, from 250 feet to 450 feet, attached hereto as Exhibit A. The visual
simulations establish little to no change in aesthetic impacts between 250 feet and 450 feet in height.
This is further supported by the conclusions of the DEIR itself, which found that taller buildings ‘would
alter or partially obscure long-range views of the Bay … but not to the extent that any view would be
substantially impaired.’ (DEIR at IV.B-38). The Plan already proposes 400-foot and 300-foot height limits
for sites in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The DEIR concluded that development pursuant
to the Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on views and scenic vistas. In any event, skyline
and other visual impacts are not considered significant effects for urban infill projects: ‘Aesthetic and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.’ (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21099(d)(l).)

●

Transportation. The Project is located in TAZ 644, where vehicle miles traveled are substantially less
than the regional average for both residential and retail land uses (DEIR Table IV.D-7), such that the
Project will have no significant traffic impacts at the density proposed, particularly because the Project
will be subject to the newly enacted TDM ordinance. Transit, pedestrian, bicycle, emergency vehicle
and construction impacts of a 392-unit project at the Project site would not differ significantly from those
analyzed in the DEIR should the transportation analysis for the DEIR have assume less than that density
of development for the site.

●

Shadows. Pre Vision Design prepared a shadow screening analysis, taking into account existing
buildings, for a 350-foot tower at the Project site, attached as Exhibit B. The initial analysis finds no new
shading from a 350-foot project would be cast on any Recreation and Park Department properties or
any of the other open spaces listed in Table IV.H-1 and analyzed in the DEIR. A 350-foot tower would
cast some minor new shading on China Basin Park (a park under the jurisdiction of the Port of San
Francisco) and the privately owned publically-accessible Willie Mays plaza in front of AT&T park
during limited hours of the year. Both open spaces are outside the Plan area. As discussed in the DEIR,
a detailed shadow analysis and compliance with Planning Code Sections 295 and 148 will be required
for the proposed Project at any height, including 350 feet (or higher). (DEIR at IV.H-9 and -10).

●

Wind. With respect to wind, the DEIR concluded that wind hazard criterion were not exceeded with
existing plus Plan conditions in the area of the proposed Project. (DEIR at IV.G-11). Thus the proposed
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Project, even assuming a 350 foot (or higher) height limit, would be unlikely to create wind hazards.
Additionally, a detailed wind analysis specific to the Project will be completed for the Project's site
specific CEQA analysis pursuant to DEIR Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, which requires further analysis
of potential wind impacts for each tower proposal and compliance with the comfort criteria of Planning
Code Section 148.
●

Noise and Air Quality. The Project at 350 feet in height (or higher) would have similar noise and air
quality impacts as a shorter building and be subject to the same Noise and Air Quality ordinances and
Mitigation Measures that would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant.

“Should the Planning Department believe that a 250-foot height limit for the Project site also be analyzed in the
Final EIR, such a lower scale of development is already analyzed in the DEIR as an element of the Reduced
Heights Alternative (see DEIR at Figure VI-1).
“Finally, the proposed height limit of 350 feet or higher better implements the policies of the Plan than a lower
height limit. This is particularly true with respect to increasing the capacity for housing, one of the Plan's eight
overall goals. Among the stated policies or objectives of the Plan are (1) increasing the area where space for
housing can be built, (2) increasing how much space for housing can be built, and (3) increasing height limits on
parcels. Each of these is better served by allowing increased height on the proposed Project, which allows for
increased residential space.
“We appreciate the opportunity to present these comments, and to request that the FEIR be amended to
incorporate them prior to certification.”
Footnotes:
1
DEIR at IV-22: "Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of Fourth Street to Sixth
Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet."
2
Neither on-site building is a designated or eligible historic resource. DEIR at Figure IV.C-2.

(Steven L. Vettel, Solbach Property Group, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SPG.1])

Response PD-1
The comments address the 17,406-square-foot parcel located at 636–648 Fourth Street (northwest corner of
Fourth and Bluxome streets) within the Plan Area. The comments state that a mixed-use project has been
proposed for the parcel that includes a not less than 350-foot-tall tower containing not less than 392 dwelling
units. Draft EIR p. IV-8 identifies the mixed-use project as a subsequent development project that would include
a 350-foot-tall, primarily residential tower with 427 units. However, it also identifies a proposed height limit of
250 feet for the parcel per the proposed height map in Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts,
p. II-19. The commenter states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not fully examine at least 350 feet
as the preferred height limit for the project site; and requests that the Draft EIR incorporate the development
project as it is described in the comment, along with the additional impact analysis.
The Draft EIR incorrectly included the project at 636–648 Fourth Street in a list, on p. IV-8, of Subsequent
Development Projects “that would occur under the Plan, if approved.” The development project described in
the comment letter and in the list of Subsequent Development Projects in the Draft EIR would not be consistent
with the Central SoMa Plan as proposed. With implementation of the Plan, the parcel described in the comment
would have a 250-foot building height limit; as indicated by the comment, a 350-foot building height would not
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be appropriate for the parcel. The Draft EIR analyzed development on a slightly larger site (620–648 Fourth
Street) site at a height of ranging from 85 feet at Fourth and Bluxome streets to 250 feet at Fourth and Brannan
streets, consistent with the Plan’s proposed height and bulk map. It is noted that the project sponsor’s
September 4, 2015, environmental evaluation application includes a variant that would be consistent with the
Plan. Accordingly, the fifth bulleted paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV-8 is revised as follows to replace the 350-foottall project with the 250-foot-tall variant (deleted text shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
●

636–648 Fourth Street: The proposed project variant (to a non-Plan-compliant submittal) would include
a 350250-foot-tall primarily residential tower with 427 approximately 270 units and approximately
3,2004,500 square feet of ground floor commercial space. Two existing one and two story commercial
buildings and a general advertising billboard would be demolished.

If the Plan is approved as proposed, the 250-foot-tall project variant at 636–648 Fourth Street could be approved
as consistent with the Plan, assuming that the Planning Department were to determine that the variant is
consistent with the development density in the Plan. However, the 350-foot-tall proposal would require a sitespecific re-zoning and an analysis of any environmental impacts associated with the project that were not
otherwise described in the Draft EIR. It would be speculative to assume that a project in the Plan Area would
be granted a site-specific rezoning for greater height immediately following adoption of the Plan. Therefore, the
350-foot-tall project is not considered reasonably foreseeable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 and
was not included as part of the cumulative impact analysis.

Comment PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential
Modified Massing Requirements
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.9
O-CSPO.10
O-Tishman.1
“Page:
“II-22

Comment:
Please ensure that the current draft Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2 is addressed in the
discussion of maximum building heights under this section. That measure provides that ’An
additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate
the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall
amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to
wind and shadow.’
In addition, the first full paragraph in this section states that ’the project would allow for … five 160foot buildings and about a half dozen buildings of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison
Street… ‘
However, the Plan identifies at least nine areas south of Harrison Street that would be zoned 130-CS.
These areas incorporate multiple parcels, and therefore development in this height range may not be
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limited to 6 buildings.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.9])
“Page:
“II-23

Comment:
Objective 8.3 and Objective 8.4. These objectives address potential height limits and massing
restrictions for development within the Plan area. To provide a more accurate scope for analysis, each
should reference (l) the potential for modification of massing requirements on key development sites;
and (2) the potential for an additional 25 feet in height on certain sites within the Plan area, as
discussed in Objective 8.5.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.10])

“Page:
“II-22

Comment:
The first full paragraph on this page states ’the project would allow for … five 160-foot buildings and
about a half a dozen buildings of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison Street…’
In discussing allowable development heights in this area, the DEIR should address draft Central
SoMa Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2, which states that ’An additional 25 feet of height may be
permitted on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing
and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan,
as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise
enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and shadow.’ This could be
done by referencing the DEIR discussion in Objective 8.5, which occurs on page II-23. It is feasible for
the 598 Brannan Project may include buildings up to 185 feet in height along Brannan Street, and up
to 155 feet in height along Bryant Street.
In addition, the draft Plan identifies at least 9 areas south of Harrison that would be zoned 130-CS.
These areas incorporate multiple parcels, and many therefore contain [t]he capacity for development
of more than the ’half a dozen’ buildings of 130-feet or less that the DEIR indicates.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.1])

Response PD-2
The comments state that the Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, should discuss the potential for an
additional 25 feet in height on certain parcels in the Plan Area, should clarify the number of buildings that could
reach 130 feet in height in the Plan Area, and should include the potential for modification of massing
requirements pursuant to Objectives 8.3 and 8.4.

Additional 25 Feet in Height on Parcels in Plan Area
Regarding the potential for an additional 25 feet in permitted building height, this is discussed on Draft EIR
p. II-23, where it states that the Plan “would provide greater flexibility for large development sites in return for
improved design and additional public benefits.” As further stated on p. II-23, this could mean that “an
additional 25 feet of height would be allowed on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the
provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what would otherwise be required by the
Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled
by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and shadow.”
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The potential for an additional 25 feet in height is not contained within the Plan’s policy language (Part I of the
Plan), but rather within the Plan’s Implementation Strategy (Part II of the Plan). Specifically, Section A of Plan
Part II, Implementation Matrix, lists implementation measures, implementation mechanisms, timelines, and
responsibilities for implementation of the Plan’s objectives and policies. Under Objective 8.5 (“Ensure that Large
Development Sites Are Carefully Designed to Maximize Public Benefit”) and Policy 8.5.1 (“Provide greater
direction and flexibility for large development sites in return for improved design and additional public
benefits”), Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2 states, “An additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on sites
where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks and
recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height
did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant
impacts related to wind and shadow.”
In practice, this additional height is likely to be granted only to project sponsors with sites that are large enough
to allow flexibility in site planning and building massing to allow for a portion of the site to be dedicated to
affordable housing or park land beyond that otherwise required. For this reason, the potential for added height
is included in the Plan’s Implementation Matrix under Objective 8.5, which concerns large development sites.
Objective 8.5 of the Plan states, “Central SoMa includes a number of large, underutilized sites (parcels or groups
of adjacent parcels that are 30,000 to well over 100,000 square feet) that represent a substantial portion of the
overall development in the Plan Area. Because of their size, these sites have the potential to deliver substantial
public benefits if carefully designed.” In addition to the Implementation Matrix, Part II of the Plan includes draft
Key Development Site Guidelines (Section E of Part II), where the potential for an additional 25 feet in height is
specifically identified for three larger sites in the Plan Area: Site 2, the “4th and Harrison” site; Site 5, the “Park
Block”; and Site 7, “88 Bluxome/Tennis Club.” It is not possible, in a programmatic analysis such as this EIR, to
evaluate every potential design permutation that could be permitted under the Plan. Subsequent analysis of
specific projects in the Plan Area would evaluate the potential for additional height on these sites, if applicable.
However, as stated in the implementation measure, such additional height must not result in significant wind
or shadow impacts. Any specific proposal that would increase the Plan’s overall development potential or result
in significant wind or shadow impacts would be ineligible for the 25-foot height limit increase. As noted, the
additional 25 feet in height, while likely to be limited in application to larger sites, potentially could be granted
in connection with any site where affordable housing or open space is proposed in excess of required amounts.
For clarification, the third sentence of the paragraph of text following the heading introducing Objective 8.5 on
Draft EIR p. II-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
For example, aAn additional 25 feet of height would be allowed on sites where such flexibility in height
would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what would
otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount
of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and
shadow.
See also Response WI-2 on p. RTC-215 and Response AE-1 on p. RTC-118 for discussion about potential effects
of the 25 feet in added building height that may be possible on certain sites.

Clarification of Height Limits of 130 Feet and 160 Feet in the Plan Area
Regarding height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet, the fifth and sixth sentences of the first paragraph of text beneath
the bullet list on Draft EIR p. II-22 are revised to clarify that certain height limits less than 200 feet would apply
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to portions of the Plan Area and not to specific building sites. Revisions are as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
… In addition, the Plan would allow for:
●

five four areas with a 160-foot height limit buildings and about half a dozen buildings seven
areas with a height limit of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison Street the I-80
freeway;, as well as

●

a 115-foot-tall building on the northwest corner of Brannan and Ritch Streets, between Third
and Fourth Streets;. The project would also allow for

●

four towers of 200, 240, 350, and 350 feet on the south side of Harrison Street between Second
and Fourth streets (interspersed on the north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the
south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet);, and

●

towers of 200 feet on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets and the northwest
corner of Second and Harrison streets; and, as well as

●

a 300-foot tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, where the Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) has proposed a residential project.

Potential Modification of Massing Requirements
Concerning the potential modification of massing requirements, the draft Key Development Site Guidelines
(Section E of Part II of the Plan; see Figure 1, p. 171) identifies the potential for modification of Plan massing
requirements for each of eight large sites for which the Plan provides guidance. These sites include Site 1, “5th
and Howard”; Site 2, “4th and Harrison”; Site 3, “2nd and Harrison”; Site 4, “Flower Mart”; Site 5, “Park Block”
(between Bryant and Brannan and Fourth and Fifth streets); Site 6, “Wells Fargo” (Brannan and Fourth streets);
Site 7, “88 Bluxome/Tennis Club”; and Site 8, “4th and Townsend.” As with the potential added height, it is
unknown whether any of these sites would be granted modifications with respect to Plan massing requirements
and in what manner, if any, the requirements would be altered. As such, it is not possible, in a programmatic
analysis such as this EIR, to evaluate every potential design permutation that could be permitted under the Plan.
Furthermore, subsequent development projects that are consistent with the development density in Central
SoMa Plan would be required to undergo a project-level analysis, as applicable, to determine whether the
proposed project would result in significant environmental effects that (1) are peculiar to the project or parcel
on which the project is located; (2) were not analyzed as significant effects in the Central SoMa Plan EIR; (3) are
potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts which were not disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR; or
(4) are more severe than disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. Therefore, any project-specific significant
effects resulting from an additional 25-foot height increase or a project’s massing would be addressed during
the environmental reviews of subsequent development projects, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

Comment PD-3: Building Heights On and Near Flower Mart Site
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Ferro, A.1
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“I own properties on Sixth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets and generally support height increases
and more intensive use of the Central So Ma Plan area. However, review of the proposed project’s land use and
height/bulk limitations reflect several proposed projects. An example of this is the proposal to reclassify the
height/bulk and use district of the Flower Market site from 40/55X to 270-CS and 160-CS, while the height of the
adjacent parcels is proposed to be limited to 55’ along Sixth and Bryant Streets, and the parcel at the north west
corner of Bryant and Fifth Street is proposed to be changed to 85’.” (Angelo Ferro, Letter, January 26, 2017
[I-Ferro, A.1])

Response PD-3
The comment includes a statement of support for the height increases and increased intensity of uses that would
be implemented under the Plan. The comment appears to indicate some height and bulk limitations proposed
within the Plan Area (along Sixth and Bryant streets and the parcel at the northwest corner of Bryant and Fifth
streets) are not consistent with other parts of the Plan Area. As discussed on Draft EIR p. II-22, the Plan Area is
currently characterized by mid-rise buildings. While the proposed changes to height and bulk limits proposed
in the Plan seek to maintain this general character, the Plan would allow for approximately eight towers of
between 200 and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant Street. These include three towers of between
approximately 220 and 270 feet in height on the site of the existing San Francisco Flower Mart, which are the
parcels to which the commenter is referring. While the 270-foot height limit that would be allowed for the Flower
Mart site under the Plan would be taller than adjacent parcels to the north and across Brannan Street to the
south, the height would be consistent with increased height limits proposed on nearby parcels along Fifth Street
between Brannan and Townsend streets under the Plan. However, the comment pertains more to the merits of
the Plan and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis provided in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, revisions to the Draft EIR to address the comment are not required. The comment will be
transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SFRG-1.1
O-YBNC-Light-1.1
O–YBNC-Light-1.3

“After adoption of the City’s Downtown Plan rezoning in 1995, SFRG [San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth]
brought suit challenging the DTP’s EIR legal adequacy. Following negotiations this case was settled several
years later by agreement between SFRG and CCSF. I was a member of the SFRG board of directors at the time
and a member of its negotiating team. The Settlement Agreement addressed three topics: future City EIR
methodology for cumulative impact analyses (which was implemented), updating of the Seismic Safety Element
of the City Master [Plan] (which was completed), and a commitment for the City to henceforth prepare ‘readable’
EIR’s whose analyses could be readily understood by members of the general public with[out] technical
backgrounds.
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“In recent years the Department’s standard for EIR’s readability has clearly decayed in general, becoming
progressively more technocratic in nature. But as detailed in the attached CSP DEIR comments by Alice Light,
which are hereby included as comment here, the Central SOMA Plan’s DEIR’s discussion of the setting and
impacts of its project-level-analysis of the Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project - several very complex alternative
re-configurations of the traffic patterns for these and adjacent streets that could have huge practical impacts on
the everyday lives of all SOMA residents - has crossed the line into sheer incomprehensibility. If not corrected,
this will be a direction violation of the Settlement Agreement between the City and SFRG.
“To comply with the City/SFRG Agreement the CSP EIR discussion of the setting/impacts for the
Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project must be completely rewritten as a discrete separate section of the EIR - a
variant? - with all relevant information presented in maps and tables so as to be readily understandable by the
general public without reference to other documents, such as the EIR Appendix.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans
for Reasonable Growth, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SFRG-1.1])

“The discussion of the Howard/Folsom street project in the DEIR is incomprehensible, and therefore inadequate.
The convoluted and fractured way the information is presented makes it impossible for anyone who is not a
transit engineer to understand.
“Figure 11-15 and Figure 11-16 are insufficient in depicting the consequences of the alternatives. They show the
one-way and two-way proposals, but critical information is missing. Given the complexity and scope of the
changes proposed, clear graphics are needed to consolidate and clearly present the changes and their impacts.
As it is, the information is confusing and incomplete, broken up, and at times leaves out key information. It
requires the reader to dissect various sections, compare them, and digest large amounts of information that
should be clearly summarized in easy to understand graphics. (Alice Light, The Yerba Buena Neighborhood
Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O-YBNC-Light-1.1])

“The proposed changes to Folsom and Howard need to be detailed in a single section with full graphic display
of the impacts. Without that, we cannot understand what is going to happen to our neighborhood.” (Alice Light,
The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O–YBNC–1.3])

Response PD-4
The comments refer to San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth’s (SFRG’s) lawsuit challenging the adequacy of
the City’s Downtown Plan rezoning action adopted in 1995, and the resulting settlement agreement that
addressed a provision requiring the City to provide readable EIRs with analyses that could be readily
understood by members of the general public without technical backgrounds. The comments also state the Draft
EIR’s discussion of the proposed street network changes is in contradiction with the Settlement Agreement
between the City and SFRG because it is not easily understandable to the reader, and that the Draft EIR should
be revised to present the setting and analysis of the proposed street network changes in a stand-alone section.
The comments express concern over the clarity of the graphics presented in the EIR for the Howard and Folsom
streets network changes. The comments contend that Figure II-15, Howard/Folsom One-Way Option: Existing
and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes, p. II-36, and Figure II-16, Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option: Existing
and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes, p. II-37, are insufficient to illustrate the proposed network changes.
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The Initial Study for the Plan included a number of figures to illustrate the proposed street network changes.
During preparation of the Draft EIR, these figures were moved to Appendix F specifically to aid the reader in
understanding the Draft EIR’s project description, which could then be read without interruption of multiple
pages of figures. The Draft EIR adequately identifies the potential impacts of the proposed street network
changes as they relate to each of the nine individual category evaluations in the Transportation and Circulation
section: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts, Traffic Impacts, Transit Impacts, Pedestrian Impacts, Bicycle
Impacts, Loading Impacts, Parking Impacts, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts, and Construction-Related
Transportation Impacts. The Draft EIR setting/impact analysis is not separated out by the individual
components of the Plan, but addresses the entire action proposed under the Plan, which aids the reader’s review
of the impact analysis for each of the nine individual categories because it is located in the same place in the
document. The Draft EIR’s Table of Contents on p. vi lists Appendix F as including Proposed Street Network
Changes Detail Drawings. However, to clarify this point, the first paragraph on Draft EIR p. II-35 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
The street network changes described below represent major investments that would be implemented
gradually over time. Reconfigurations to street operations (such as conversion from one-way to twoway operation, installation of transit and bicycle facilities, and changes in the number of travel lanes)
could be initially implemented on a street-by-street or block-by-block basis using roadway striping,
traffic signal modifications, corner bulb-outs, and other low-cost tools. However, sidewalk widening
(and the removal of some on-street parking in order to widen sidewalks) is a more substantial capital
expense, and therefore sidewalk widening is expected to be implemented gradually as funding becomes
available over time. In addition, some new developments would be required to widen sidewalks in
front of their respective buildings per the City’s Better Streets Plan. On blocks without development
opportunity sites, sidewalk widening may need to be undertaken by the City, and would have to be
prioritized among other transportation funding priorities. A complete set of figures illustrating the
proposed street network changes is included in Draft EIR Appendix F.
The comments do not state what further graphics are needed and/or what other text changes should be made to
aid comprehension of the proposed changes to Folsom and Howard streets. Therefore, no changes are possible
or warranted.

Comment PD-5: Impact of Plan on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.12

“9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate
“Page S-4 of the DEIR clearly indicates that Planning has not created an actual plan for Production, Distribution
and Repair (PDR) uses in its vision for Central SoMa. This has historically been one of San Francisco's most
important areas for PDR uses, which ensured a diversification of the economic base of the city and job
opportunities for people with trade credentials, not just advanced university degrees.
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“The DEIR indicates that it is removing ’protective zoning’ for PDR, but there is no complete report of how
much PDR has been lost since the implementation of the Eastern SoMa Plan, which was in part intended to
protect against the loss of PDR. Creating ’incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses’ is problematic since
features that appear to be incentives today will quickly not be incentives tomorrow depending on land use,
financial, and capitalization macro conditions that are driving the development market at any particular time.
“There are many innovative mixed-use building types, but the prospect of ’require(ing) PDR space as part of
large commercial developments’ seems to be a limited application. It would be important to understand what
precedent there is for such a mix of uses in new developments and how likely it would be to have PDR on the
ground level of a large commercial tower. What kind of PDR would it be? Who would be employed?
“For all PDR, we are concerned that there be increasing job opportunities for SoMa residents and diversification
of San Francisco's economy. This will protect San Francisco against ’boom and bust’ cycles; it will ensure that
there is less regional impact on the environment that comes when sectors of the economy are segregated
geographically; and will therefore result in less ’Vehicle Miles Traveled.’
“The Plan calls for adding technology jobs to SoMa, yet these jobs are largely inaccessible to existing community
residents. SoMa needs a diversity of job types in the neighborhood that are not only accessible to community
residents but provide a living wage that can support workers to stay in the neighborhood. This is highlighted
especially in the types of jobs provided by production, distribution, and repair businesses that provide jobs for
working class residents and are jobs that cannot afford to be lost. PDR businesses also provide essential support
to other industries and sectors so should be proximate to those other functions for them to be viable and
effective. More consideration of continued PDR use is required in the DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.12])

Response PD-5
The comments express concern regarding the loss of Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses under the
proposed Plan. The comments question the effectiveness of the methods proposed to protect PDR uses in the
Plan, including creating incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses and requiring large commercial
developments to include PDR space. The comments also incorrectly assert that there is no report identifying the
loss of PDR uses since implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, as well as note the importance of
protecting PDR uses to ensure diversification of San Francisco’s economy and provide job opportunities for
existing residents in Central SoMa.
Overall, these comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. As such, the comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
Furthermore, Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Report 2011–2015 pp. 4 to 6 report on the loss of PDR uses
since implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan.11 A detailed list of implementation measures designed
to protect PDR uses is also provided on Draft EIR p. II-14.

San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Reports 2011–2015, undated, http://sfplanning.org/implementing-our-community-plans, accessed August 5, 2017.
11
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Concerning the comment addressing PDR jobs and VMT, see Response TR-3, p. RTC-139, which discusses VMT.
As noted in Response TR-3, the relatively low VMT per person within the Plan Area means that overall regional
VMT would be less for a given number of new jobs in the Plan Area, compared to the same amount of
employment growth elsewhere in the Bay Area.

Comment PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project than the Draft EIR and
the Initial Study Is Inadequate
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.9
O-CSN-1.41
O-CSN-1.43
O-CSN-1.7
O-CSN-2.2
I-Margarita.2

“V. THE EIR AND INITIAL STUDY HAVE AN INCONSISTENT AND INADEQUATE PROJECT
DESCRIPTION.
“A. Initial Study is Inadequate Because it Describes an Entirely Different Project than in the DEIR.
“The Initial Study is patently inadequate because it describes an entirely different project from the Plan set forth
in the DEIR. The Initial Study must accurately describe the Project in order to identify impacts to be analyzed in
the EIR. The Initial Study fails to perform this task because it does not describe the Plan at all. The Initial Study
was prepared in 2014. It describes a rectangular project area that extends from Market Street to Townsend and
from Second Street to Sixth Street. The Plan set forth in the DEIR is entirely different, with most of the three
blocks from Market Street to Folsom excluded from the Plan area. Clearly the Plan will have entirely different
impacts than the project described in the Initial Study in all respects, including, but not limited to, traffic, air
quality, pedestrian safety, jobs-housing balance, etc. A new initial study is required to analyze the Project
actually proposed by the City and to identify impacts requiring analysis in an EIR. The DEIR relies on the Initial
Study to conclude that eleven environmental impacts are less than significant. This makes no sense. The City
may not rely on an Initial Study prepared for one project to conclude that a very different project has less than
significant impacts. (See, Terrell Watt, AICP, Comments).
“The purpose of an initial study is to briefly describe the proposed project and its impacts, and to identify
significant impacts requiring analysis in an EIR. 14 CCR §15063. The initial study must contain an accurate
description of the proposed project. 14 CCR §15063(d), 15071(a); Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184
Cal.App.3d 180. For example, in Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School Dist.,
215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1049 (2013), the court found an initial study to be inadequate because it did not disclose
the number of football games to be held at a proposed stadium and it was therefore impossible to calculate the
amount of traffic that would be generated by the project. (‘Without a reasonable determination of the expected
attendance at Hoover evening football games on completion of the Project, District may be unable to adequately
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compare the baseline attendance to expected attendance in determining whether there is a fair argument the
Project may have a significant impact on traffic and/or parking.n22 (Guidelines, §§ 15125, subd. (a), 15126.2,
subd. (a); Communities, at p. 320 & fn. 5.)’)
“The project description must include a description of the environmental setting of the Project. A CEQA
document ‘must include a description of the environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists before the
commencement of the project, from both a local and a regional perspective.’ 14 CCR § 15125; see Environmental
Planning and Info. Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354. ‘An accurate, stable and finite
project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient [CEQA document].’ County of Inyo
v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193; Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego
Unified School Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1049 (initial study must describe baseline conditions).
“[T]he Guidelines contemplate that ‘only one initial study need be prepared for a project. If a project is modified
after the study has been prepared, the [lead] agency need not prepare a second initial study.’ Gentry v. City of
Murrieta, 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359, 1384 (1995), citing, 1 Kostka & Zischke, supra, § 6.15, at p. 263; see also Uhler v.
City of Encinitas (1991) 227 Cal. App. 3d 795, 803, disapproved on other grounds in Quail Botanical Gardens
Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal. App. 4th 1597, 1603; Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (a), 15070.
However, when changes are made to a project after the initial study, the agency must have substantial evidence
to show that the changes are not significant. Building Code Action v. Energy Resources Conservation & Dev. Com.,
102 Cal. App. 3d 577, 592 (1980). The City lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusion that a second
initial study is not required.
“1. The DEIR Project Has a Vastly Different Geographic Scope, Populations and Jobs Projections, and Other
Elements than the Initial Study.
“In this case, the 2014 Initial Study does not describe the Project at all. It describes an entirely different project
with different project boundaries that is 11 square blocks larger than the Project set forth in the EIR. The project
described in the Initial Study clearly has a different baseline than the Project set forth in the EIR, including
population, traffic, existing office space, transit ridership, pedestrian safety history, etc. The project described in
the Initial Study will also have different impacts in all respects from the Project set forth in the EIR. The Initial
Study therefore fails to perform its basic function to describe the Project and its impacts and to identify issues
requiring study in the EIR.
“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, describes major differences between the various iterations of the project
description. (Watt Comment, p. 5). Growth assumptions in the DEIR, Initial Study and Central SOMA Plan are
vastly different:
Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth assumed
in the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (‘buildout year’ or ‘planning
horizon’). This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households, approximately 25,500
additional residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. DEIR at page IV-5.
Growth projected in the Initial Study includes up to 13,200 housing units (IS at page 85) and 56,400 new
jobs (IS at page 81). In contrast, the Central SOMA Plan states: ‘With adoption of the Central SOMA
Plan, there would be potential to build space for approximately to 45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units.
The Plan therefore represents an increase in development capacity of 450 percent for jobs and
300 percent for housing.’ Central SOMA Plan at page 7. The Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s
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Central Soma Plan12 (December 2016) is based on different growth assumptions than presented in DEIR,
Initial Study and Plan: ‘The vision of the Central Soma Plan is to create a sustainable and vital
neighborhood in the area immediately surrounding the Central Subway (expected to open in 2019) in
San Francisco’s South of Market District. The Plan is projected to bring 40,000 jobs and 7,500 housing
units to the area over the next 25 years.’
“Clearly, the population, jobs and growth projections are entirely inconsistent throughout the environmental
analysis. Will the Plan results in 7,500 housing units (Central SOMA Plan, p.7), or 14,400 (DEIR, p. IV-5), or
13,200 (IS, p. 85)? Will it create 40,000 new jobs (Financial Analysis), or 63,600 jobs (DEIR, p. IV-5), or 56,400 jobs
(IS, p. 81)? Since these figures are fundamental to analysis of almost all other impacts (air pollution, traffic, public
services, etc.), this wildly inconsistent project description renders the entire CEQA analysis inadequate. The City
simply cannot rely on an Initial Study that assumed 56,400 new jobs, to conclude that a Plan that creates 63,600
new jobs has insignificant impacts.
“2. The DEIR Project Has Entirely Different Goals than the Initial Study.
“Also, the project described in the Initial Study has very different project goals.
The Initial Study project has five project goals:
1. Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace growth, in the Central SoMa area.
2. Shape the Central SoMa’s urban form recognizing both city and neighborhood contexts.
3. Maintain the Central SoMa’s vibrant economic and physical diversity.
4. Support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other elements of ‘complete
communities.’
5. Create a model of sustainable growth.
“(Central SOMA Plan Initial Study, p.3, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2011.1356E_IS.pdf).
“By contrast, the DEIR Project has eight very different goals:
1. Increase the capacity for jobs and housing;
2. Maintain the diversity of residents;
3. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;
4. Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;
5. Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;
6. Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;
7. Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and
8. Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.
“(Central SOMA DEIR, p. S-2, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/CentralSoMaPlanDEIR_2016-12-14.pdf).
“Nowhere does the DEIR explain why the Project goals were so dramatically changed. Nor does the DEIR
explain why the Project boundaries were so drastically altered. Clearly, the two projects are entirely different
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given that the basic project goals differ. A new Initial Study is therefore required to properly describe the Project
and its impacts and to identify issues for analysis in a recirculated draft EIR.
“3. The DEIR Eliminates the Mid-Rise Option that was Favored by the Central Corridor Plan.
“The DEIR also differs from the 2013 Draft Central Corridor Plan in that it eliminate[s] the “mid-rise” height limit
option (Option A); this option is considered in this EIR as the Reduced Heights Alternative.’ (DEIR p. II-4). The MidRise Option limited building heights to no more than 130 feet throughout most of the plan area. By contrast, the DEIR
Project allows building heights of 350 feet or more at many areas that were formerly limited. This is a drastic change
from the Initial Study and Central Corridor Plan since those prior documents strongly favored the Mid-Rise Option.
Indeed, in 2013 when the Plan was known as the Central Corridor Plan, City Planning staff articulated all of the right
reasons for supporting the Mid-Rise Alternative. The Central Corridor Plan stated:
Urban design experience shows that people feel most comfortable on urban streets where the height of
buildings is between ¾ and 1 ¼ times the width of the street, creating an ‘urban room’ that has a pleasing,
but not overwhelming, sense of enclosure and intimacy. The Plan proposes that the base height limits
along all major streets in the Plan area should be 85 feet, lowering to 65 feet toward the western edge of
the Plan area and in historic areas, such as the South End and near South Park. While in some areas the
Plan proposes to allow buildings to rise above the 85-foot base height (generally to 130 feet), these upper
stories would be required to set back by at least 15 feet in order to maintain the perception of the lower
streetwall…. This scale is also consistent with both the traditional form and character of SoMa’s significant
commercial and industrial buildings as well as aligning with the desire for larger floorplate, open
floorplan, mid-rise buildings most desired by contemporary new economy companies.13
PRINCIPLE 2: The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the
presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.
The South of Market sits at a critical location in the city’s landscape. SoMa is a large expanse of flat land
at the center of the east side of the City, sitting as an important balance and counterpoint to the dramatic
hills that surround it, including the man-made ‘hill’ of the downtown high-rise district, creating a
dramatic amphitheater.
With relatively low buildings in comparison to the hills and high-rises around it, the South of Market
allows expansive and cherished views to extend across it to and from the surrounding hills, districts
and the major features of the region beyond. In order to preserve this essential characteristic and
preserve views across the area, height limits taller than 130 feet are generally kept to the southern
portion of the Plan Area (Brannan Street southward), limited in distribution and widely spaced. It is
important to note that mid-rise buildings are not necessarily synchronous with low densities… Because
the number of potential buildings taller than 130 feet is limited to strategic locations adjacent to transit
stations and their locations generously spaced, these buildings will be prominent from all directions
and serve as local landmarks.14”
Footnotes:
12
The Financial Analysis is intended to implement the Plan’s public benefits and as such it is of critical importance it be based on a
stable and finite Project description that is consistent throughout the Plan, DEIR and other related documents. That is not the case
and as such, a revised DEIR and revised policy papers and financial analyses must be completed based on a consistent, stable,
complete and finite Project description.
13
Central Corridor Plan, p. 30.
14
Id. p. 32.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.9])
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“The Project (Plan) is described in many different documents and in each differently. Thus, it is difficult to fully
understand the Project and impossible for the DEIR to adequately analyze the Project. Making it even more
challenging to get a clear understanding of the Project are the numerous plan provisions that provide flexibility
for future development of the Project Area such as transfer of development rights and state density bonus law
as well as other considerations that could allow more development in the Area than reflected in the Project
description or impact discussions. For these and other reasons below, there is no complete, stable and finite
description of the Project (Plan) to guide the DEIR’s analysis of impacts.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors,
S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.41])

“A. The DEIR Provides an Incomplete and Inconsistent Description of the Project and the Project Setting
(Baseline)
“A fundamental requirement of CEQA is that an EIR contain an accurate and complete project description.
Without a complete project description, an agency and the public cannot be assured that all the project’s
environmental impacts have been revealed and mitigated. Further, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines mandate
that an EIR include a description of the ‘physical environmental conditions . . . from both a local and a regional
perspective. . . Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts.’ CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125(a) and (c). This requirement derives from the principle that without an adequate
description of the project’s local and regional context, the EIR – and thus the decision makers, agencies and
public who rely on the EIR – cannot accurately assess the potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project.
“The Project in this case is the Central SOMA Plan (formerly the Central Corridor Plan), which purports to be a
comprehensive plan for the area including important local and regional transit lines and hubs connecting
Central SOMA to adjacent neighborhoods including Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, Mission District as
well as the broader region via freeways and the light rail that will link to the Caltrain Depot. The Plan’s goals
are laudatory including Central SOMA becoming a sustainable neighborhood, accommodating anticipated
population and job growth, providing public benefits including parks and recreation, respecting and enhancing
neighborhood character, preserving the neighborhoods cultural heritage, and maintaining the diversity of
residents. DEIR at page S-1 and Goals S-2. Unfortunately, the Project’s approach to achieving these goals -including but not limited to emphasizing office uses, increasing heights throughout the neighborhood, and
removing restrictions in the current Central Corridor Plan, accepting in-lieu and community benefits fees
instead of requiring new parks, affordable housing and essential services and infrastructure be provided in the
Plan Area concurrent with or prior to non-residential and market rate development -- will result in significant
impacts to the Central SOMA Neighborhood and take the community farther from these goals.
“1. Incomplete and Inconsistent Project Description
“CEQA requires an EIR to be based on an accurate, stable and finite project description: ‘An accurate, stable and
finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.’ County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles (1977), 71 Cal.App.3d 185. The DEIR lacks a complete and consistent description of the Project in
numerous respects.
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“First, the DEIR relies on the Initial Study for the analysis of 11 environmental topics even though the DEIR and
Initial Study contain two distinctly different descriptions of the Project. The Initial Study was published on
February 12, 2014 (Appendix B to the DEIR). According to the DEIR, based on the Initial Study, the Project (Plan)
could not result in significant environmental impacts for the following topics:
●

Population and Housing

●

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

●

Recreation

●

Utilities and Service Systems (except for wastewater treatment and storm drainage addressed in the
DEIR)

●

Public Services

●

Biological Resources

●

Geology and Soils

●

Hydrology and Water Quality (except for sewer system operations and sea level rise addressed in the
DEIR)

●

Hazardous Materials

●

Mineral and Energy Resources

●

Agricultural Resources

“See DEIR at page I-2. Based on the Initial Study, the DEIR provides no further substantive analysis of these
impacts despite significant changes to the Project (Plan) summarized below.
“The DEIR explains:
‘Because the Initial Study analysis was based on a previous draft of the Plan circulated for review in
2013, the current 2016 draft of the Plan has been reviewed to ensure the Initial Study’s conclusions
reached on the 2013 draft remain valid. No new information related to the draft 2016 Plan has come to
light that would necessitate changing any of the Initial Study’s significance conclusions reached for the
11 topics that would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation measures, which are
included in the topical sections of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
of this EIR. As such, no further environmental analysis of these Initial Study topics is required in this
EIR.’ [emphasis added].
“This approach is fatally flawed since the 2014 Initial Study does not describe the current proposed Project (Plan)
that is the subject of the DEIR. In addition to completely different project boundaries,8 the Initial Study describes
an entirely different project with respect to baseline (setting) than the current Project (Plan), and Project in terms
of growth, employment and housing. Baseline data in the Initial Study is woefully out of date with respect to
population and housing, traffic, air pollution as well as regional conditions. Also, the project described in the
Initial Study has very different project goals. The Initial Study project has five goals:
1.

Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace growth, in the Central Soma area.

2.

Shape the Central SoMa’s urban form recognizing both City and neighborhood contexts.

3.

Maintain the Central SoMa’s vibrant economic and physical diversity.
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4.

Support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other elements of ‘complete
communities.’

5.

Create a model of sustainable growth.

“By contrast, the DEIR Project has eight goals:
1.

Increase the Capacity for Jobs and Housing

2.

Maintain the Diversity of Residents

3.

Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

4.

Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling and Transit

5.

Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities

6.

Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood

7.

Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

8.

Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City

“The Projects described respectively in the Initial Study and DEIR are entirely different given that the basic
project goals are plainly different in respects that implicate substantively different physical and policy
objectives.
“Second and compounding the situation is that almost no two descriptions of the Project are the same in the
documents in the Project record (e.g., Central SOMA Plan, DEIR, Initial Study, Policy Papers, Financial
Analysis). Topical sections of the DEIR thus are based on inconsistent descriptions of the Project. Examples
include, but are not limited to, the growth assumptions that are essential to accurately analyzing Project impacts
across all environmental topics. Growth assumptions in the DEIR, Initial Study, Central SOMA Plan and
Financial Analysis are vastly different:
Table IV-1 [DEIR], Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth
assumed in the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (‘buildout year’ or
‘planning horizon’). This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households,
approximately 25,500 additional residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. DEIR at
page IV-5.
Growth projected in the Initial Study includes up to 13,200 housing units (IS at page 85) and 56,400 new
jobs (IS at page 81). In contrast, the Central SOMA Plan states: ‘With adoption of the Central SOMA
Plan, there would be potential to build space for approximately to 45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units.
The Plan therefore represents an increase in development capacity of 450 percent for jobs and
300 percent for housing.’
Central SOMA Plan at page 7. The Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s Central Soma Plan9 (December
2016) is based on different growth assumptions than presented in DEIR, Initial Study and Plan: ‘The
vision of the Central Soma Plan is to create a sustainable and vital neighborhood in the area immediately
surrounding the Central Subway (expected to open in 2019) in San Francisco’s South of Market District.
The Plan is projected to bring 40,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units to the area over the next 25 years.’
“Different growth assumptions are but one example of vastly different Project description information
throughout the DEIR record. A revised DEIR must be completed with topical discussions based on a complete,
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finite and stable description of the Project. Ideally, the revised DEIR would be preceded by a revised NOP and
Initial Study so that all descriptions of the Project in the record are the same.
“Finally, the Project Description section of the DEIR is incomplete and lacks details critical to supporting
adequate impact analyses including but not limited to information about the type of housing and jobs the Project
will allow. To compensate for the lack of detail, some topical discussions essentially create Project description
details to support analysis. Examples include the spatial representation of growth in the Shadow analysis, TAZ
detail in the Transportation section and the prototypical development projects invented in the Financial
Analysis. These more detailed topical representations of the Project also vary from one another. A revised DEIR
with a complete description of the Project is essential to support revised topical analyses. The revised Project
description should also describe in detail the policy and financial (community benefits) proposals in the Plan
that the DEIR and Initial Study rely on to reach conclusions concerning impact significance. For example, the
DEIR and Initial Study conclude that impacts associated with displacement of units and households will be less
than significant based on a suite of affordable housing programs that purportedly will offset what otherwise
would be a significant impact. (e.g., Project Area tailored fees, offset requirements, among others included in
the proposed community benefits program for the Project and in the Plan). These are not described in the Project
description, nor is there any analysis to demonstrate exactly how these programs and fees will result in
mitigating Project impacts associated with growth inducement and jobs-housing imbalance, among other
significant impacts of the Project.”
Footnotes:
8
The Initial Study describes a rectangular project area that extends from Market Street to Townsend and from Second Street to
Sixth Street. The Central SOMA Plan and DEIR exclude about 11 square blocks and therefore completely different assumptions
concerning growth and development, among other fundamental differences in Project description.
9
The Financial Analysis is intended to implement the Plan’s public benefits and as such it is of critical importance it be based on a
stable and finite Project description that is consistent throughout the Plan, DEIR and other related documents. That is not the case
and as such, a revised DEIR and revised policy papers and financial analyses must be completed based on a consistent, stable,
complete and finite Project description.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.43])

“The Central SoMa Plan (formerly, Central Corridor Plan) is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding
much of southern portion of the Central Subway transit line. The Plan Area includes roughly 230 acres that
comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent
neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. The Plan Area is bounded by
Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and by an irregular border
that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north (see DEIR Figure II-1, Central
SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, in Chapter II, Project Description).
“The Plan would fundamentally transform the Central SoMa area. It would triple the resident population of the
area from a current population of 12,000 to 37,5003 -- an increase of 25,500 additional residents. It would more
than double employment in the area from a current level of 45,600 jobs to 109,200 -- an increase of 63,600
additional jobs. (DEIR, pp. IV-6, IV-5).
“For at least three years, the City presented a plan to the public that extended from Market Street to Townsend
and from Second Street to Sixth Street. The plan was called the Central Corridor plan. The plan proposed a MidRise option, in which almost all buildings would be capped at no more than 130 feet or less. The plan also
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included a High-Rise option. Then, in late 2016, without explanation, the City drastically altered the plan,
lopping off 11 blocks at the north from Folsom to Market (with a narrow exception from Fifth to Sixth Street).
Critically, at the same time the City dropped the Mid-Rise option and included only the High-Rise option in the
analysis. The Mid-Rise Option was relegated to a small section at the back of the alternatives analysis of the
DEIR, and renamed the ‘Reduced-Height Alternative. The City released the DEIR for the completely new project
just before the Christmas and New Year holidays, on December 14, 2016.”
Footnote:
3
Actual current population is closer to 10,000, so the Plan will almost quadruple resident population. This points out the
importance of using an accurate baseline population number.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.7])

“And I want to emphasize that this Draft EIR is a radical departure from a document issued by the Planning
Department in 2013.
“In 2013, the Planning Department issued the Central Corridor Plan, which strongly favored the mid-rise
alternative and said that the mid-rise character of the neighborhood should be retained.
“For some reason, in three short years, the Department is now favoring the high-rise alternative. And we think
it’s inappropriate and will -- for a marginal increase in jobs and housing, will deprive the neighborhood of the
livability and the human scale that is essential to a mixed-use neighborhood. We don’t want to see a second
Financial District South of Market.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [O-CSN-2.2])

“As you’re well aware, the Central Corridor Plan 2013 included changes to the Area Plan with two proposed
alternative heights, a mid-rise option and a high-rise option. In the final Central SoMa Plan released last
summer, the mid-rise option was erased without an explanation, and a significantly higher high-rise option was
proposed.
“The proposed higher high-rise option directly catered to existing developer proposals on sites of their choosing,
concentrating development in areas far from transit, for example, proposing 350-foot heights right along the
highway south of Harrison Street. How does this make any sense?” (Margarita, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [I-Margarita.2])

Response PD-6
The comments generally refer to Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, and discuss differences between the
Plan as described in the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B) and the Draft EIR. The comments allege that the
Draft EIR and the Initial Study are inadequate because the project description in each of these documents differs
as to the geographic area of coverage and the project goals. In addition, the comments note that the growth
projections in the Draft EIR, the Initial Study, and the Plan itself are different, and that the Plan and its
accompanying financial analysis identify further different growth projections. The comments further state that
the 2016 Central SoMa Plan analyzed in the Draft EIR differs substantially from the 2013 Central Corridor Plan,
in that the 2013 Plan included both a mid-rise and a high-rise height option, while the 2016 Plan includes only
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a single height and bulk map that is more akin to the earlier Plan’s high-rise option. Additionally, the comments
state that the project description lacks certain details, such as the type of housing and jobs to be permitted, and
states that “some topical discussions essentially create Project description details to support analysis,” such as
the massing models used in Section IV.H, Shadow, and transportation analysis zone (TAZ) detail in
Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation. Comments also state that the Plan would allow for developer
payment of in-lieu and community-benefits fees instead of requiring new parks. Finally, the comments state
that the project description lacks a discussion of “policy and financial (community benefits) proposals in the
Plan” that the Draft EIR and Initial Study rely on to determine that residential displacement would result in
less-than-significant impacts.
First and foremost, the project description as analyzed in the Draft EIR and described beginning on Draft EIR
p. II-7 includes some variations from the 2016 Plan. The Draft EIR clearly sets forth the project description
analyzed in the EIR, including specific components that are not part of the 2016 Plan. For example, the project
description in the Draft EIR analyzes higher heights on seven blocks than what the 2016 Plan proposes based on
specific proposals from developers that would like the Plan to include even higher heights on certain sites.
Therefore, the growth projections in the Draft EIR are different and greater than the Plan’s growth projections.

Differences Between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan
The following discussion examines the differences between the goals contained in the 2013 and 2016 Plans, as
well as the differences between the geographic area covered by each Plan and the differences in growth
projections as set forth in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR.

Difference Between Plan Goals Set Forth in the EIR and Initial Study
In terms of Plan goals, the comments inaccurately state that the “DEIR Project Has Entirely Different Goals than
the Initial Study.” The same underlying concepts and principles support both the 2013 and 2016 Plans, and the
current draft Plan, which proposes to “accommodate growth, provide public benefits, and respect and enhance
neighborhood character” (2016 Plan p. 5) is a refinement of the 2013 Plan, which aimed to “support transitoriented growth” (2013 Plan Goal 1) while “respecting the rich context, character and community of SoMa,
providing benefits for its existing residents and workers as well as the services needed for new ones, and
growing sustainably” (2013 Plan p. 6). Table RTC-2, Comparison of Goals, 2013 and 2016 Plan Drafts,
compares the goals of the 2013 and 2016 draft Plans side-by-side, along with explanatory text from each plan.
While the precise wording and the order in which the goals are presented has changed between the 2013 Plan
and the 2016 Plan, there is strong concordance between the objectives that support each draft of the Plan.
TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS
2013 Plan

2016 Plan

Goal 1: Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace
growth, in the central corridor area.
The Central Corridor area lies just south of Market Street, San
Francisco’s main drag, adjacent to existing centers of commerce,
housing, and visitor activity in Downtown and Mission Bay. It is
linked regionally and locally by a strong and diverse
transportation network including BART, Caltrain, MUNI and the
coming Central Subway. And it is already an area of
demonstrated demand, in a part of SoMa that has seen more
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Goal 1: Increase the Capacity for Jobs and Housing
Central SoMa is an appropriate location for such development.
The area is served by some of the region’s best transit, including
BART and Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition
to the Central Subway currently under construction. Flat streets
and a regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for
people walking and bicycling (as facilitated by improvements
discussed in Goal 4). There is already an incredibly strong cluster
of technology companies that new and growing companies want
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS
2013 Plan

2016 Plan

growth and economic activity than any other city neighborhood
in the last ten years. From a location, transit, and market demand
perspective, it is a logical growth center. Allowing a wide and
flexible range of uses, increasing allowed densities, and
strategically raising height limits are the Plan’s key strategies to
enable increased development potential.
However, any increases in development capacity need to be
balanced with other Plan goals - respecting the rich context,
character and community of SoMa, providing benefits for its
existing residents and workers as well as the services needed for
new ones, and growing sustainably. [p. 6]

to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including
thousands of residential units, local- and regional-serving retail,
cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/
distribution/repair businesses. Simultaneously, there is
substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa.
There are numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such
as surface parking lots and single-story commercial buildings.
[p. 13]
Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center
Moving forward, Central SoMa is also well positioned to be a
center for job growth. As discussed in Goal #1, it is well located,
being served by some of the region’s best transit and having a lot
of developable land. Much of that demand will be for officeoriented jobs, particularly in the “knowledge-sector” industries
that drive our economy. However, in allowing for that growth it
is important that the neighborhood maintains and grows its other
sectors to sustain its unique diversity of economic activities and
the liveliness that SoMa is known for. [p. 35]

Goal 2: Shape the area’s urban form recognizing both city and
neighborhood contexts.

Goal 8: Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City

As noted above, the Central Corridor area plays a significant role
as a job hive, cultural center, and transit nexus in our city, but it
also is a unique place with a rich history and a fabric of diverse
buildings and mix of activities that give it its local and
international dynamism. Famous for its brawny warehouses,
eclectic mix of commercial buildings from throughout the 20th
Century and fine-grained alleys, growth should reflect this
character while accommodating the broader growing needs of
tomorrow and the next generation.

While many existing residential, historic, public, and large
commercial buildings in Central SoMa are likely to remain in the
foreseeable future, there is also a substantial amount of land on
which new development is likely to occur.

Urban design provides a tool to address overall neighborhood
livability and character, particularly regarding the scale of the
streetwall, lot fabric, sunlight to open space, and historic
resources. This Plan sets forth a proposal for a mostly mid-rise
district, based on an overall base height set by the width of the
area’s streets. The Plan uses a number of urban design strategies,
from lowering heights to preventing lot mergers, to protect assets
like existing open spaces, residential enclaves, small-scale
neighborhood commercial clusters and historic districts. [p. 6]

New buildings and landscapes will change the neighborhood in
many ways. The design of ground floors can control how
interesting and safe a street will be for people walking. The size
and massing of buildings as perceived from the street can be
inviting if scaled appropriately, alienating if too small or too far
removed, or intimidating if too large, looming or impervious. The
collection of the buildings as viewed from the distance can either
enhance or detract from the overall skyline and sense of the city’s
landscape. The architecture of a building can either engage
people with intimate details and support a feeling of a cohesive
and dynamic neighborhood or only coolly express its own
internal interests without enriching its context.
Within the existing neighborhood, there are already numerous
good and bad examples for each of these issues. The goal of the
Central SoMa Plan is to ensure that each new building enhances
the character of the neighborhood and the city as a whole by
having engaging ground floor, appropriate scale, great
architecture and a beneficial contribution to the skyline. [p. 95]
Note: Objective 8.3 reads, “Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a
mid-rise district with tangible ‘urban rooms.’”

Goal 3: Maintain the area’s vibrant economic and physical
diversity.

Goal 2: Maintain the Diversity of Residents

SoMa is one of the most vibrant areas of the city. The Central
Corridor Plan Area incorporates an incredibly diverse crosssection of San Francisco’s population, uses and buildings. Within
the Plan Area there are multiple mini-neighborhoods where one
use might be more predominant than others, numerous
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SoMa has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race,
income, and unit size. This diversity is a critical part of its
neighborhood character. Respecting this neighborhood character
requires that the variety provided by the existing residents
should be maintained, and that future development would
replicate this pattern to the highest degree possible. [p. 27]
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan
communities with longstanding heritage in the area, and a wide
range of residents, from singles to families, at a range of incomes.

2016 Plan
Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center

A key goal of this Plan is to maintain this vibrancy through land
use strategies that support and build upon existing diversity, by
protecting existing residential areas from major change or
displacement, by fostering the continued mix of uses – offices,
housing, retail, hotels, industrial, and entertainment -- sitting side
by side, by preserving important historic buildings, and guiding
the sensitive design of new ones. [p. 7]

SoMa has been a commercial center for San Francisco for well
over a century. Historically an industrial district, such businesses
now sit cheek by jowl with offices, retail, hotels, and
entertainment venues. This combination creates an environment
that is both incredibly lively and unique in San Francisco. [p. 35]

Goal 4: Support growth with improved streets, additional open
space, and other elements of “complete communities.”

Goal 5: Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational
Opportunities

The healthiest kind of neighborhood is one where people can live,
work, move, and thrive. As a neighborhood that has been in
transition for a number of years, SoMa still lacks many of the kinds
of services and amenities that would make it a truly “complete”
community for its residents and workers. For example, the Central
Corridor area is currently served by a diverse set of public open
spaces and facilities, particularly surrounding Yerba Buena
Gardens. But the uneven distribution of these community assets
leaves portions of the area underserved, and the Plan proposes a
number of strategies to provide new public open space. Its large
blocks, poor pedestrian conditions, few biking facilities and fast
moving traffic are proposed to be transformed into complete
streets that support walking, biking, and transit, and function as a
welcoming component of public realm.

Central SoMa currently suffers from a shortage of public parks and
recreational opportunities relative to number of residents, workers
and visitors to the area. This is largely due to its industrial history.
Within the Plan Area there is only one outdoor recreational space:
South Park. There are also smaller indoor and outdoor passive
spaces as well as private indoor gyms. There are also three large
public facilities just outside the Plan Area that serve the people of
Central SoMa: Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend Recreation
Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Given the superior
public transit in Central SoMa, area residents have access to a
broad range of other recreational opportunities in the city.
However, given the length of blocks and limited number of
facilities, substantial portions of the Plan Area lack easy access to
playgrounds, public sports courts, and quiet spaces for more
contemplative activities.

In addition to public realm and circulation improvements that
address the area’s needs for physical infrastructure, the Plan also
includes consideration of programs that can enhance access to
community services, affordable housing and work opportunities.
Impact fees will fund not just open space and street improvements,
but also child care and library facilities. Increased housing
requirements will expand the amount of affordable housing in the
area, and citywide economic development tools will help broaden
access to the area’s jobs. [p. 8]

By increasing the population in Central SoMa, the need for parks
and recreational opportunities will only increase. Fortunately, the
Central SoMa Plan presents an excellent opportunity to build new
parks and recreational facilities, provide the funding to maintain
them, and the activity to keep them well used. Seizing these
opportunities will require dedicated and strategic focus. [p. 59]
Goal 4: Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that
Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
Central SoMa is served by a widely spaced grid of major streets
that form large blocks, often subdivided by narrow streets and
alleys in patterns that vary from block to block. While the narrow
streets and alleys typically serve only very local needs, the
continuous grid of major streets connects city neighborhoods and
links the city to the region via I-80, I-280 and U.S. 101. The major
streets in SoMa have multiple lanes, widely spaced traffic signals,
and are often one-way – all strategies to move automobiles and
trucks through the district at rapid speeds.
While the existing street pattern still works for traffic circulation in
off-peak hours, as traffic congestion has worsened over the
decades, these streets are now often snarled with automobiles,
trucks, transit, and taxis/ridesharing services. The resulting traffic
is a substantial source of air and noise pollution and
disproportionate rates of traffic injury, degrading the quality of life
for residents, workers and visitors to the area.
Whether at congested times or not, the present design of the major
streets does not serve pedestrians well and will certainly not
accommodate the pedestrian needs of the new residents, workers
and visitors contemplated by this Plan. Design that primarily
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS
2013 Plan

2016 Plan
accommodates the needs of motor vehicles relegates the needs of
people walking to a secondary status. The result is unsafe and
unpleasant conditions for pedestrians: many sidewalks do not
meet minimum city standards; signalized or even marked
crosswalks are few and far between; many crosswalks at major
intersections are closed to pedestrians; and long crossing distances
increase exposure to traffic. The combination of high traffic speeds
and volumes and poor pedestrian infrastructure is reflected in the
high rate of pedestrian injuries seen throughout the Plan Area.
The existing conditions are also quite poor for people riding
bicycles, and discourage others from cycling in this neighborhood.
On most streets, bicycles are expected to share lanes with much
heavier and faster moving motor vehicles. Where bicycle lanes
exist, they place cyclists between moving traffic and parked cars
and do not protect cyclists from right-turning vehicles at
intersections. Insufficient facilities for people riding bicycles are
reflected in the high rate of injuries to bicyclists seen throughout
the Plan Area. [p. 43]

Goal 5: Create a model of sustainable growth.
At the same time that new growth adds demand to our water,
energy and waste systems, state and local environmental goals
mandate that we reduce greenhouse gas emissions, energy use and
stormwater output. Eco-Districts provide a way of looking at
water and energy conservation and waste reduction on a
neighborhood or district level, by bringing neighbors, community
institutions, and businesses together with the public sector to
develop innovative projects to reduce the ecological footprint of
the neighborhood.
A pilot Eco-District in the Central Corridor can illustrate how a
significant rezoning effort can be linked to sustainable growth.
Several of the components planned for the Central Corridor can
support Eco-District development – new infrastructure in the area
can be designed to assist in achieving energy, water or ecosystem
goals; new buildings can be designed to the highest level of
environmental sustainability; and eco-friendly behavior can be
supported by the Plan Area’s new uses, improved streets, and new
communities. [p. 8]

Chapter 6 – Historic Resources & Social Heritage
SoMa has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within
this diverse mix of land uses, SoMa and the Central Corridor Area
is distinguished by the existence of individually significant
properties. Within the Central Corridor Area Plan there are a
number of City Landmarks, generally in the northern edge of the
Plan Area, including St. Patrick’s Church (Landmark No. 4), the
Jessie Street Substation (Landmark No. 87), and the Old U.S. Mint
(Landmark No. 236), and one locally-designated historic district,
the South End Historic District. Various other significant
properties and districts relating to the Filipino and gay “leather”
communities have been identified through informational surveys
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Goal 6: Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient
Neighborhood
Central SoMa is poised to become a truly sustainable (healthy,
green, efficient), resilient, and regenerative neighborhood—an
“Eco-District” where urban development gives more to the
environment than it takes. In such a community, buildings use 100
percent greenhouse gas-free energy (much of it generated within
the neighborhood); carbon emissions and fossil fuels are
completely eliminated; non-potable water is captured, treated, and
re-used within the district to conserve potable water and eliminate
waste; nature is a daily experience, with greening and biodiversity
thriving on streets, buildings, and parks; and zero solid waste is
sent to the landfill.
To achieve this bold vision, the Central SoMa “Eco-District” is
committed to advancing livability and environmental performance
through innovative and neighborhood-scale systems, projects, and
programs. Creative partnerships between residents, organizations,
businesses, and government entities help ensure sustainability
targets are achieved and progress is tracked over time. The results
will be palpable to the daily experiences of people living, working,
and visiting the neighborhood, and will place Central SoMa at the
forefront of action on global climate change. [p. 69]
Goal 7: Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural
Heritage
SoMa has … developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within
this diverse mix of land uses, there are historically and culturally
significant properties and districts. SoMa is an important center for
two culturally important communities: Filipinos and the lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) community. SoMa
is home to the largest concentration of Filipinos in San Francisco,
and is the cultural center of the regional Filipino community. The
Filipino community has deep roots in the neighborhood,
beginning in the 1920s and becoming a predominant presence in
the 1960s. The LGBTQ community also has a long-standing
presence in SoMa. By 1956, the two most prominent national
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan
and inventories within the boundaries of the Central Corridor Plan
Area.
The Plan Area’s built fabric, and the social role of those buildings,
play a key role in its unique character. The historic preservation
objectives and policies of the Central Corridor Plan provide for
identification, retention, reuse, and sustainability of these unique
properties. As the area changes and develops, historic features and
key properties that define it should not be lost or their significance
diminished through demolition or inappropriate alterations. New
construction in designated historic districts should respect and
relate to their contexts. The Plan supports sound treatment of
historic resources according to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, encourages
rehabilitation of resources for new compatible uses, and it allows
for incentives for qualifying historic projects. [p. 82]

2016 Plan
organizations dedicated to improving the social status of gays and
lesbians were both headquartered within the Central SoMa.
Beginning after World War II and to present day, various LGBTQoriented business establishments have located to SoMa’s industrial
areas.
The Plan Area’s cultural heritage is a valuable historical, social, and
economic resource that requires thoughtful management to
safeguard the city’s unique identity and to ensure a high qualityof-life for its current and future inhabitants. Retaining the city’s
architectural heritage builds an inimitable sense of place and a
tangible connection to its past. Sustaining the traditions,
businesses, arts, and practices that compose San Francisco’s social
and economic fabric preserves experiences that can be shared
across generations. And, protecting the city’s archeological sites
and artifacts provides increasing insight into the story of its past
inhabitants. Conservation of our cultural heritage encourages a
deeper awareness of our shared and multi-faceted history while
facilitating sustainable economic development. As the area
changes and develops, key elements of the historic built
environment should not be lost or diminished through demolition
or inappropriate alterations. The City supports preservation and
sustainable rehabilitation of historic resources according to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and encourages the introduction of new compatible
uses, and allows for preservation incentives for qualifying projects.
Moreover, new construction in identified historic districts should
respect and relate to its architectural context. The City also
supports stabilization, promotion, and increased visibility of the
area’s living heritage, which includes businesses, organizations,
traditions, and practices associated with the Filipino and LGBTQ
communities. [p. 84]

As shown above, the 2016 Plan merely repackages and rewords the primary goals of the 2013 Plan. The overall
intent of the Plan goals, as they may relate to physical environmental effects, remains the same. The change in
the wording of Plan goals between publication of the Initial Study and publication of the Draft EIR does not
result in any inadequacy in either document, does not set forth substantial new information, and does not
require recirculation of either the Initial Study or the Draft EIR.

Difference in the Geographic Area of the Plan Between the Draft EIR and Initial Study
As noted in the comments, the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan analyzed in the Initial Study encompassed the
28-block area from Market Street south to Townsend Street, between Second and Sixth streets. As currently
proposed and as set forth in the Draft EIR, the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan includes all or parts of 17 city blocks
bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular
border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson streets to the north. The change in
geographical extent between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan equals the removal of about 35 percent of the 2013
Plan at its northernmost portion.
The areas within the 2016 Plan are all part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area (including East SoMa and
Western SoMa). By contrast, the areas removed from the 2016 Plan are outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods
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Plan Area, the vast majority of which are in the Downtown Plan Area and zoned one of four C-3 (Downtown
Commercial) Use Districts. The exceptions include five parcels near the northwest corner of Fifth and Howard
streets;12 a single large parcel zoned RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High-Density) in the block bounded by
Howard, Fourth, Folsom, and Fifth streets; and two sites zoned for P (Public) use—the Old Mint at Fifth and
Mission streets and the Fifth and Mission Parking Garage.
Under the 2013 Plan, none of the parcels outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area were proposed for
rezoning to a different use district, with the exception of the RC-4 parcel, occupied by three affordable housing
buildings owned and operated by TODCO and the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, which
was proposed for rezoning to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial Support) for consistency with the surrounding
area. However, this zoning revision was not anticipated to result in any physical change or change in use, given
that TODCO’s mission is the provision of affordable housing and enhancing socioeconomic conditions for the
poor, disadvantaged, and working-class people in SoMa. Moreover, should this site be sold in the future, the
regulatory constraints to removal or demolition of affordable residential units in San Francisco would limit
potential changes. Moreover, no changes in height limits were proposed under the 2013 Plan on any of the
parcels now no longer within the 2016 Plan Area, save for a decrease in height limit that had been proposed on
the blocks occupied by the Moscone Convention Center. Accordingly, while the Initial Study analyzed physical
effects of development subsequent to the Plan in the approximately 30-acre area that is no longer included in
the 2016 Plan, the 2013 Plan would not have substantially increased the foreseeable amount of development in
this area because the 2013 Plan did not propose changes to use districts or height limits that would have the
potential to increase the projected amount of development and this development could occur pursuant to
existing zoning, whether or not the Plan is adopted. It is for these reasons that the Plan Area boundaries were
modified in the 2016 Plan. The adoption of the 2013 Plan would not have facilitated any additional development
that could not already occur on the parcels removed from the Plan Area (see Figure RTC-4, Revision to Plan
Area Boundaries, p. RTC-67).
In light of the foregoing, the geographical change in the Plan Area between publication of the Initial Study and
publication of the Draft EIR does not result in any inadequacy in either document, does not set forth substantial
new information, and does not require recirculation of either the Initial Study or the Draft EIR.

Difference Between the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Growth Projections
As discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under Approach to
Analysis on p. IV-5, and elsewhere in the Draft EIR, the Plan is a regulatory program, not a physical
development project or set of development projects (other than changes to streets and potential open space
improvements). The Plan, if adopted, would allow for accommodation of additional jobs and housing in the
Plan Area, but would not result in direct physical changes. To analyze the potential indirect physical effects of
a regulatory program, it is necessary to develop a set of reasonable assumptions concerning the future physical
development that could be constructed under the proposed Plan. This is then compared with future
development that could be constructed under the existing zoning and land use policies in the Plan Area. These
assumptions are set forth in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under

These parcels, within a RSD (Residential/Service Mixed) Use District at the time the Initial Study was published, have since been
rezoned to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial Support) as part of approval of the 5M Project (Case No. 2011.0409).
12
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Analysis Assumptions and Growth Assumptions beginning on Draft EIR p. IV-4. These assumptions are not
part of the description of the proposed Plan; rather, they are the basis of the analysis of several Draft EIR topical
sections, particularly those that require quantification of impacts related to the intensity of development, such
as Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, and Air Quality, as well as the analysis in the
Hydrology section of combined sewer discharges as a result of increases in Plan Area wastewater generation.
Each of these issues was analyzed in the Draft EIR. Other topics that incorporate quantification related to the
intensity of development that were analyzed in the Initial Study include Recreation, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Public Services.
As described on Draft EIR p. IV-5, the Draft EIR growth forecasts are based on the Planning Department’s
citywide allocation of Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) growth projections. The ABAG
projections are developed as part of the regional planning process undertaken by ABAG and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) in preparation of Plan Bay Area, which is the Bay Area’s Sustainable
Communities Strategy (prepared consistent with Senate Bill 375 [2008]), as well as the regional transportation
plan. The Planning Department allocates the regional growth forecasts to 981 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs)13
in San Francisco, accounting for already anticipated growth and allocating residual ABAG-forecast growth
based on factors including development capacity and existing development patterns, as well as proposed
changes such as the Plan. These growth forecasts are provided by the Planning Department to the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority for use in the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP)
travel demand model, the output from which serves as the basis for the Plan transportation analysis.14
As shown in Table RTC-3, Comparison of Growth Projections, Draft EIR and Initial Study, the growth
forecasts used in the Draft EIR are larger than those presented in the Initial Study. The reason for this is twofold. First, as explained in footnote 3 on Draft EIR p. IV-5, subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, Plan
development assumptions were modified to add development capacity to a portion of Assessor’s Block 3778
(bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth Streets, the location of the San Francisco Flower Mart) and to
allow for additional housing on Block 3732, at Fifth and Howard Streets. The change on Block 3778 is anticipated
to allow for approximately 4,500 mostly office jobs (about 960,000 sq. ft. of built space) beyond the amount of
development previously assumed, while the change on Block 3732 is anticipated to accommodate up to
approximately 430 units of affordable housing, or about 400 more units (about 480,000 sq. ft.) than previously
assumed. In addition, development forecasts were adjusted to move the approved 5M Project and the underconstruction Moscone Center Expansion from Plan-induced growth to cumulative and cumulative-with-Plan
growth, which resulted in a change in the No Project growth forecasts. (The 5M and Moscone Center Expansion
projects were moved to the cumulative analysis because they had undergone their own project-specific
environmental review and are not dependent upon the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed zoning.) These changes
were made by the EIR transportation consultants by manually adjusting the SF-CHAMP output to account for
the changes.
The second factor in the Draft EIR forecasts being larger than those in the Initial Study is because of a difference
in the methodology by which the forecasts were prepared. As stated above, the Draft EIR’s growth forecasts
were derived from the Planning Department’s citywide growth forecasts that, in turn, are based on the ABAG

TAZs are the smallest geographic units of measurement associated with existing job and household counts.
The SF-CHAMP model is discussed in detail in Section D.7, Transportation and Circulation, of this Responses to Comments
document, notably in Responses TR-2 and TR-3.
13
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regional housing and employment growth projections. The Department allocates the regional growth forecasts
within San Francisco. In contrast, the growth forecasts reported in the Initial Study relied upon a related but
slightly different forecasting process by the Department that was specific to what was then the Central Corridor
Plan Area. That approach considered development capacity given the existing and proposed zoning, identified
specific sites with realistic potential as development sites, and accommodated known entitled and reasonably
foreseeable projects. The difference in the two forecasting approaches (prior to the addition of added growth on
Blocks 3778 and 3732) amounted to approximately 6 percent more residential growth (of the total of 9 percent
shown in Table RTC-3) and about 5 percent more job growth (of the 13 percent shown in Table RTC-3).
TABLE RTC-3

COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS, DRAFT EIR AND INITIAL STUDY
Baseline (2010)

Central SoMa
Plan (2040)
EIR

Initial
Studya

Percentage
Differenceb

Housing Units (Total)

7,800

22,300

21,000

6%

Change from Baseline

—

14,500

13,200

10%

6,800

21,200

20,000

6%

—

14,400

13,200

9%

12,000

37,500

35,400

6%

—

25,500

23,400

9%

45,600

109,200

101,900

7%

—

63,600

56,400

13%

Households (Total)c
Change from Baseline
Population (Total)

d

Change from Baseline
Employment (Jobs) (Total)
Change from Baseline
SOURCE:

San Francisco Planning Department, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2015.

NOTES:
Numbers rounded to nearest 100; some columns and rows do not add due to rounding.
a.

Initial Study projections are for what was at that time identified as the High-Rise Option (Option B), the more intensive of two options.

b.

Percentage difference is the amount by which Draft EIR growth forecasts exceed those in the Initial Study.

c.

Assumes 87 percent occupancy rate for 2010 Baseline based on 2010 Census; assumes a 95 percent future occupancy rate.

d.

Assumes 1.77 persons per household.

The added growth on Blocks 3778 and 3732 and the different forecasting approaches used explain why the
growth projections are slightly different, although as can be seen in Table RTC-2, the overall totals differ by no
more than 7 percent and the increment from existing (baseline) conditions varies by 6 to 13 percent.
The growth projections in both the Draft EIR and the Initial Study attribute growth within the entirety of the
original Plan Area as described in the 2013 Plan and in the Plan’s Initial Study. That is, both growth forecasts
assume that development in the area that was removed from the 2013 Plan Area would be attributable to the
Plan. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV-6 in the notes of Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, the reason why
the growth forecasts for the Draft EIR were not modified based on the revised Plan boundaries was because 95
to 97 percent of the projected growth in residential and employment uses attributable to the 2013 Plan would
occur within the 2016 Plan Area boundaries. Furthermore, as stated above, in fact, this development would
occur regardless of whether the 2016 Plan (or the 2013) is adopted because growth projected for this area could
occur under existing conditions and neither version the Plan would increase the potential foreseeable
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development in this area. Therefore, both sets of growth forecasts are conservative with respect to the potential
development that could occur under the Plan.
Concerning other growth forecasts cited in the comments, those from the Central SoMa Plan describe only
anticipated growth from the Plan within the revised Plan Area (without the removed parcels at the northern
portion of the 2013 Plan Area). As explained above, the Draft EIR conservatively includes the removed parcels
in its analysis. The Draft EIR also conservatively assumes more workers per square foot than assumed in the
financial analysis prepared for the Plan; thus, the EIR errs toward overestimating rather than underestimating
environmental impacts related to employment growth. It is noted that the Draft EIR does not consider the
financial analysis as part of its environmental analysis.
Because the Planning Department’s citywide growth allocation, derived from ABAG and MTC regional
projections and used in the Draft EIR transportation analysis was greater for the Plan Area than the
Department’s Plan-specific growth forecasts, and because—as described in detail below—the Initial Study’s
analyses were largely qualitative, it was determined that the Draft EIR should rely on the higher growth
forecasts to achieve internal consistency between the transportation analysis and other portions of the Draft EIR.
The growth estimates used in the Draft EIR mean that the Draft EIR analyzed about 15 percent more housing
units than the Planning Department currently estimates would actually be developed under the proposed Plan.
By using higher growth estimates (compared to the Initial Study, the 2016 Plan, or the financial analysis), the
Draft EIR provides a conservative analysis based on a reasonable “worst-case” scenario so as to not
underestimate potential physical environmental impacts of the Plan.
The commenters’ focus on these small differences in growth projections appears to be based on an expectation
that the projections used for the Draft EIR must achieve a level of precision that is neither feasible nor required
under CEQA. As discussed above, population and employment growth projections involve numerous
assumptions about future economic and social conditions, which results in a fairly wide margin of error. It is
because of this unavoidable margin of error that projections developed for different purposes (e.g., financial
analysis vs. environmental review) incorporate different assumptions to provide reasonably conservative
analyses as appropriate for their intended purposes. For example, in response to the inherent uncertainty about
future economic conditions, it is good practice to err on the side of underestimating employment growth for
financial analysis to reduce the chance that future payroll tax revenues are not significantly lower than
anticipated. It is also good practice to err on the side of overestimating employment growth for environmental
review to reduce the chance that impacts on transit demand are not adequately mitigated. Thus, the
commenters’ observation that the employment growth projections used for the Draft EIR are higher than the
projections used for the financial analysis does not reveal a flaw requiring recirculation of the EIR as claimed.
On the contrary, this difference demonstrates that the Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case analysis that
accounts for the uncertainty inherent in projecting future growth as appropriate under CEQA.
CEQA does not require the growth projections used to support the analysis of potential physical environmental
impacts in the Draft EIR to achieve the level of precision demanded by the commenters. As stated in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15151, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.” In light of
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the uncertainties inherent in predicting future economic and social conditions, the growth projections used in
the Draft EIR meet the required standard of what is reasonably feasible.

Analysis of Changes to the Plan for Topics Covered in the Initial Study
As can be seen in Table RTC-3, the growth forecasts relied upon in the Draft EIR are greater in magnitude than
those discussed in the Initial Study. (As noted above, the forecasts also include growth in the parcels removed
from the original Plan Area.) The Draft EIR presented the bulk of the quantitative analysis of growth anticipated
to be induced by Plan approval, including the topics of Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration,
Air Quality, and Hydrology (cumulative analysis of potential effects on discharges from the city’s combined
sewer system, which is based on a quantitative analysis of Plan Area wastewater generation). The Draft EIR also
includes analyses of several topics for which the analysis is not based on quantification of population and
employment growth, but rather is a function of changes in policy language and zoning controls (Land Use and
Land Use Planning) or is a function of the location, footprint, and/or height and massing of anticipated
development (Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Wind, Shadow, Hydrology [risk of
flooding]). Regarding the comment seeking clarification regarding the differences in impacts from those
analyzed in the Initial Study with respect to traffic, air quality, and pedestrian safety, these issues were analyzed
in the Draft EIR, not in the Initial Study, so there is no potential for differences in impacts from those presented
in the Initial Study.
For the most part, the issues analyzed in the Initial Study were evaluated qualitatively and do not rely on
quantification of population and employment growth; instead, they are a function of changes in policy language
and zoning controls (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy) or are a function of the location, footprint, and/or
height and massing of anticipated development (Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water
Quality (except for combined sewer discharges noted above), Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral
Resources, and Agriculture and Forest Resources). For each of these issues, the analysis in the Initial Study is
not affected by the population and employment forecasts; rather, it is derived from the location of development.
Therefore, the Initial Study’s analysis of the above topics remains valid and, because it assumes development
on the parcels removed from the original Plan Area, is also conservative.
There are four topic areas evaluated in the Initial Study that include population and employment forecasts as
part of their assessments: Population and Housing, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Public
Services. The following analysis evaluates the potential environmental effects to these resource topics using the
Draft EIR’s growth projections.

Population and Housing
The Initial Study finds that the Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts on population and housing.
The Plan would not stimulate new population or job growth within San Francisco that is not already projected
to occur by regional growth forecasts and regional air quality planning efforts. As stated on Draft EIR p. I-9, the
Plan Area is located with the Eastern Neighborhoods and Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority Development
Areas that are specified in Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. Thus, the Plan seeks
to accommodate already-forecast growth in a part of the city that is easily accessible by transit, thereby
contributing to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, compared to the same amount of development in a
less-transit-accessible location. As stated in Draft EIR Table IV.D-4, Summary of Mode of Travel for Central
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SoMa—Weekday PM Peak Period—Existing and 2040 Cumulative Conditions, p. IV.D-35, 30 percent of p.m.
peak-hour travel in Central SoMa is currently by transit, and this percentage would increase to 32 percent by
2040 with Plan implementation. This compares to a 12 percent transit mode share for travel to work for the Bay
Area as a whole.15 This conclusion that the Plan would not stimulate new unplanned growth remains valid
and, in fact, becomes incrementally stronger, based on the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR.
The Initial Study finds that the Plan would not generate housing demand beyond forecasts of projected housing,
because San Francisco has already planned for a large increase in housing units, both within and outside the
Plan Area. As stated on Initial Study p. 85, Plan-generated housing demand represents roughly 19 percent of
the approximate 106,000-unit increase in housing units projected for the city through 2040. This conclusion, too,
remains valid with the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR, given that, compared to the
projections in the Initial Study, projected housing unit growth has increased by nearly the same percentage as
projected job growth (10 percent versus 13 percent), meaning that the relative increase in jobs and housing units
in the Plan Area would be essentially the same as assumed in the Initial Study analysis. Moreover, the 2016
Plan’s forecast growth of 14,500 housing units and 63,600 jobs would remain within the population and
employment forecasts contained in Plan Bay Area, the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. Finally, the
Initial Study finds that the Plan would not displace a large number of housing units or require construction of
replacement housing. This conclusion also remains valid when considering the greater growth forecasts
presented in the Draft EIR because the Plan does not anticipate removal of substantial numbers of existing
housing units, which is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under Planning Code Section 317, as discussed
in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248. To the extent that any existing housing units are anticipated to be removed, the
Plan anticipates that they would be replaced with a larger number of new dwelling units.

Recreation
As described both in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR, the Plan proposes a number of new park and open
space facilities. The projected increase of 7,300 jobs from growth reported in the Initial Study would be a daytime
population that could use the recreation and open spaces during break or lunch times. However, the Plan
requires office uses to provide open space such that any increase in daytime population demand is likely to be
offset by an increased number of privately owned public open spaces. Regarding the residential population, the
increase of 2,100 residents from growth reported in the Initial Study would represent 6 percent more growth.
However, the Initial Study analysis of recreation and open space was not a quantified analysis because San
Francisco has no applicable ratio of parks and open space per number of people. Rather, the General Plan
Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) calls for a focus on acquisition of open space in underserved areas
of the city (Policy 2.1), provision of a balanced recreational system (Policy 2.2), and recreational programs
responsive to community needs and changing demographics (Policy 2.3), along with other priorities less
applicable to the Plan Area, such as shoreline and civic-serving open spaces. The ROSE also recommends
expanded provision of privately owned public open spaces (POPOS), particularly in denser neighborhoods such
as the Plan Area. The Initial Study considered that the Plan proposes new publicly available open spaces as well
as a comprehensive pedestrian-friendly network to increase access to existing, new, and improved spaces. In
particular, the Plan would result in a new park on the block bounded by Bryant, Fourth, Brannan, and Fifth
streets, a linear park on Bluxome Street, and numerous other open space improvements, along with, potentially,

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area 2020 Draft EIR, April 2017; Table 2.1-7, p. 2.1-11. Available at
http://2040.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/2017-07/PBA%202040%20DEIR_0_1.pdf, accessed November 15, 2017.
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the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa. It is also noted that the Plan Area, like the entirety
of San Francisco, has easy access to recreational facilities: San Francisco is the only city in the United States
where all residents have access to a park within a 10-minute walk.16 Therefore, and in recognition of the Plan’s
proposals for increased open space, the Initial Study’s conclusion that the Plan would not increase the use of
existing neighborhood and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of such facilities
would occur or be accelerated remains valid, even considering the greater growth forecasts presented in the
Draft EIR.

Utilities and Service Systems
With respect to demand for Utilities and Service Systems, the Initial Study finds that the Plan would result in
less-than-significant effects related to potable water demand. This conclusion remains valid considering the
greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the Initial Study estimated water demand of
2.8 million gallons per day using an older, more conservative (i.e., higher) calculation approach. In contrast the
Draft EIR relied upon the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC’s) water use calculator, the
accepted standard methodology as of December 2016. Based on the SFPUC calculator, the Draft EIR estimates
water demand of 1.7 million gallons per day using the higher growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR
(p. IV.I-32). The Initial Study also found a less-than-significant effect with respect to solid waste generation. This
conclusion remains valid in light of the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the
generation figure of 20,000 tons per day (tpd) provided in the Initial Study (p. 116) was rounded up from a
conservative calculation of 19,100 tpd.17 The relatively small increase in growth projections would result in an
increase of about 700 tpd, which would still be less than the 20,000 tpd analyzed in the Initial Study. (The Draft
EIR analyzed wastewater and stormwater generation in the context of the potential for combined sewer
discharges and are based on the Draft EIR growth projections.) It is noted that adequate provision of services is
not the relevant standard for a physical impact under CEQA. The Initial Study evaluated utilities and service
systems and determined that the Plan would not result in the need for new or expanded facilities, the
construction of which could result in significant physical impacts on the environment, which is the question to
be answered under CEQA.

Public Services
The greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR could incrementally increase demand for police,
fire/emergency medical services (EMS), parks, and school capacity, compared to that discussed in the Initial
Study. Since publication of the Initial Study, new police and fire/EMS facilities have opened in Mission Bay,
about 0.5 mile south of the Plan Area. The new Southern Police Station at Mission Bay serves the Plan Area,
while the new Fire Station 4 responds to certain calls within the Plan Area. As explained in more detail in
Response PS-2 in Section D.16, Initial Study Topics, the question to be answered under CEQA with respect to
public services is whether a project would necessitate the construction of new facilities that could cause
significant environmental impacts. The Initial Study determined that such a condition would not arise.
Office of the Mayor, “San Francisco Becomes First City in Nation Where All Residents Live Within a 10-Minute Walk to a Park,”
May 16, 2017, http://sfmayor.org/article/san-francisco-becomes-first-city-nation-where-all-residents-live-within-10-minute-walk-park,
accessed August 13, 2017.
17
Solid waste generation estimated by ESA on the basis of consolidated generation factors from CalRecycle, the City of San Diego,
and the CalEEMod air quality and greenhouse gas model. Generation factors conservatively assume diversion from landfill of
approximately 50 percent of discarded materials.
16
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However, should the Fire or Police departments (or another City agency) determine at some point that new
facilities are needed, any potential effects from construction of such facilities would be similar to those already
analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study in connection with growth anticipated under the Plan. Such
impacts could include, for instance, construction noise, effects on historical and archeological resources, air
quality impacts such as emissions of dust and other pollutants, and temporary street closures or other traffic
obstructions. That is, construction of a new fire station, police station, or other comparable government facility
would not result in new significant impacts not already analyzed; thus, the effects would already have been
addressed in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study. Accordingly, the slightly greater growth forecasts presented in
the Draft EIR, compared to those in the Initial Study, would not change the conclusion of the Initial Study, that
the Plan “would not increase the demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required
in order to maintain acceptable levels of service” [emphasis added].
Concerning school facilities, based on recent growth in public school enrollment and forecasts for continued
growth, the San Francisco Unified School District is moving forward with plans for a new school in the Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Area. (Development of this school was assumed in the Mission Bay Supplemental
EIR of 1998.) Funding for this school could come, in part, from Proposition A school bonds passed by San
Francisco voters in November 2016. As with utilities and service systems, the relevant inquiry with respect to
public services is whether adverse physical impacts would result from construction of new facilities. To the
extent construction of this or any other new school that the San Francisco Unified School District determines is
needed to accommodate growing enrollment, the environmental effects of such facilities would be similar to
that of subsequent development projects, which are disclosed in the Initial Study and Draft EIR. Regarding
financial (socio-economic, as opposed to physical) effects, as with all development projects in San Francisco,
development in the Plan Area would be assessed a per-gross-square-foot school impact fee, as stated on Initial
Study p. 122. As stated on Initial Study p. 123, local jurisdictions are precluded under state law (Senate Bill 50)
from imposing school‐enrollment–related mitigation beyond the school impact fees. The collection of these fees
fully mitigates any potential effects on schools associated with additional development resulting from Plan
implementation; therefore, the Initial Study’s less-than-significant conclusion remains valid.

Conclusion
The change in the growth projections between publication of the Initial Study and publication of the Draft EIR
does not result in any inadequacy in either document and does not set forth new significant information.
Therefore, the analyses in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR remain valid, and no revisions to the Initial Study
or the Draft EIR are required. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of an EIR prior to
certification is required when new information is added that reveals a new significant environmental impact, a
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified impact, a new alternative or mitigation measure
that would reduce the severity of impacts but is not adopted, or the draft EIR was fundamentally inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. None of these is the case
here, as explained above and therefore neither the Initial Study nor the Draft EIR requires recirculation.

Other Comments
One commenter incorrectly asserts that “[t]he Project Description must include a description of the
environmental setting of the Project.” CEQA does require discussion of a project’s setting, but not necessarily
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as part of the project description in an EIR or other CEQA document. This is evidenced by the fact that the
requirements for an EIR project description are discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, while a separate
section of the Guidelines, Section 15125, sets forth the requirement that an EIR include a description of the
project’s environmental setting. Guidelines Section 15125 does not require that the environmental setting
description be located in any particular place within the EIR. Thus, here the environmental setting is discussed
in the context of each environmental topic in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures.
Another commenter states that the project description lacks certain details like the massing models used in the
shadow (and aesthetics and wind) analyses and the TAZ detail provided in the transportation analysis. These
features are not part of the project, but rather, are sets of reasonable assumptions that underlie the analysis in
the Draft EIR. As described above in the discussion of growth projections, the Plan is a regulatory program, not
a physical development project or set of development projects, and the Plan itself would not result in direct
physical changes. Therefore, a set of reasonable assumptions concerning the future physical development that
could be developed in the Plan Area was prepared, and these assumptions form the basis of the Draft EIR’s
analysis of physical environmental impacts. These assumptions, with respect to growth, are set forth in
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under the “Analysis Assumptions” and
“Growth Assumptions” sections, beginning on Draft EIR p. IV-4. The growth forecasts presented in the Draft
EIR for the Plan Area represent a summation of TAZ-level assumptions that must necessarily be employed in
their disaggregated form in the analysis of local transportation impacts. With respect to the development
massing assumptions employed in the aesthetics, wind, and shadow analyses, these are described in “Approach
to Analysis” in the “Overview” section to Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, and are also appropriately described in those topical sections of the Draft EIR.
The same commenter also contends that the Draft EIR eliminated the mid-rise option favored by the previous
version of the Plan. As noted on Draft EIR p. II-3, the “mid-rise” height limit option was considered as the
Reduced Heights Alternative. Details regarding this alternative are discussed in Response AL-1, p. RTC-274,
and Response AL-3, p. RTC-292. Therefore, the mid-rise height alternative analyzed in the Initial Study is
included in the Draft EIR and decision makers may choose to adopt that alternative during its deliberations on
the Plan. The 2016 Plan includes a single height option that is neither the mid-rise option nor the high-rise option
from the 2013 Plan, but a combination based on public outreach and further Planning staff analysis and
consideration. The commenter’s preference for the mid-rise option does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of
the Draft EIR.
The commenter erroneously contends that the Plan would accept in-lieu and community benefits fees instead
of requiring new parks. As discussed on Draft EIR p. II-31, the Plan includes the creation of new open spaces in
the Plan Area, including a potential new park on the block bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan
streets, linear open spaces, alley improvements, and privately owned public open spaces. Developer fees are
one portion of the anticipated funding source for the creation of new parks and open space. Parks and open
spaces are further discussed in Response RE-1, p. RTC-326. Moreover, this comment is not related to the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.
Concerning residential displacement, as explained on Initial Study p. 87, a net physical loss of housing units is
unlikely because Planning Code Section 317 restricts demolition of existing housing and requires replacement
of residential structures lost through demolition. Potential displacement of affordable housing through
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gentrification—a socioeconomic impact and not a physical impact, and thus not within the purview of CEQA—
is discussed on Draft EIR p. V-7 under Section V.E.2, Socioeconomic Considerations under CEQA. There it is
noted that Plan Goal 2, Maintain the Diversity of Residents, seeks to address socioeconomic concerns related to
business and residential displacement. As described on Draft EIR p. II-13, Goal 2 includes objectives to maintain
existing housing stock and its affordability, ensure that at least 33 percent of new housing is affordable to lowerincome households, and support housing for other households that cannot afford market-rate housing and for
a diversity of household sizes. Goal 2 also includes objectives to provide support for needed services such as
schools, child care, and community services. Additional detail concerning programs relevant to these potential
socioeconomic effects is provided in the draft Central SoMa Plan and in its Implementation Program. As
explained on Draft EIR p. II-8, the description of the draft Plan in the project description “does not include a
comprehensive description of the entirety of the Central SoMa Plan and Implementation Strategy. Rather, the
description focuses on those policies and implementing mechanisms that have implications for environmental
review, because they could result in physical changes to the environment.” For further discussion regarding
socioeconomic issues and gentrification, see Response OC-1, p. RTC-248.

Comment PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I–Brennan.2
I-Nagy.1
I-Rosenberg.3

“I would also like to see Annie Street closed to cars again. It was nicer that way, and the only people impeded
were people who inexplicably chose to drive private vehicles into the heart of the city for office jobs that are on
top of BART and Muni. The sidewalks are crowded, and will get more crowded as the Transbay Terminal comes
into use, so more pedestrian spaces are an important priority for me and the many other D6 residents who don't
own cars or prefer to get around without them. Please do not sacrifice the pedestrian elements of the plan
when/if compromises need to be made about space allocations.” (Nicole Brennan, E-Comment, February 13, 2017
[I–Brennan.2])

“I've read the parts of the Draft EIR related to biking in Central SOMA as I often commute through it. I live in
Mission Bay and one of the fastest ways of getting to downtown is via the Third Street corridor. It’s not clear
whether the bike lane proposed for the Third Street corridor is protected or not. I fear it is the latter. The success
of protected bike lanes on Fell St and San Jose Avenue (and soon to come to 7th/8th) show that is the only way
forward for bike lanes in heavily trafficked areas (like Third street).
“I think it is paramount for the safety of bicyclists that the cycletracks installed on Third and Fourth are protected
by parking or concrete barriers/planters.” (Tamas Nagy, E-Comment, December 18, 2016 [I-Nagy.1])
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“As for biking, I live on 5th Street and would like to see a class I dedicated bike lane there. On 4th Street, over
the bridge, I would like to see it closed to vehicular traffic and turned into a pedestrian/transit only bridge. This
would prevent the T line from being congested by cars, and greatly improve the T line reliability and speed.
Cars could go to the nearby 3rd Street bridge or on 8th Street. (Isaac Rosenberg, E-Comment, January 23, 2017
[I-Rosenberg.3])

Response PD-7
The first comment recommends closure of Annie Street to vehicles, as was implemented between 2014 and 2016.
As stated in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, p. II-8, the Plan includes improvements to Annie Street
that would involve “an expanded mini-plaza at the intersection of Annie and Market streets to Stevenson Street,
a new pedestrian plaza closed to vehicular traffic between Mission Street and Ambrose Bierce Alley, and a
single-surface shared street along the remainder of Annie Street between the two plazas.”
The other comments request clarification about whether the bicycle lane proposed for the Third Street corridor
under the Plan would be protected (i.e., physically separated from traffic) or not, state that bike lanes in areas
of heavy traffic should be protected, and express an opinion that cycle tracks/bike lanes installed on Third and
Fourth streets should be protected by parking or concrete barriers or planters. As shown in the Draft EIR
(Figure II-11, Existing and Proposed Bicycle Lane Network, p. II-26), under Plan implementation, new protected
bicycle lanes along Third Street and part of Fourth Street (between Market and Harrison streets) are proposed
under the Plan; no protected bicycle lanes currently exist along these streets. As used and defined in the Draft
EIR, the term “cycle track” refers to a bike lane that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer
zone, offering safer cycling conditions, especially on streets with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively
high speeds. An alternative and equivalent term for a cycle track is a “protected bicycle lane,” and this latter
term is preferred by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).
Another comment requests a Class I bicycle lane (separated from traffic) on Fifth Street and that the Fourth
Street bridge across Mission Creek be limited to pedestrians and bicycles. As shown on Figure II-11, Existing
and Proposed Bicycle Lane Network, p. II-26, protected bicycle lanes are proposed on Fifth Street as part of the
2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and, thus, are not proposed under the Central SoMa Plan. No changes are
proposed for the operation of the Fourth Street bridge. Figures F-1 through F-34 in Draft EIR Appendix F
provide more detail regarding potential buffers and other protective features that would be installed along the
protected bicycle lanes. Detailed designs of the bicycle lanes and protected bicycle lanes proposed in the Plan
have yet to be completed by SFMTA and the Planning Department.
These comments address the merits of the Plan and not the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. As such, the
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-8: Request for Park on Second Street
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.5
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“The City should also consider creating a park at 350 Second Street. This property is currently a parking lot, and
provides a prime opportunity for the City to address the acknowledged need for more parks and open space in the
area. In the alternative, development on this parcel should be limited to no more than 130 feet since it is close to
neither BART nor Caltrain.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.5])

Response PD-8
The comment states that the City should consider creating a park in the location of a property currently used as a
parking lot, at 350 Second Street. The comment also states that, in the alternative, the maximum building height
allowed on this parcel should be 130 feet. As shown on Figure VI-1, Reduced Heights Alternative Height Districts
Map, p. VI-15, the block containing this parcel is shown with a maximum allowable building height of 130 feet.
The comments address the Plan and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-9: Revise Maximum Height Proposed for Parcels North of I-80
Freeway and East of Fourth Street
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.1
“Page:
“III-10

Comment:
Urban Design Element: Text provides that ‘In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and
east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a maximum of 300-feet.’ This should be changed to 350 feet,
to be consistent with the proposed height increase map in Figure ll-7.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben,
Junius & Rose, One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.1])

Response PD-9
The comment states that the height limit that could be implemented under the Plan for several parcels north of
the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street is incorrectly described in the text on Draft EIR p. III-10. The
commenter is correct. Accordingly, the second sentence in the last paragraph on Draft EIR p. III-10 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
… In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a
maximum of 300350 feet. …
The Project Description (Chapter II) correctly describes proposed height limits of up to 350 feet north of Harrison
Street and east of Fourth Street. However, one of the Draft EIR shadow graphics—Figure IV.H-6, already revised
in Section B, Revisions to the Proposed Plan—has been corrected to properly reflect the 350-foot building height.
The corrected figure shows shadow from Plan Area development extending approximately 60 feet farther north
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and about 40 farther east into the southwestern-most portion of the POPOS at 303 Second Street on September 20
at 12 noon, compared to shadow depicted in the Draft EIR. As explained in Response SH-2 in Section D.11,
Shadow, effects on the 303 Second Street POPOS would be less than significant because this open space would
remain in sunshine during the lunchtime period throughout most of the year. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft
EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, is not required.

Comment PD-10: State Density Bonus Program
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.7
O-VEC.10

“4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls Have Not Been
Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR
“In 2016, the City passed the ‘Density Done Right’ legislation allowing 100% affordable housing developments
to apply for a significant increase in height and number of units without any rezoning. Also during 2016,
legislation passed at the State level to enable developers throughout California to more easily take advantage of
State Density Bonus incentives.
“The DEIR references these laws on p. II-22 but only in reference to increased heights. It’s unclear how the State
Density Bonus will or will not be applied to heights and to unit counts for market rate developments, especially
in light of Planning’s approval of the project at 333 12th Street, the first housing development in San Francisco
to be approved with applying the State Density Bonus. The DEIR also references the Density Bonus for
affordable housing projects on p. Vl-2 but says that the increased number of units has not been considered for
the DEIR. The DEIR is incomplete if it does not completely study the impacts of increased heights and increased
number of units for both affordable and market rate housing.
“The DEIR must also completely disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use either the State
Density Bonus Program, or the San Francisco ‘Density Done Right’ program. The DEIR must clearly indicate on
maps where those sites are located, and must compare the new proposed zoning and its resulting intensity of
use with the potential intensity of use if developers take either the State or Local density bonus. The DEIR must
compare the relative impacts of these two scenarios on the environment. Without these analyses for each project
within the plan area, as well as the overall impacts, the DEIR is inadequate.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.7])

“The DEIR mentions that the Plan will address the housing needs by meeting ‘at least 33% of new housing to
very low, low and moderate income’ (II-13) yet it fails to include analysis of State Density Bonus Program which
will allow for developments to increase heights without guaranteeing that additional affordable housing units
will be built on-site. For example, the 333 12th St. development by Panoramic Interests was the first to use State
Density Law without providing additional affordable units, settling to 13.5% instead of 18%, in accordance to
Prop C which was passed last year. Although this development was outside the proposed Central SOMA Plan,
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the decision by Planning Commission last December set a precedent to upcoming developments adjacent to this
area plan. In this proposed plan, how will the State Density Bonus Program effect construction of new residential
developments?” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-VEC.10])

Response PD-10
The comments state that it is unclear how the state density bonus program would be applied to heights and unit
counts for market-rate developments within the Plan Area and request clarification regarding how the state
density bonus law will affect construction of new residential development. Other comments state that the Draft
EIR must disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use either state density bonus law or the city’s
own affordable housing density program, that the Draft EIR must evaluate a Plan scenario that reflects the
potential intensity of use if developers use either the state or the local density bonus, and that use of the state
density bonus could result in fewer affordable units than would be required under other city laws and
regulations.18
The California state density bonus law, adopted in 1978, allows developers to select concessions from local
development standards if a certain percentage of affordable units are included in a project. As noted by one
commenter, in 2016, the state legislature approved modifications to the density bonus law (AB 2501) designed
to streamline local agency approval of projects seeking a state density bonus. In 2017, subsequent to publication
of the Draft EIR, the City approved amendments to its local housing density bonus program, codified in
Planning Code Section 206, Affordable Housing Bonus Programs. Section 206 incorporates, among other
programs, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program (Planning Code Section 206.4; approved in 2016
as Section 206.3), which allows for up to three additional stories of residential development for fully affordable
residential projects, as well as procedures for projects seeking approval of a state density bonus (Planning Code
Section 206.6). Both of these programs would be applicable to the Plan Area.19 However, it is unlikely that the
100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program would be widely used in the Plan Area. This is because, due to
cost considerations and other factors, 100 percent affordable housing development in San Francisco has virtually
always been limited to buildings 85 feet in height or less, and the height limit proposed on nearly every major
street in the Plan Area is at least 85 feet, meaning that there would be substantial construction cost penalty in
seeking additional permitted height.20
Planning staff estimates that the potential for additional residential construction by projects seeking a state
density bonus could result in approximately 575 additional housing units in the Plan Area. This estimate

One comment refers to a city-adopted program called “Density Done Right.” This comment actually appears to reference the
city’s 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program. “Density Done Right” was the name of an alternative to the housing
density program for largely market-rate residential projects that was approved by the Board of Supervisors in 2017.
18

19

Two other components of Section 206—the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity – San Francisco, or HOME-SF Program
(Section 206.3) and the analyzed state density bonus program (Section 206.5)—would not apply to the Plan Area, as they are
applicable only to use districts where residential density is regulated by lot size. In the Plan Area, residential density would be
regulated by building height and bulk controls, an approach generally known as “form-based zoning.”
20
Eight-five feet is approximately the maximum height that can be built without triggering “high rise” life-safety and structural
requirements under the Building Code. Although there are exceptions, cost is one of the factors that discourages high-rise
construction for 100 percent affordable housing projects in San Francisco, because concrete or steel construction used in taller
buildings is considerably more expensive on a per-unit basis than is wood framing.
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assumes that half of the new residential development projects anticipated in the Plan Area would provide onsite affordable housing (a condition of seeking the state density bonus)21 and that the average state density bonus
would be 23 percent additional units beyond the base density permitted.22
In addition to the state density bonus, the Plan includes its own provision for a height bonus of 25 feet “on sites
where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space
beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall
amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and
shadow” (Draft EIR p. II-23). However, as discussed in Response PD-2, this provision is likely to be available to a
limited number of sites that are large enough to dedicate a portion of the site for affordable housing or public open
space. Planning staff estimates that implementation of this provision could result in an addition of approximately
300 units of affordable housing on sites that otherwise would have been commercial only. Together, therefore, the
two programs discussed above could add approximately 875 dwelling units to the Plan Area.
However, the Draft EIR growth forecasts, discussed above in Response PD-6, resulted in the Draft EIR analyzing
about 15 percent more housing units, or about 1,260 more units, than the Planning Department currently
estimates would actually be developed under the proposed Plan. These high estimates ensure that the EIR is
conservative in its assumptions of the potential environmental impacts of the Plan.23 The EIR studies the
addition of 14,500 units by 2040 with the Central SoMa Plan implementation whereas the Central SoMa Plan
projects the addition of 13,240 units by 2040 with Plan implementation, inclusive of the approximately 875 units
that could result from the two bonus programs described above. As such, the growth assumptions used in the
Draft EIR remain adequate to describe forecasted residential development in the Plan Area should the state
density bonus and the Plan’s own height bonus program be used as now anticipated.
As stated previously, the growth assumptions in the Draft EIR (which includes both the currently proposed
Plan Area as well as the area of the 2013 draft Plan) are derived from overall citywide growth assumptions
developed by the Planning Department based on the regional planning effort underlying Plan Bay Area. Plan
Bay Area growth allocations for the city can be accommodated under existing height and bulk controls; thus
existing zoning is not currently a constraint on growth or determinant of the overall amount of housing growth
expected citywide by 2040. Moreover, the availability of a density or height bonus in this location in and of itself
does not change the overall demand for housing citywide or regionally. Given that, it is assumed that increased
residential development in the Plan Area due to the use of the state density bonus and/or the Plan’s own height
bonus would lead to a concomitant decrease in residential development elsewhere in San Francisco. That is,
while the Plan seeks to concentrate and focus a greater percentage of San Francisco’s growth in the Plan Area,
adoption of the Plan in and of itself would not alter the overall growth forecast under Plan Bay Area to occur in

This assumption is based on recent precedent for buildings 85 feet tall and higher, which reflects the allowed and proposed
height limits for most of Central SoMa.
22
The 23 percent additional density is reflective of the formula in California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, coupled with
the requirements of Planning Code Section 415. This 23 percent average is not reflective of the maximum bonus that could be
available per project (which is 35 percent), but is the most likely average bonus for projects meeting or modestly exceeding the
applicable local inclusionary requirements. Based on evidence to date, it is unlikely that all eligible projects could or would seek
and justify the maximum 35 percent bonus.
23
Steve Wertheim, San Francisco Planning Department, “Central SoMa Plan – Clarification of Housing Numbers” memorandum
to Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee (Supervisors Farrell, Peskin, and Tang) and Supervisor Kim
December 7, 2017.
21
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San Francisco.24 Moreover, the state density bonus is as likely to be used in projects outside the Plan Area as
within the Plan Area. Assuming that demand is independent of supply, the use of the density bonus at one
location to develop a certain number of added residential units would reduce demand for a comparable number
of units elsewhere. There is no way to predict which locations, whether within or outside the Plan Area, would
be developed with benefit of the state density bonus, and attempting to do so would be speculative. Barring
such speculation, one could assume that every eligible residential development site would employ the state
density bonus. However, this approach would be likely to considerably overstate the number of residential units
that would be developed. In reality, the state density bonus, as well as the Plan’s own height bonus provision,
would be applied on a case-by-case and site-by-site basis and will have to be evaluated as such for any sitespecific effects, such as shadow or wind impacts. Therefore, at a programmatic level, the Draft EIR adequately
analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both the state density bonus program and the Plan’s own height
bonus provision, and the resulting effects such as transportation, air quality, traffic noise, and water demand
and combined sewer flows. Regarding other effects, such as aesthetics and wind or shadow impacts, which are
site-specific, it would be speculative to analyze potential future height and/or density on any given site when it
cannot be known on which specific sites any such density or height bonus might be sought in the future.
Subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would undergo project-level CEQA review, as applicable, to
determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not disclosed in the Draft EIR
as a result of any additional height increases or bulk modifications permitted under the state density bonus law.
The Plan’s height bonus provision requires a finding that a project that takes advantage of this bonus must
demonstrate that it would not result in significant wind or shadow impacts. Furthermore, such projects would
meet the requirements of SB 743, which states that aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining
if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects under CEQA.
As addressed in Response PD-6, these comments seek a level of precision in the growth projections used for the
Draft EIR that is neither feasible nor required under CEQA. The growth projections assumed in the Draft EIR
support the Planning Department’s good faith effort to disclose the physical environmental impacts that could
result under the proposed Plan and, thus, satisfy the requirements of CEQA. Nowhere in the Central SoMa Plan
EIR is it stated or implied that the projections were intended as a cap or limit to growth within the area that
would be subject to the Central SoMa Plan. The growth projections were based upon the best estimates available
at the time the Central SoMa Draft EIR was prepared. The comments do not demonstrate that the conclusions
in the Draft EIR concerning the effects of growth under the proposed Plan on the physical environment are not
supported by substantial evidence in the record.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Plan is programmatic in nature, and the CEQA analysis of Plan
implementation (with the exception of the street network changes and open space improvements) is likewise
programmatic in nature. It would be speculative to specifically identify which sites a project sponsor may choose
to develop additional density on beyond the height limits proposed in the Plan (and, therefore, it is not possible
to provide a map of the sites in the Draft EIR), but in accordance with state or local regulations, as well as
programs that allow for a density bonus. CEQA does not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145).

When allocating anticipated future regional growth that is assigned through the regional planning process to San Francisco, the
Planning Department, as part of a forecasting exercise for a plan area such as Central SoMa, maintains cumulative totals
consistent with the regional plan, inclusive of whatever proposed zoning changes are being analyzed.
24
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Concerning the comment that potential use of the state density bonus could result in fewer affordable units than
the City would otherwise require, affordability is not a physical impact, per se; therefore, whether a unit is a
market-rate unit or an affordable unit is not relevant under CEQA. Nevertheless, it is noted that use of these bonus
programs would not conflict with the Plan’s goal of ensuring that 33 percent of new housing units would be
affordable to low- and moderate-income households. This is because the City requires that “bonus units” pay the
inclusionary housing fee at a rate of 33 percent for ownership units and 30 percent for rental units.
This response also addresses the commenter’s request for an explanation of how the state density bonus applies
to the Central SoMa Plan Area. Therefore, because it is no longer correct, the text below on Draft EIR p. II-22 has
been deleted (deleted text is shown as strikethrough):
… some existing lower height limits would be increased to as much as 85 feet. It is noted that the Plan’s
proposed height districts take into considerations the State’s affordable housing density bonus, as
delineated in Assembly Bill 2501 Housing: Density Bonuses, approved by the Governor on September
28, 2016. As such, subsequent residential projects that could be developed under the Plan are not
expected to exceed heights proposed by the Plan. The exception may be 100% affordable housing
projects, which could utilize the City’s affordable housing bonus program in accordance with the
provisions, requirements, and limitations of that program.
Likewise, in Draft EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives, footnote 420 on p. VI-2 has been deleted (deleted text is shown
as strikethrough):
Development assumptions for the alternatives do not take into account the potential for application of the density
bonus for affordable housing projects enabled by AB 2501.
420

In addition, the following header and subsequent text regarding the State Density Bonus has been added for
clarification on p. IV-10 in the “Overview” section of Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures (new text is double-underlined):
State Density Bonus
The California state density bonus law, adopted in 1978, allows developers to select concessions from
local development standards if a certain percentage of affordable units are included in a project. In 2017,
subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City approved amendments to its local housing density
bonus program, codified in Planning Code Section 206, Affordable Housing Bonus Programs.
Section 206 incorporates, among other programs, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program
(Planning Code Section 206.4; approved in 2016 as Section 206.3), which allows for up to three
additional stories of residential development for fully affordable residential projects, as well as
procedures for projects seeking approval of a state density bonus (Planning Code Section 206.6). Both
of these programs would be applicable to the Plan Area.25
The growth assumptions in the Draft EIR (which includes both the currently proposed Plan Area as
well as the area of the 2013 draft Plan) are derived from overall citywide growth assumptions developed
by the Planning Department based on the regional planning effort underlying Plan Bay Area. Plan Bay
Area growth allocations for the city can be accommodated under existing height and bulk controls; thus
existing zoning is not currently a constraint on growth or determinant of the overall amount of housing
Two other components of Section 206—the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity – San Francisco, or HOME-SF Program
(Section 206.3) and the analyzed state density bonus program (Section 206.5)—would not apply to the Plan Area, as they are
applicable only to use districts where residential density is regulated by lot size. In the Plan Area, residential density would be
regulated by building height and bulk controls, an approach generally known as “form-based zoning.”
25
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growth expected citywide by 2040. Given that, it is assumed that increased residential development in
the Plan Area due to the use of the state density bonus and/or the Plan’s own height bonus would lead
to a concomitant decrease in residential development elsewhere in San Francisco. That is, while the Plan
seeks to concentrate and focus a greater percentage of San Francisco’s growth in the Plan Area, adoption
of the Plan in and of itself would not alter the overall growth forecast under Plan Bay Area to occur in
San Francisco.26 Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both
the state density bonus program and the Plan’s own height bonus provision, and the resulting effects
such as transportation, air quality, traffic noise, and water demand and combined sewer flows.
Regarding other effects, such as aesthetics and wind or shadow impacts, which are site-specific, it would
be speculative to analyze potential future height and/or density on any given site when it cannot be
known on which specific sites any such density or height bonus might be sought in the future.
Subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would undergo project-level CEQA review, as
applicable, to determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not
disclosed in the Draft EIR as a result of any additional height increases or bulk modifications permitted
under the state density bonus law.

Comment PD-11: Street Network Changes
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-SFMTA.1

“Page S-1. Fourth Paragraph. On the fourth line, there is a reference to "specific designs" under analysis, however
each corridor is going through a development/ design process. At this point only basic design concepts have
been included for the environmental.” (Charles Rivasplata, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter,
February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.1])

Response PD-11
The comments state that the street network changes that would be implemented under the Plan are incorrectly
described in the text on Draft EIR p. S-1, which states that the EIR analysis addresses specific designs for several
streets. The use of the word “specific” in this sentence is not intended to connote a detailed level of engineering
or design; the commenter is correct that only conceptual designs have been drafted for these street
improvements. Regardless, the level of design presented in the Draft EIR for the street improvements is
sufficient for a project-level environmental review, which does not require highly detailed design or engineering
drawings. As discussed in the Draft EIR (starting on p. S-4), the analysis contains both analysis at a “programlevel” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 for adoption and implementation of the Plan and “projectlevel” environmental review for street network changes and open space improvements. Therefore, revisions to
the Draft EIR to address the comment are not required.

When allocating anticipated future regional growth that is assigned through the regional planning process to San Francisco, the
Planning Department, as part of a forecasting exercise for a plan area such as Central SoMa, maintains cumulative totals
consistent with the regional plan, inclusive of whatever proposed zoning changes are being analyzed.
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Comment PD-12: Tower Separation Policy
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-B505.1

“Our office represents B505 Industries, LLC with respect to their proposed project located at 505 Brannan Street.
In December 2015, the Planning Commission approved an 85-foot-tall, office building at the site, consistent with
the existing MOU zoning district. The project is under construction and now the project sponsor is pursuing
entitlement of a "Phase II" addition to the project which would result in a 240 foot tall office tower, consistent
with the zoning and height limitations for this site being analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
("DEIR") for the Central So Ma Plan as well as the 2013 draft of the Central So Ma Plan. The purpose of this letter
to provide some brief comments on the DEIR.
“We are pleased to see that the DEIR studied the full buildout of a 240 foot tall project at the site. Specifically,
both the wind and shadow studies assumed a 240 foot tall project, with the understanding that each individual
project would need to perform project-specific wind and shadow studies (among others) to confirm they do not
cause a significant and unavoidable impact in order to justify the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption to
cover environmental review.
“Despite the lack of identified environmental issues to date (and the provision for further study in the future to
confirm), Planning Department staff’s most recent Central SoMa Plan draft calls for a 130 foot height limit at the
site. The reasoning behind this is the proposed tower separation limitation in the Plan, which would limit new
160+ foot towers within 115 feet of other 160+ foot towers. Since a residential tower has been proposed at 620 Fourth
Street adjacent to 505 Brannan Street, the proposed tower separation rule could put these two projects in conflict.
“The Plan has several primary goals, including maximizing space for jobs in one of the last remaining areas of
the City that can accept high-density office development - which is directly fulfilled by the Phase II project at
505 Brannan Street. The Plan includes many different policies, some of which conflict with each other.
Ultimately, the City’s primary planning body, the Planning Commission, should be the arbiter of these
competing goals, and the Planning Commission can really only consider these factors once a project (or projects)
are before them.
“We do not think the tower separation rule is necessary to include in the Plan nor do we think it is appropriate
to restrict the height limit at 505 Brannan Street to avoid a tower separation conflict. Based on the height limits
proposed in the Plan, 505 Brannan Street and 620 Fourth Street is the only situation where this rule would
potentially apply to two separate projects and project sponsors. Because of this, it is appropriate to allow for the
Planning Commission to consider this issue when the actual proposed projects are before them, so they can
understand what is actually being proposed and can make a decision on this unique situation. We should not
take discretion away from the Planning Commission to weigh the competing policies, environmental concerns,
and designs of the future projects and make a decision considering all of those factors. The Planning Commission
should be given the opportunity to make the decision as to whether and how much these two towers must be
separated once the actual projects are being considered by it.
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“If the height limit is reduced, there is no justification for reducing it below 160 feet, above which the tower
separation rule would apply. As such, the height limit for the site should be no shorter than 160 feet.
“Finally, eliminating the Planning Commission’s discretion in favor of one project over another does not allow
for flexibility in achieving the Plan’s goals considering the uncertainty in the private development industry.
Every project is subject to market forces as well as the unique circumstances of a project sponsor, and essentially
choosing one project over another right now, before the projects are even prepared for approval, eliminates the
ability of the Planning Commission to adjust based on evolving conditions.
“We recognize that the tower separation issue is one that the Planning Commission will consider separate from
the adequacy of the Plan’s DEIR. We felt it important to make clear that the DEIR does allow for the Phase II
project at 505 Brannan Street, and that the Commission has the ability to determine whether and how to apply
the tower separation rule at Plan adoption. Thank you.” (John Kevlin, Reuben, Junius & Rose, B505 Industries, LLC,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-B505.1])

Response PD-12
The comment addresses a project proposed for 505 Brannan Street, a site located within the Plan Area. This
project comprises an addition to an existing office building that would result in a 240-foot-tall office tower. The
comment states that the Draft EIR studied the full buildout of this project as proposed by the sponsor and that
a potential conflict between this project and another residential tower proposed at 620 Fourth Street adjacent to
the project site could occur, because of the Plan’s proposed tower separation limit. The comments also include
a statement that the tower separation rule is not necessary to include in the Plan, and that it would be
appropriate for the Planning Commission to instead consider the issue of potential conflict when reviewing
proposed plans for these two projects, to allow for flexibility in achieving the Plan’s goals.
The comment addresses the merits of the Plan and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.
As noted by the commenter, the tower separation limit, which is included both in the Plan and in the proposed
zoning controls (Planning Code amendments) released in February 2018,27 will be considered separately from
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. While the Plan does include a tower separation implementation measure, which
would be carried out by the proposed February 2018 Planning Code amendments (applicable to buildings
greater than 160 feet in height), this would not be a new zoning feature to San Francisco. The existing Planning
Code also requires separation between towers in all areas of the city where building heights are permitted above
approximately 130 feet. These areas include the Downtown (C-3) Use Districts (Planning Code Section 132.1);
Rincon Hill, including the Folsom and Main Residential/Commercial Special Use District (Planning Code
Sections 270(e) and 249.1); the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District (Planning Code
Section 270(f)); Executive Park (Planning Code Section 263.27); Treasure Island (Planning Code Section 249.52);
and the Fifth and Mission Special Use District, site of the approved 5M project (Planning Code Section 249.74).
It is noted that, since publication of the Draft EIR, the Planning Department has made minor revisions to the Plan’s
proposed height and bulk map for the Plan Area, including for the 505 Brannan Street site. Under the February
2018 proposed zoning controls, the permitted height of this site would be 250 feet. This is the same height that was
Central SoMa Plan Initiation Packet; Case No. 2011.1356MTZU. February 15, 2018,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1356MTZU.pdf, accessed March 16, 2018.
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analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19), but is greater than the 130-foot height limit proposed
in the August 2016 Draft Plan. While the Draft EIR analyzed a 250-foot height across the entirety of the site at the
southwest corner of Fourth and Brannan streets, the Draft EIR analyzed a single tower, on the portion of the site
closest to the corner of Fourth and Brannan streets, in acknowledgement of the proposed tower setback controls.
The site to which the Plan’s proposed 250-foot height limit would apply encompasses three separate lots that are
under multiple ownership. As of the publication date of this Responses to Comments document, there are
development proposals on file for two separate towers on this site, one of which is on the site at 505 Brannan Street,
which is the subject of this comment, while the other is the proposed project at 620 Fourth Street. As noted by the
commenter, the proposed tower separation requirement would preclude both projects from being developed.
However, in recognition of the fact that either tower alone would be in compliance with the Plan, Planning
Department staff “has decided that instead of presuming the preferred location of the tower through the Plan the
decision will be deferred to the entitlement process.”28 Accordingly, both projects’ proposed locations are proposed
for a height limit of 250 feet. No revision of the Draft EIR proposed height and bulk map (Figure II-7) is required
because, as noted on Draft EIR page II-7, the Draft EIR analyzed height limits for several parcels that are “higher
than those proposed in the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan.”
The comments regarding the proposed tower separation requirement will be transmitted to City decision
makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-13: Proposed Changes to 330 Townsend and 636–648 Fourth Streets
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Rosenberg.2

“[F]or specific projects, I would like to see Planning let 330 Townsend proceed as all residential, and not have
to dedicate space for a mid-block alley, which would remove badly needed housing units. In addition, I would
like to see an upzone for the 636-648 4th Street site to 350 feet, to add more housing to the area. (Isaac Rosenberg,
E-Comment, January 23, 2017 [I-Rosenberg.2])

Response PD-13
The comment states the commenter’s opinion about future development on two sites in the Plan Area to
potentially allow for more housing. The comment addresses the merits of the Plan, and does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for
consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
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D.2

Plans and Policies

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and
Policies. These include topics related to:
●

Comment PP-1: 598 Brannan Street Project Description

●

Comment PP-2: Plan Bay Area Housing Goals

●

Comment PP-3: East SoMa Area Plan at Risk

●

Comment PP-4: General Plan Consistency

●

Comment PP-5: History of Prior Planning Efforts

●

Comment PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa

●

Comment PP-7: One Vassar Project

●

Comment PP-8: Provide Page Reference When Other Area Plans Referenced

●

Comment PP-9: Western SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUO) Zoning District

Comment PP-1: 598 Brannan Street Project Description
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-Tishman.3
“Page:
“III-20

Comment:
The first paragraph on this page identifies 598 Brannan Project as a ‘700,000 square-foot building.’
This should be revised to reflect the project's description, submitted in connection with the current
environmental evaluation application. The 598 Brannan Project is anticipated to contain
approximately 984,429 square feet of office.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Tishman
Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.3])

Response PP-1
The comment states that the size of the 598 Brannan Street project described in the Draft EIR is inaccurate. The
description of this project is presented in the context of the City’s annual limit on approval of office development
(Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, p. III-20). This description is based on the “Office Development
Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program” document dated July 22, 2016, which shows the 598 Brannan Street
project as including 700,456 square feet of office space. That total was based on this proposed project’s office
space allocation application (pursuant to Planning Code Section 321) filed in July 2013. Prior to publication of
the Draft EIR, the project sponsor submitted an application for a shadow analysis (pursuant to Planning Code
Section 295), showing 984,400 square feet of office space, to the Planning Department, but did not revise the
Section 321 application. Because the Draft EIR was based on the information submitted in the Section 321
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application, the revised information was not included in the Draft EIR. Since publication of the Draft EIR, a
revised Section 321 application for the 598 Brannan Street project has been submitted, showing 922,291 square
feet of office space, and the “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program” document dated
January 12, 2018, has been updated to reflect the revised application.
As the Draft EIR does not analyze individual development projects, changes to the 598 Brannan Street project
description would not affect the impact analyses for any of the topics discussed in the Draft EIR, because the
larger project on this site would be accommodated within the overall growth forecast in the Plan Area, which is
analyzed in the Draft EIR. See Response PD-6 for a discussion regarding the growth projections analyzed in the
Draft EIR. Site-specific impacts of individual projects would be evaluated during subsequent project review, as
applicable, as described on Draft EIR pp. I-6 to I-9, and are not considered here because the Draft EIR analyzes
impacts of the proposed Central SoMa Plan and associated rezoning. However, to clarify the description of the
598 Brannan Street project in Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, based on the revised Section 321
application, and to ensure consistency with the description of the project as presented in Draft EIR Chapter IV,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, p. IV-8, the following text in the first paragraph on
Draft EIR p. III-20 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined;
note that other changes are included, which are discussed in Response PP-7 on p. RTC-103):
Of the other three seven projects, two three are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental
review: 2.03 million square feet of office space at 610-698 Brannan Street (the Flower Mart site; Case
No. 2017-000663); a proposed 700,000 1.2 million-square-foot building in the Central SoMa Plan Area
development containing approximately 922,300 square feet of office use at 598 Brannan Street (Case
No. 2012.0640E); and a four-story, 89,800 square-foot addition to an existing seven-story building at
633 Folsom Street (Case No. 2014.1063) and a mixed-use project including 421,000 square feet of net new
office space at 400 Second Street (One Vassar Street; Case No. 2012.1384). The fourth other proposals
would create some 1.8 million square feet of office space at the former Pier 70 shipyard; convert 119,600
square feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory at 1800 Mission Street to office use; develop
approximately 289,000 square feet of office space at 542-550 Howard Street; and develop about
84,500 square feet of office space, along with PDR space, at 552 Berry Street/1 De Haro Street. (Although
the Pier 70 project received several approvals in 2017, office allocations at that site will be granted on an
incremental basis as development proceeds.)
This proposed change to the Draft EIR does not present significant new information with respect to the proposed
Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant impact
identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.

Comment PP-2: Plan Bay Area Housing Goals
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.9
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“II-4 discusses housing goals in regional plans. Do these goal numbers include San Francisco
providing/building housing for reverse commuters from Silicon Valley - Santa Clara and San Mateo county?
There has been an explosion of reverse commuters renting or buying San Francisco housing because inadequate
housing is being provided on the Peninsula for the expansion of commercial space. Unlike San Francisco - which
for over 30 years has required commercial developers to fund housing construction because the PUBLIC pushed
Planning to impose housing and transit fees - San Mateo and Santa Clara have chosen to let commercial developers
off the hook.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.9])

Response PP-2
The comment requests clarification regarding the housing goal numbers identified in regional plans. As
described on Draft EIR p. III-13, “Plan Bay Area is driven by the need to meet the growth forecasts identified for
the region in a Sustainable Communities Strategy, prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments
[ABAG] and Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Plan Bay Area sets out a plan to meet most of the region’s
growth in Priority Development Areas,29 (or PDAs), as identified by local governments.” Therefore, Plan Bay
Area considers the need for growth in various PDAs, including within San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.
The criteria outlined regarding 2040 housing projections in the Plan Bay Area state that:
The Plan Bay Area housing distribution is guided by the policy direction of the ABAG Executive Board,
which voted in July 2011 to support equitable and sustainable development by ”maximizing the
regional transit network and reducing GHG emissions by providing convenient access to employment
for people of all incomes.” This was accomplished by distributing total housing growth numbers to
(1) job-rich cities that have PDAs or additional areas that are PDA-like; (2) areas connected to the
existing transit infrastructure; and (3) areas that lack sufficient affordable housing to accommodate lowincome commuters. The housing distribution directs growth to locations where the transit system can
be utilized more efficiently, where workers can be better connected to jobs, and where residents can
access high-quality services. Substantial housing production is expected on the Peninsula and in the
South Bay, where eight of the top 15 cities expected to experience the most housing growth are located.
Two-thirds of the region’s overall housing production is directed to these 15 cities, leaving the
remaining jurisdictions (more than 90) in the region to absorb only limited growth. This development
pattern preserves the character of more than 95 percent of the region by focusing growth on less than
5 percent of the land.30
Plan Bay Area does not mandate changes to local zoning; therefore, the degree to which Plan Bay Area achieves
its land use goals is up to local jurisdictions. However, the housing projections for San Francisco include people
commuting to and from various parts of the Bay Area. This is consistent with Plan Bay Area’s growth forecasts,
which project a concentration of Bay Area growth in both population and employment in the region’s three
largest cities: San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose. As the comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy
of the Draft EIR, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.
Priority Development Areas, commonly known as PDAs, are areas within existing communities that local city or county
governments have identified and approved for future growth. These areas typically are accessible by one or more transit services;
and they are often located near established job centers, shopping districts and other services.
30
Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area: Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy for
the San Francisco Bay Area 2013–2040, July 18, 2013, http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/0-Introduction.pdf, accessed
May 30, 2017.
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Comment PP-3: East SoMa Area Plan at Risk
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-2.1

“One is I think you're risking the Eastern Neighbors Area Plan exemptions because you've adopted this Eastern
Neighborhood's Plan based on the EIR, and you're cutting away and changing the zoning of it. We've already
had the 5M; we've had Western SoMa. This one I don't think leaves intact the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan in
the EIR.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.1])

Response PP-3
This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and, therefore, does not require any
revisions to the Draft EIR. The comment expresses an opinion about CEQA environmental review procedures
and appears to suggest that, by adopting the Central SoMa Plan in parts of what is now the East SoMa Area
Plan (which is within the boundaries of the larger Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area), the Plan would somehow
render inadequate further reliance on the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans EIR for support of
Community Plan Evaluations in subsequent CEQA review. Community Plan Evaluations are mandated
pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 for projects that are consistent with the
development density in an applicable area plan. The Central SoMa Plan would rezone a portion of the Western
SoMa Area Plan and a portion of the East SoMa Area Plan (Draft EIR Figure III-1, Area Plans in and near the
Central SoMa Plan Area, p. III-3). The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan EIR evaluated the East
SoMa Area Plan along with the Mission, Central Waterfront, and Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plans. If the
Central SoMa Plan is adopted, subsequent development projects in the Plan Area that are consistent with the
development density provided for in the Central SoMa Plan would be eligible for the Community Plan
Evaluation process (CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183). This would not affect the
eligibility of projects for the Community Plan Evaluation process within the remaining Eastern Neighborhoods,
including the portions of East SoMa and Western SoMa, provided projects meet the following criteria:
1.

Are consistent with the development density in the applicable plan and

2.

Do not result in significant effects not previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program EIR,
including effects peculiar to the project or the project site, off-site or cumulative effects, or effects arising
from new information.

The fact that the Central SoMa Plan would supersede portions of both the East SoMa and Western SoMa Area
Plans would have no bearing on future applicability of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR to the remaining
portions of East SoMa (or the other areas analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR), so long as the analysis
for a subsequent development project identifies no new or substantially more-severe impacts than were
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.
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Additionally, as discussed on RTC p. 7, it is possible that a portion of the Plan Area could be designated a
Housing Sustainability District. If that were to occur, eligible projects would undergo a ministerial approval
process and, therefore, would not be subject to environmental review. However, eligible projects would be
required to incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR.

Comment PP-4: General Plan Consistency
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.12
O-CSN-1.52

“VI. THE PROJECT IS FATALLY INCONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER
APPLICABLE PLANNING DOCUMENTS.
“The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and other applicable
planning documents. In fact, the proposed Plan is plainly inconsistent with these planning documents, resulting
in significant adverse environmental impacts.
“The City must treat its analysis of conflicts with the General Plan seriously and land use decisions must be
consistent with the plan. (CEQA Guidelines, App. G, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, Item 6; Guidelines
§ 15125(d); Gov. Code § 65860(a)) The General Plan is intended to be the ‘constitution for all future
developments,’ a ‘charter for future development,’ that embodies ‘fundamental land use decisions that guide
the future growth and development of cities and counties.’ (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County
v. Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1334, 1335; Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of
Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531,54; City of Santa Ana v. City of Garden Grove (1979) 100 Cal.App.3d 521,532) The
‘propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with
applicable general plan and its elements.’ (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of County of Santa Barbara
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570) The consistency doctrine has been described as the ‘linchpin of California’s land use
and development laws; it is the principal which infuses the concept of planned growth with the force of law.”
Corona-Norco Unified School District v. City of Corona (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 985, 994.
“A project's impacts may be deemed significant if they are greater than those deemed acceptable in a general
plan or other applicable planning documents. (Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1416). A
significant impact on land use and planning would occur if the project would ‘[c]onflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect.’ (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § IX(b))
“According to the CEQA Guidelines, ‘environmental effects’ include direct and indirect impacts to land use and
planning. Where the plan or policy was adopted to avoid negative environmental effects, conflicts with the plan
or policy constitutes a significant negative impact. (Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. Co. of el Dorado (1990) 225
Cal.App.3d 872, 881-882; see also Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777,
783-4; County of El Dorado v. Dept. of Transp. (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1376; CEQA Guidelines, App. G., § IX(b)).
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Thus, under CEQA, a project results in a significant effect on the environment if the project is inconsistent with
an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating one or more
of these environmental effects.
“The DEIR fails to conduct a complete and forthright consistency analysis with the General Plan and other
applicable planning documents. The DEIR must be revised to analyze inconsistencies identify appropriate
mitigations or set the foundation for a finding of overriding considerations.
“The Plan is inconsistent with Policy 3.5 of the General Plan, which states, ‘Ensure that growth will not outpace
improvements to transit of the circulation system.’ (DEIR P. III-9). The DEIR admits that the Plan would ‘result
in substantial delays to a number of MUNI routes serving the area,’ (DEIR, p. IV.D-49), and ‘Development under
the Plan … would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be accommodated by local
transit capacity, and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and
regional transit routes.’ (DEIR, p. IV.D- 43). This impact to transit is not only a significant impact under CEQA,
it is prohibited by the General Plan. The DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan does not conflict with this General Plan
Policy is arbitrary and capricious.
“The Plan is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, which states:
Policy 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing development; and
Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming
or dominating appearance in new construction
“(DEIR p. III-10). The Plan allows buildings of 350 feet or more in an area that the City admits is a mid-rise
neighborhood. As noted in the Central Corridor Plan, such tall buildings are inconsistent with the mid-rise
character of the neighborhood. The City stated in the Central Corridor Plan, at page 32, ‘The predominant
character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting
their distribution and bulk.’ Having made these statements in the Central Corridor Plan, the City cannot not
simply ignore them. The court in the case Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33
Cal.App.4th 144 rejected a county’s argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had not ‘relegated the first initial study to oblivion.’ Id. at 154.
The court stated, ‘We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. The first initial study is
part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared does not make the first initial study
any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance, particularly when the revised study does not
conclude that the project would not be growth inducing but instead simply proceeds on the assumption that
evaluation of future housing can be deferred until such housing is proposed.’ (Id. at 154 (emphasis added)). The
City cannot conclude that a project may have significant impacts and then, when such admission is no longer
convenient, simply change its conclusion to better suit its needs. The City conclusion of ‘no inconsistencies’ with
the General Plan (DEIR, p. III-10) are refuted by its own statements in the Central Corridor Plan.
“The Plan is inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Policy 1.9: Preserve
sunlight in public open spaces. (DEIR, p. III-11). The DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadow on
several parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, including South Park, Victoria
Manalo Draves Park and Gene Friend Recreation Center, as well as several public open spaces. (DEIR, p. III-11).
For example the DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadows on the only Rec & Park property in the Plan
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area, South Park, and ‘could increase shadow on portions of South Park during early morning and late afternoon
hours from the spring equinox to the fall equinox (March through September). (DEIR, p. IV.H-35). In other
words, the Plan will cast shadows on South Park for half of the year! Similarly, the DEIR admits that the Plan
will cast shadows on the heavily used privately owned public open space (POPOS) located at 303 Second Street
from noon ‘through much of the afternoon,’ and shading up to one-third of the POPOS. (DEIR p. IV.H-38). Given
these admissions, the DEIR’s finding that the Plan is somehow consistent with the General Plan Policy to
‘preserve sunlight in public open spaces’ is arbitrary and capricious and lacks substantial evidence. Casting
additional shadows for half of the year simply cannot be considered consistent with the policy of ‘preserving
sunlight in public open spaces.’
“The Plan is also inconsistent with the General Plan Objective 9: Reduce transportation-related noise, and Policy
11.1, Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that
use. (DEIR p. III-12). The DEIR admits that ‘Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network
changes, would generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise in excess of standards in the
San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise above existing levels.’ (DEIR, p. S-71). Thus, the Plan will increase
transportation-related noise and place new uses in areas that exceed noise guidelines, in direct violation of the
General Plan. The DEIR’s conclusion of General Plan consistency is therefore arbitrary and capricious.
“The Plan is plainly inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan, yet the DEIR inexplicably concludes that the Plan
would ‘not be demonstrably inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan.’ (DEIR, p. III-8). Most obviously, the
Western SoMa Plan Policy 1.2.4 is to ‘Prohibit housing outside of designated Residential Enclave Districts (RED)
south of Harrison Street.’ (DEIR, p. III-6). The Plan is flatly inconsistent with this Policy, thereby resulting in a
significant environmental impact that is not addressed in the DEIR. ‘A revised DEIR is required to acknowledge,
address and mitigate these plan inconsistencies.’” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.12])

“6. The Project is Inconsistent with the General Plan and Other Applicable Planning Documents
“The DEIR must include a complete and forthright analysis of the Projects consistency with the General Plan
and other applicable planning documents, ordinances and regulations. Inconsistencies between the Project and
the General Plan or other applicable planning documents that were enacted to protect the environment may
constitute significant impacts in themselves and can also be evidence of other significant impacts that must be
analyzed in the DEIR. In addition, where a Project is inconsistent with the General Plan it may not be lawfully
adopted or approved.
“In this case, after discussing only some of the applicable plans, the DEIR incorrectly concludes across the board
that the Project will not substantially conflict with any of the plans, policies or other provisions discussed, noting
that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would review the Plan for consistency with the General
Plan and consider possible amendments to achieve conformity. See DEIR Chapter III and page III-1.
“Some examples of the Project’s glaring inconsistency with the General Plan include, but are not limited to, the
following:
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Plan Provision
Urban Design Element, General
Plan:

Inconsistency
The DEIR incorrectly concludes the Project would not conflict with
the objectives and policies of the Urban Design Element.

Policy 3.5: Relate the height of
building to important attributes of
the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing
development; and
Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of
buildings to the prevailing scale of
development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating
appearance in new construction.
DEIR at page III-10

There is a clear inconsistency between the Project and the Urban
Design Element. The Project (Plan) allows building of 350 feet or
more in a neighborhood that is currently mid-rise and planned to
remain mid-rise in the Central Corridor Plan. According to the
Central Corridor Plan, ‘[t]he predominant character of Soma as a
mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises
reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.’ Central Soma Plan
at page 32. Holding up this policy direction in the Central Soma Plan
are numerous reasons mid-rises rather than high rises are a better fit
for the neighborhood and would result in fewer significant impacts.
The DEIR’s assertion the Project would not be inconsistent with the
General Plan (DEIR at page III-10) is undermined by the statements
and facts in the Central Corridor Plan and its supporting documents.
The DEIR incorrectly concludes the project will not conflict with this
policy.

Recreation and Open Space Element
Policy 1.9: Preserve sunlight in
pubic open spaces. DEIR at page
III-II.

Western SOMA Plan
Policy 1.2.4: Prohibit housing
outside of designated Residential
Enclave Districts (RED) south of
Harrison Street.’ DEIR at page III-6
As well as other provisions of the
Western SOMA Plan
Eastern SOMA Plan

There is a clear inconsistency between the Project and this Policy as
documented by the DEIR section on Shadows. Specifically, the DEIR
states that the Project will create new shadow on several parks in the
area. DEIR at page III-II; see also discussion of Shadow section in
this letter). In addition, the DEIR Figures show significant new
shadows on public streets and POPOS. DEIR pages IV.H-35,
IV.H-38, Figures in Section IV.H of the DEIR. Based on evidence in
the DEIR, the DEIR incorrectly concludes the Project will no conflict
with this Policy.
The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the Project would not be
demonstrably inconsistent with the Western Soma Plan. DEIR at
page III-8. The Project is clearly inconsistent with this policy and
therefore clearly inconsistent.

The DEIR incorrectly states that the Project would not be
demonstrably inconsistent with the East Soma Plan in part because
the applicable parcels in the Plan would be incorporated into the
Central Soma Plan.
The Project’s preference for employment (non-residential) uses is in
stark contrast to the objectives (1.2 and 1.2) of the Eastern Soma Plan.
Moreover, the Project’s proposed substantial growth in employment
without a commensurate plan for housing will put significant
pressure on the East Soma Plan for additional housing growth not
anticipated by the Plan.
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“A revised DEIR must include expanded and forthright analysis of the Projects potential inconsistencies with
all applicable plans including voter approved propositions, San Francisco’s Urban Design Guidelines and the
newly adopted TDM Ordinance. Where an inconsistency with a Plan or policy would result in an environmental
impact (e.g., shadows, public services, housing demand), those impacts must be analyzed in the appropriate
sections of the revised DEIR in a manner consistent with the policy analysis.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.52])

Response PP-4
The comments include the following:
●

A statement that the Draft EIR is not consistent with the General Plan and other applicable planning
documents.

●

A request that the Draft EIR conduct a consistency analysis with the General Plan and other applicable
planning documents, and identify inconsistencies and appropriate mitigation measures or set the
foundation for a finding of overriding considerations.

●

A statement that the Plan is inconsistent with specific elements of the General Plan including Air Quality
Element Policy 3.5, the Urban Design Element, the Recreation and Open Space Element, Environmental
Protection Element Objective 9, and the Western SoMa Plan.

●

A statement that the Plan is inconsistent with East SoMa Area Plan Objective 1.2.

Consistency with the General Plan
CEQA does not require an analysis of a proposed project’s consistency with all plans or policies, but requires an
EIR to “discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans,
and regional plans” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d)). This consideration of plan inconsistency is part of the
discussion of the project’s environmental setting, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). For purposes
of compliance with CEQA, Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, describes inconsistencies between the Plan
and applicable plans and policies. As noted on Draft EIR p. IV.A-8, a conflict between a proposed project and a
General Plan policy does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment under CEQA. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial or potentially adverse
change in the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals,
flora fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” Therefore, for a project to result in
a significant impact under CEQA with respect to a conflict with the General Plan or other policies adopted for
the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect, the project must be inconsistent or otherwise conflict with a
plan or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect and result in a physical
environmental effect.
Potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies are discussed further below, under “Consistency of the
Proposed Plan with Existing Plans and Policies.” However, CEQA does require analysis of a project’s physical
environmental impacts. Among these physical impacts are those that could result from a conflict with a plan or
policy “adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect,” which is one of the significance criteria
in Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning. Inconsistencies resulting in physical effects on the
environment are discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures with
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mitigation measures identified, where possible. Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning,
explicitly identifies a significant unavoidable physical environmental impact (Impact LU-2) with respect to the
San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element, in that the Plan, including the proposed street
network changes, would result in increased traffic noise beyond the applicable threshold. Therefore, the Draft
EIR found the conflict with General Plan Policy 9.6 would also be significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR
also discusses plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects in
other sections of Chapter IV, including Sections IV.E, Noise; IV.F, Air Quality; IV.G, Wind; IV.H, Shadow; and
IV.I, Hydrology. Additionally, plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
environmental effects are discussed in the Initial Study in Sections D.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; D.13,
Biological Resources; D.15, Hydrology and Water Quality; and D.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Consistency of the Proposed Plan with Existing Plans and Policies
The determination of whether a project is consistent with a specific plan or policy can be subjective and is best
made with a broad understanding of the often‐competing policy objectives in a planning document. Policy
consistency determinations are ultimately made by the City’s local decision‐making body (i.e., Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors, and other City commissions or departments). Decision makers determine
whether the project would be, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. This consideration occurs
independent of the environmental review process. As discussed above, policy conflicts are considered
significant pursuant to CEQA only when the conflict would result in a significant, adverse physical
environmental impact. Potential conflicts with applicable policies are identified in the Draft EIR, to the extent
that these impacts result in physical environmental effects.
The commenter states that the Plan is inconsistent with General Plan Objective 9 regarding transportationrelated noise. Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning, specifically identifies a conflict with
General Plan Policy 9.6 related to traffic noise as a significant and unavoidable CEQA impact resulting from the
Plan. This conclusion is based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, which identifies a
significant and unavoidable impact related to traffic noise, a physical effect. The Draft EIR also identifies
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects, to reduce
the severity of this impact, but even with mitigation, the impact of traffic noise resulting from the proposed Plan
would be significant and unavoidable. Thus, the Draft EIR identifies this policy conflict that is based on a
physical environmental effect as a significant and unavoidable impact of the Plan.

Consistency with the General Plan Air Quality Element
The commenter correctly notes that a significant and unavoidable transit impact is identified in the Draft EIR.
The commenter claims this conflicts with General Plan Air Quality Element Policy 3.5, “Ensure that growth will
not outpace improvements to transit of the circulation system.” However, three mitigation measures (Mitigation
Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements; M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements; and M-TR-3c, Signalization and
Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets31) are proposed in the Draft EIR to reduce local and regional
transit impacts associated with implementation of the Plan. These physical environmental impacts are disclosed
in Draft EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, pp. IV.D-35 through IV.D-109. Potential air quality

M-TR-3d, Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street was removed as a mitigation measure from the Central SoMa
Plan EIR as it conflicts with an approved project on Fifth Street that was included in the 2009 Bike Plan.
31
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effects are disclosed in Draft EIR Section IV.F, Air Quality, which concludes that because the Plan would be
consistent with regional air quality plans, it would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard. Therefore, Plan effects on air quality would be less than significant. However, subsequent
individual development projects could exceed project-specific thresholds for criteria air pollutants, which would
result in a significant and unavoidable air quality impact, notwithstanding implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for Development Projects; M-AQ-3a, Education for
Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products; M-AQ-3b, Reduce
Operational Emissions; and M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps.
Additionally, Plan Area development would result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
and toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, also a significant and unavoidable air quality impact, despite implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects; M-AQ-5a, Best
Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-5b, Siting Uses that Emit Particulate
Matter (PM2.5), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-5d, Land Use Buffers
around Active Loading Docks.

Consistency with the General Plan Urban Design Element
The commenter references the April 2013 draft of the Plan, which identifies Central SoMa as a mid-rise district
and recommends that the presence of high-rises be reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk. This
recommendation is reflected in Policies 8.3.3 and 8.3.4 of the Central SoMa Plan, which require buildings where
the height exceeds the street width to step back at the upper stories and limits their location to important
intersection nodes, respectively. However, the commenter mischaracterizes the discussion in the Plan of Central
SoMa being a mid-rise district and prescribing the distribution and bulk of towers as the Plan contradicting
itself, and suggests that this contradiction demonstrates the Plan’s inconsistency with the Urban Design
Element. The Plan notes that Central SoMa is a predominantly mid-rise district, and as such, tall buildings
should be subject to distribution and bulk restrictions to ensure they would not adversely affect the mid-rise
character of the Plan Area. In other words, the Plan prescribes the distribution and bulk of towers in order to
preserve the overall mid-rise character of the district. The commenter also states that the Plan conflicts with
Urban Design Element Policy 3.5 (relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to
the height and character of existing development) and Policy 3.6 (relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing
scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction) and, therefore,
conflicts with the Urban Design Element. Draft EIR p. III-10 notes that, “while development in this area would
not necessarily relate to the important attributes of the city pattern, it would function to reduce the visual
prominence of the elevated freeway.” Also, as described in more detail in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, the Plan
would not adversely affect public views. As such, the Draft EIR concludes that aesthetic impacts would be less
than significant. The commenter has not provided any additional information or evidence to support their claim
that the Plan would conflict with a plan or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect
by resulting in physical environmental aesthetic impacts under CEQA.
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Consistency with the General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element
The commenter also states that the Plan is inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the
General Plan because Plan development would cast shadow on South Park and various privately owned public
open spaces (POPOS), in particular the one at 303 Second Street. As noted on Draft EIR p. IV.H-35, all new shadow
on South Park would be of very limited extent, and new shadow on 303 Second Street would depend on the height
and massing of the building projecting its shadow toward the POPOS. The shadow analysis for the Plan was
conducted at the programmatic level and considered maximum building envelopes. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV-7,
with respect to the physical model used to assess wind and shadow effects of the Plan, “The three-dimensional
model does not incorporate fine-grained architectural detailing for each parcel. Instead the model consists largely
of simple extrusions of blocks and lots in the Plan Area to represent a buildout condition that reflects base height
limits of up to 85 feet. Where heights would be permitted above the 85-foot-limit, building features such as reduced
floorplates and upper-level setbacks were incorporated into the model in a manner to reflect Planning Code
requirements pertaining to building bulk and mass.” The Draft EIR explains that the shadow analysis is therefore
conservative, given that subsequent development may be constrained by factors such as Planning Code
requirements that require a minimum distance of separation between towers, which is proposed in the Plan Area
at 115 feet for towers greater than 160 feet in height, with exceptions allowing a separation of as little as 85 feet
under certain conditions. For buildings between 85 feet and 160 feet in height, the Plan calls for Planning Code
“skyplane” controls that would require a reduction in the apparent mass of a building when viewed from the
sidewalk across the street. Both the tower separation requirement and the skyplane controls would result in some
lesser degree of overall building massing than was included in the three-dimensional model relied upon for the
shadow analysis. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s shadow analysis represents a worst-case assessment of physical
impacts and still concludes that the Plan would result in less-than-significant shadow effects. Subsequent
development projects in the Plan Area that are consistent with the Central SoMa development density would
undergo project-level CEQA review to determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental
effects not disclosed in this EIR (Draft EIR p. IV.H-38). Project approvals for subsequent development projects
would also be required to be consistent with the General Plan, on balance, and that decision would occur separate
from the project-level CEQA review conducted for the project.

Consistency with the Western SoMa Area Plan
With regard to the Western SoMa Area Plan, a conflict with respect to existing zoning designations that prohibit
housing and proposed zoning designations that would allow housing would not necessarily result in physical
impacts on the environment, as discussed on Draft EIR pp. III-6 through III-8. Furthermore, such zoning designations
were not expressly adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As stated on Draft EIR
p. III-1, “The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would review the Plan for consistency with the
objectives, policies and principles of the General Plan and consider possible amendments proposed to achieve Plan
conformity with the General Plan.” The Central SoMa legislative amendments will include amendments to the
Western SoMa Plan to achieve internal consistency with the General Plan, and the decision makers will determine
whether or not the Plan is consistent with the General Plan and its subsequent policies.
With regard to the comment that the Plan would conflict with Objective 1.2, Maximize Housing Development
Potential in Keeping with Neighborhood Character of the East SoMa Area Plan, see Response LU-4, p. RTC-112.
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Overall, for reasons discussed herein, these comments do not require revisions to the Draft EIR. As such, these
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PP-5: History of Prior Planning Efforts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.6

“There have been a series of prior planning and actions south of Market covering the same area of the Central
So Ma Plan. The Project Description ‘Plan Vision’ text in II omits mentioning AND fails to show them on a
map. Please include in THIS EIR a description of each of the plans (and one intervening implementation). What
was goal of the rezoning or plan? Effective date? MAP of resulting heights and zoning classifications. Each
planning process occurred with several years of public involvement. Provide approximate start and end dates
of each public planning process. And date of adoption of plan/rezoning. Figure 11-1 should be used as model
to show area.
Downtown Plan - changed zoning south of Market from industrial and light industrial
Subsequent rezoning of south of Market - staffed by Susana Montana and Paul Lord (several year process
fine-tuned South of Market to allow PDR and artist uses in former industrial warehouses, provide space
for non profits serving residents and support existing, mostly low-income and family, housing)
Late 90s explosion of commercial live/work projects. 5000 total units in industrial areas, over 1000 units in
Central SoMa Plan area. Over 5 years of project approvals - bridge between Subsequent rezoning above
and decision to commence Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. NO AFFORDABLE HOUSING
BECAUSE LIVE-WORK NOT HOUSING - Commercial use REQUIRED. 1:1 parking. NSRs which
limited occupancy and use -required commercial tenancy and annual business registration. No attempt
made to build out residential neighborhoods.
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan - Please show boundaries map East SoMa and West So Ma on map.
Western SoMa Plan - Please show boundaries on map.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.6])

Response PP-5
The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not present or discuss previous planning actions in the Plan
Area. The consistency of the Central SoMa Plan with other plans in the area including the East SoMa Area Plan,
the Western SoMa Area Plan, and the Downtown Plan is considered in Chapter III, Plans and Policies. A
description of each Plan, as well as a brief description of the approval process, is provided in the chapter.
Figure III-1, Area Plans In and Near the Central SoMa Plan Area, p. III-3, also shows the boundaries of each of
the plans located in the Eastern Neighborhoods and other area plan boundaries. Additional information
requested by the commenter regarding prior planning processes is not related to the adequacy and accuracy of
the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.
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Comment PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.11
O-VEC.9

“8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not Properly Presented or
Studied in the DEIR
“The DEIR is inadequate on the grounds that it does not incorporate all the City's policies with respect to office
space development controls. Page 111-19 of the DEIR details the City's pipeline of office developments with
respect to Planning Code Section 321, which caps large office construction at 950,000 square feet per year. The
way that this section 111.C.2 is presented is unclear since there is additional office space development that is not
subject to this cap because the cap only applies to ‘large office.’ Furthermore, this section of the DEIR fails to
incorporate the voter approved Proposition O passed in November of 2016, which significantly increased the
large office cap to include an increased amount of office space at the Shipyard. The Plan is focused on
constructing a massive amount of new office space and essentially makes SoMa a second Financial District (this
is true for all the Project Alternatives as well). The DEIR's lack of clarity on how it will comply with Prop M
requirements, especially in light of the passage of Proposition O, is a critical flaw.
“Given the intensity of new high-end office space that is being proposed, the fact that ‘local hiring and training
goals’ are still in the section of the DEIR called ‘Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved’ (p. S-79) is not
only offensive to the community, but is potentially very damaging environmentally. With this approach,
Planning is saying that new jobs in SoMa will be for people who are not current residents which indicates an inmigration of new people. Planning is also saying that current residents of SoMa will have to move somewhere
else to find work. What are the environmental impacts of all this forced migration? This is not analyzed in the
DEIR. Also, as new, more affluent people move into SoMa displacing current residents who live and work in
SoMa, how much farther will those displaced workers have to travel and what is the resulting environmental
impact? Again this is not analyzed in the DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.11])

“Moreover, the DEIR fails to address the total amount of square footage of office developments within this plan
and whether this is in accordance of Prop M aka Office Development Annual Limit. Although the DEIR briefly
addresses the Prop M limitation, we request that the Planning staff addresses how Plan Bay Area affects the
current city's legislation in place.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.9])

Response PP-6
The comments contend that the Draft EIR does not clearly state what office developments are subject to Planning
Code Section 321, that Propositions M and O are not appropriately considered, that new jobs will not be
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available for current SoMa residents, and that the displacement of residents is not adequately analyzed. The
comments also request Planning staff to address how Plan Bay Area affects the City's current legislation.
Compliance with Proposition M, passed in November 1986, is governed by Planning Code Section 321. Office
developments exempt from Planning Code Section 321 are identified on Draft EIR p. III-19 as buildings smaller
than 25,000 square feet. These controls apply to individual projects and not area planning efforts. It is possible
that Proposition M and Planning Code Section 321 could limit the overall amount of office space developed over
the horizon year for the Plan (2040). However, the Draft EIR assumes that projected office space would be
developed during the Plan horizon year to provide a worst-case assessment of the physical environmental
impacts of the Plan. An individual project’s compliance with Proposition M would be assessed at the time the
project is proposed. With regard to the comment requesting staff to address how Plan Bay Area affects the City's
current legislation, presumably related to the office allocation limits, Plan Bay Area does not mandate changes
to local zoning; therefore, the degree to which Plan Bay Area achieves its land use goals is up to local jurisdictions.
Proposition O passed in November 2016 and exempts new office space at Candlestick Point and most of the
former Navy shipyard at Hunters Point from the City’s annual 950,000-square-foot limit for office space. Office
space approved in these areas would not count toward the City’s annual 950,000-square-foot limit governed by
Planning Code Section 321. Therefore, Proposition O does not apply to the Central SoMa Plan. However, the
Candlestick Point and Hunters Point development program is included in the cumulative assumptions for traffic
modeling and subsequent technical topics dependent on traffic in the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR. As such,
physical impacts on the environment associated with this development have been accounted for and disclosed
in the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR.
The comments also assert that new jobs in Central SoMa would be created for people who are not current
residents and suggest the displacement of current residents and employees would result in additional
environmental impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR. However, the creation of new office, retail, commercial,
and production, distribution, and repair jobs anticipated under the proposed Plan in Central SoMa could
actually result in more job opportunities for existing residents. Socioeconomic effects are generally beyond the
scope of the CEQA environmental review process unless a link can be established between anticipated
socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse physical environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131(a), CEQA Section 21082.2). There is no evidence showing that new residential development under
the proposed Plan would cause displacement of existing residents or result in significant adverse environmental
effects, such as an increase in regional per capita vehicle miles traveled. See Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, for
additional discussion of secondary impacts resulting from the Plan’s rezoning.

Comment PP-7: One Vassar Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.2
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“Page:
“III-20

Comment:
The discussion of anticipated Section 321 office allocations on this page should include the One Vassar
projects' anticipated 421,000 gsf allocation, as reflected in the application filed with the Planning
Department in April 2016.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One Vassar, LLC, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.2])

Response PP-7
The comment requests that the One Vassar project be included in the list of Section 321 office allocation square
footage-restricted buildings in the Draft EIR. The list presented in the Draft EIR came from the “Office
Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” dated July 22, 2016, which did not include
the One Vassar (400 Second Street) project. However, based on revisions to the list since July 22, 2016, as well as
revisions to the 598 Brannan Street project addressed on p. RTC-88 under Response PP-1, Draft EIR pp. III-19
and III-20 are revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
As of July 22, 2016 January 12, 2018, the Planning Department inventory of office space showed less
than half a million (about 444,000) approximately 2.1 million square feet of space available for large
projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional 1.081.02 million square feet available
for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).57 Another 875,000 square feet is added to the large
project pool and another 75,000 square feet is added to the small project pool each October (the start of
the Section 321 year). The 2012–2013 Section 321 year was the most active in the history of the office
allocation program, with 3.6 million square feet of large projects approved (no small projects were
approved); the Salesforce (formerly Transbay) Tower at 101 First Street at Mission Street represented
38 percent of this total, at 1.37 million square feet. This building is currently under construction. After a
lull in 2013–2014, another 2.2 million square feet of office projects was approved in the 2014-2015
Section 321 year, including “Park Tower” (250 Howard Street) in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment
Area (767,000 square feet; groundbreaking occurred in October 2015) and 633,500 square feet of office
space in the 5M Project at Fifth and Mission Streets. Another 1.23 million square feet was allocated in
the 2015-2016 Section 321 year, with 86 percent of that going to the 50 First Street (“Oceanwide Center”)
project. Only 90,000 square feet was allocated in the 2016–2017 approval period, to one large project—
expansion of a building at 633 Folsom Street. As of January 2018, no office allocations had been granted
in the 2017–2018 Section 321 year.
As of July 2016 January 2018, the Planning Department reported four eight large projects with
applications pending for allocation of office space totaling 1.165.92 million square feet. One project, the
proposed conversion of the San Francisco Design Center building at 2 Henry Adams Street from
showrooms to office space (246,000 square feet; Case No. 2013.1593), was effectively denied in July 2014
when the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee tabled a resolution designating the building a City
Landmark, an action that was required to allow the office conversion. This action essentially reduced
the 1.165.92 million square feet of pending space as of November 2015 January 2018 to
910,0005.68 million square feet.
Of the other three seven projects, two three are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental
review: 2.03 million square feet of office space at 610-698 Brannan Street (the Flower Mart site; Case
No. 2017-000663); a proposed 700,0001.2 million-square-foot building in the Central SoMa Plan Area
development containing approximately 922,300 square feet of office use at 598 Brannan Street (Case
No. 2012.0640E); and a four-story, 89,800 square-foot addition to an existing seven-story building at
633 Folsom Street (Case No. 2014.1063) and a mixed-use project including 421,000 square feet of office
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space at 400 Second Street (One Vassar Street; Case No. 2012.1384). The fourth other proposals would
create some 1.8 million square feet of office space at the former Pier 70 shipyard; convert 119,600 square
feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory at 1800 Mission Street to office use; develop
approximately 289,000 square feet of office space at 542-550 Howard Street; and develop about
84,500 square feet of office space, along with PDR space, at 552 Berry Street/1 De Haro Street. (Although
the Pier 70 project received several approvals in 2017, office allocations at that site will be granted on an
incremental basis as development proceeds.)
The large building inventory reached a maximum of just over 5.1 million square feet available at the
start of the 2012–13 allocation period in October 2012. As of July 2016 January 2018, the Planning
Department has environmental or other applications on file for some 6.93.79 million square feet of office
space in addition to the 5.92 million square feet of pending office space. The applications on file
combined with the pending office space totals more than 9.7 million square feet, which is considerably
more than the 444,0002.1 million square feet available. The largest projects on file include
redevelopment of the San Francisco Flower Mart site at Sixth and Brannan Streets, within the Plan Area
(approximately 2.0 million square feet), redevelopment of the bayside portion of Pier 70 (approximately
1.8 million square feet), a mixed-use project at Seawall Lot 337 (the San Francisco Giants’ “Mission
Rock” project on Port of San Francisco Land; approximately 1.3 million square feet), which has received
certain approvals but as of January 2018 has not submitted application for allocation of office space;
redevelopment of the former Potrero Power Plant site, including approximately 590,000 square feet of
office space; and three projects in the Plan Area: an approximately 907,000 square-foot office project at
725–735 Harrison and Fourth Street, also within the Plan Area 823,500 square feet of office space on the
site of the San Francisco Tennis Club at Fifth and Brannan Streets, and addition of about 169,000 square
feet of office space to a recently constructed building at 505 Brannan Street. There are applications on
file for 3.85.4 million square feet of office space in seven nine separate projects within the Central SoMa
Plan Area, including two three small (less than 50,000 square-foot) projects. It is noted that, with
approval of Proposition O in November 2016, office development at Candlestick Point and the former
Hunters Point Shipyard is not subject to the annual limit on office development contained in Planning
Code Section 321. This could allow for earlier approval of projects elsewhere in the City, including in
the Plan Area, given that the Planning Commission had voted in 2010 to give priority in office
allocations to projects in the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point project area over other office projects,
except for the Salesforce Tower and projects in Mission Bay South.
Footnote:
57
San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” July
22, 2016 January 12, 2018. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Section 102.9,
http://zasfplan.sfplanning.org/ANLM/Office_Allocation_Stats.pdf, accessed October 24, 2016 January 26, 2018.

These proposed changes to the Draft EIR do not present significant new information with respect to the
proposed Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant
impact identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.
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Comment PP-8: Provide Page Reference When Other Area Plans Referenced
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.7

“Where Central SoMa EIR refers to Eastern Neighborhoods or Western So Ma Plan, please cite to specific page
of that Area Plan so others can find and review. e.g. II-3 para 2 of Background refers to pending development
of Central Subway related to THIS Central SoMa Area Plan and EIR. Provide reference to page in Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan. Similar in Western SoMa Plan which occurred after EN had already been adopted.” (Sue
C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.7])

Response PP-8
The comment requests that page numbers in the East SoMa Plan and Western SoMa Plan be included in the text
where these plans are referenced. Draft EIR Section II.A.2, Background, p. II-3, is intended to provide context
for the development of the Central SoMa Plan Area based on prior planning processes. The Draft EIR does not
specifically reference the East SoMa Plan nor Western SoMa Plan; therefore, no revisions are required.

Comment PP-9: Western SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUO) Zoning District
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Ferro, A.2

“The zoning for the Central So Ma Plan bounded by Second, Townsend, Sixth and Bryant Streets is proposed to
be reclassified as MUO (Mixed-Use District), which allows housing, except for the lots adjacent to the proposed
mixed use development on the Flower Market site which would be reclassified to WMUO that does not allow
housing. See section 845.20. The location of the lots proposed to be zoned WMUO are close to the Central
Subway currently under construction. These lots are within two blocks of Muni Line #8 (Bayshore), within 1 1/2
to two blocks from Muni Line #10 (Townsend) and Muni Line #19 (Polk), within one-half block of the east bound
and one block from the west bound Muni Lines #27 (Bryant) and #47 (Van Ness).1 City's planning policy
encourages new housing in locations with easy access to multiple transit lines, the change to WMUO contradicts
that policy.”
Footnote:
1
When the Central Subway is completed, [no further text provided in the commenter’s footnote]

(Angelo Ferro, Letter, January 26, 2017 [I-Ferro, A.2])
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Response PP-9
The comment states that the rezoning of existing Service, Arts, and Light Industrial (SALI) parcels to WMUO is
not consistent with the City’s planning policy to encourage housing in locations with easy access to multiple
transit lines. The parcels to which the commenter is referring currently do not allow residential uses; therefore,
the fact that residential uses would not be permitted under the proposed zoning is no different from the existing
condition. The rezoning of most of the area to the south and east of these parcels in the Central SoMa Plan to
include residential uses would promote new housing in proximity to multiple transit lines, which is consistent
with City planning policy.
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D.3

Overview

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the “Overview” section of Draft EIR
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

Comment OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.11
O-One Vassar.3
O-Tishman.4
“Page:
“IV-9

Comment:
Subsequent Development Projects. The project address labeled ‘31 Bryant’ should be corrected to ‘531
Bryant’.
The project description for this development should be revised to reflect that it would demolish the
two existing buildings at the site, but has proposed two possible options: either (l) complete removal
of these structures or (2) potential retention of the existing building façade along Bryant Street.”
(Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-CSPO.11])

“Page:
“IV-9

Comment:
The 400 Second Street project description should be amended to better reflect the full scope of the
One Vassar project, as provided in the current environmental application. The project would merge
multiple parcels on the south side of Harrison Street, retain one of the existing buildings (645
Harrison), demolish the remaining four structures, and construct two new buildings and an addition
above the existing 645 Harrison structure. The project anticipates construction of two towers reaching
heights of approximately 350, and an additional building reaching a height of approximately 200 feet.
The project will result in the creation of a midblock passage way connection Harrison and Perry
Streets, improvement of the existing Vassar Place, and a new connection from Second Street to Vassar
Place and Perry Street. The project would create approximately 380 dwelling units, 500 hotel rooms,
and 535,000 gross square feet of office use.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One Vassar,
LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.3])

“Page:
“IV-8

Comment:
Subsequent Development Projects.
The 598 Brannan Project description should be amended to reflect development of 984,429 square feet
of office, and 75,075 square feet of ground floor commercial area (Retail / PDR), and 104,800 square
feet of residential (approximately 100 dwelling units). The proposed park area should be amended to
approximately 43,000 square feet.
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The 655 Fourth Project should be amended to reflect development of two towers extending to a height
of approximately 400 feet with below-grade parking.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.4])

Response OV-1
These comments identify specific updates or clarifications to project descriptions listed on Draft EIR p. IV-8,
under “Subsequent Development Projects.” The purpose of this Draft EIR section is to inform the public of
specific development proposals within the Plan Area that are contingent upon the proposed Plan’s rezoning. As
stated on this page, “The EIR analyzes the Plan at a ‘program’ level of analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. … this EIR does not analyze the specific environmental impacts of these [subsequent
development] projects. These projects would be subject to their own environmental evaluation …” The
following text edits are made to the Draft EIR to clarify particular aspects of these projects, including information
from an updated application for the 598 Brannan Street project filed subsequent to the receipt of comments
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
●

●
●

●
●

598 Brannan Street: The proposed development would consist of four new buildings containing
approximately 984,400922,300 square feet of office, 61,34075,000 square feet of retail ground-floor
commercial area (Retail/PDR), and 104,80088,000 square feet of residential (approximately 10090 dwelling
units). Existing buildings to be demolished include the four existing one-and two-story commercial,
industrial, and warehouse buildings and associated surface parking lots. The proposed project would also
include a new approximately 33,00038,000-square-foot park at the center of the project site.
…
400 Second Street: The proposed project would demolish the existing one- to four-story buildings and
construct three new buildings. The proposed project would merge multiple parcels on the south side of
Harrison Street, retain one of the existing buildings (645 Harrison Street), demolish the remaining four
structures, and construct two new buildings and an addition above the existing 645 Harrison Street
structure. The project anticipates construction of two towers reaching heights of approximately 350 feet
and an additional building reaching a height of approximately 200 feet. The proposed project would
result in the creation of a midblock passageway connection between Harrison and Perry streets,
improvement of the existing Vassar Place, and a new connection from Second Street to Vassar Place and
Perry Street. The proposed project would create approximately 380 dwelling units, 500 hotel rooms, and
535,000 gross square feet of office use, of which 421,000 square feet would be net new office space.
…
531 Bryant Street: The proposed project would retain the existing façade and construct a new six-story
building demolish the two existing buildings on the site, and proposes two possible options: either
(l) complete removal of these structures or (2) potential retention of the existing building façade along
Bryant Street.

These proposed changes to the Draft EIR do not present significant new information with respect to the
proposed Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant
impact identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.
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D.4

Land Use and Land Use Planning

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in the “Land Use and Land Use Planning” section. These include
topics related to:
●

Comment LU-1: Revise Plan Area Boundary Description

●

Comment LU-2: Update Regarding Adoption of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program

●

Comment LU-3: Plan Would Disrupt/Divide Neighborhood

●

Comment LU-4: Address Impacts on Neighborhood Character

●

Comment LU-5: Add a Mitigation Measure to Require a Notice of Special Restriction (NSR) for MarketRate/Office Development to Protect Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and Entertainment
Uses

Comment LU-1: Revise Plan Area Boundary Description
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.12
“Page:
“IV.A-1

Comment:
Plan Area Boundaries and Location. The DEIR describes the Plan area boundary as having its
northernmost point at Stevenson and Mission Streets. This description should be revised to
incorporate the properties within the Plan area extending to Stevenson and 6th Streets.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSPO.12])

Response LU-1
The comment accurately identifies that the Plan Area boundary is incorrectly described in the text on Draft EIR
p. IV.A-1. Accordingly, the second sentence of the second paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV.A-1 is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
… Its boundaries extend from Second Street on the east to Sixth Street on the west, from Townsend
Street on the south, and along an irregular northern border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard,
and Stevenson Streets to its northernmost point at Stevenson and Mission Sixth Streets. …
It is noted that the northernmost point of the Plan Area is correctly described in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project
Description, on p. II-6.
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Comment LU-2: Update Regarding Adoption of Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.13
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.A-12 Other Regulations, Bullet #2. This bullet should be updated to reflect adoption of the TDM Program
in 2017.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.13])

Response LU-2
The comment states that the reference to the City’s TDM Program should be updated to reflect adoption of this
program by the Board of Supervisors. The City’s TDM Program was adopted on February 7, 2017, and became
effective on March 19, 2017, subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR on December 14, 2016. Therefore, the
following revisions are made to the Draft EIR (deleted text is shown in strike-through; new text is doubleunderlined):
On p. IV.A-12, the second bullet is revised as follows:
●

Planning Code provisions concerning off-street parking and loading and, assuming they are enacted
by the Board of Supervisors in 2016 transportation demand management, as discussed in
Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation.

On p. IV.D-23, the last bullet is revised as follows:
●

Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the Transportation Sustainability Program would
help manage demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for
new residents, tenants, employees, and visitors to get around by sustainable travel modes such as
transit, walking, and biking. Each measure that would be included in the TDM program is intended
to reduce VMT traveled from new development. Resolution No. 19628 of intent to initiate the
Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2016, and the
Planning Code amendments have been forwarded to. On February 7, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
approved Ordinance No. 34-17, which the Mayor signed on February 17, 2017, adopting the TDM
Program. The TDM Program became effective on March 19, 2017 for legislative approval.

On p. IV-D.40, the last two sentences are revised as follows:
… As noted above, on February 7, 2017, the Planning Department is currently pursuing an ordinance
amending the Planning Code to establish a citywide TDM Program. Resolution 19628 of intent to initiate
the Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2016. If the
proposed Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board of Supervisors approved
Ordinance No. 34-17, adopting a citywide TDM Program. Therefore, development projects within the
Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.
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On p. IV-D.107, the last two sentences of the first partial paragraph are revised as follows:
… As noted in section “Regulatory Framework” above, on February 7, 2017, the Planning Department
is currently pursuing an ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish a citywide TDM Program.
Resolution 19628 of intent to initiate the Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning
Commission on August 4, 2016. If the proposed Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board
of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 34-17, adopting a citywide TDM Program. Therefore,
development projects within the Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.
On p. IV-E.22, the first full sentence of the first partial paragraph is revised as follows:
… The TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to may be refined by the
Planning Commission from time to time as planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance continues. …
The same revision is made in the Table S-1 on p. S-29.
On p. VI-10, footnote 422 is revised as follows:
As noted in Chapter II, Project Description, the City is anticipated to The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by end of 2016 that would mandates TDM Programs in many
new development projects.
422

On p. VI-55, footnote 432 is revised as follows:
As noted in Chapter II, Project Description, the City is anticipated The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by end of 2016 that would mandates TDM Programs in many
new development projects.
432

Comment LU-3: Plan Would Disrupt/Divide Neighborhood
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.2

“However, the type of development outlined in the current Plan is quite likely to retard the current
transformation of this neighborhood. Rather than developing into high density residential and mixed use
neighborhood stretching from Mission Bay to downtown, the current plan proposes to cut the Central SoMa
neighborhood off from the neighborhoods to the south and essentially isolate it.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.2])

Response LU-3
The comment expresses an opinion that development pursuant to the Plan would “cut off” and isolate the Plan
Area from neighborhoods to the south.
The commenter provides no additional information or evidence of how development pursuant to the Plan
would “cut off” or “isolate” the Plan Area from areas to the south. As explained in Impact LU-1, Draft EIR
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p. IV.A-9, the Plan would not physically divide an established community. The Plan’s proposed zoning changes
may result in changes to land use patterns as subsequent development projects are implemented pursuant to
the Plan, but would not result in physical barriers to established communities either within or surrounding the
Plan Area. As identified in the Draft EIR p. IV.A-9, the proposed street network changes (including
improvements to mid-block alleys and mid-block crosswalks) could
… decrease existing physical barriers in the Plan Area by reducing the length of many of the Plan Area
block faces and thereby facilitating pedestrian movement through the neighborhoods. Furthermore, the
substitution of traffic lanes with transit-only lanes and bicycle lanes/cycle tracks, widening of sidewalks,
installation of mid-block crosswalks, and reopening of closed crosswalks would remove barriers to
circulation within the neighborhood, especially for non-automobile modes, which would be beneficial
for neighborhood connectivity.
As explained below in Response LU-4, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Plan would also have a less-thansignificant effect with respect to the visual character of the Plan Area.

Comment LU-4: Address Impacts on Neighborhood Character
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.8

“Although the DEIR briefly addresses that the Central SOMA Plan will conflict with East SoMa Plan, it did not
resolve the proposed high-rise developments of the proposed area plan to mid-rise residential plan of Eastern
Neighborhood Plan, such transitions should be addressed in how will this affect the character of the
neighborhood.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-VEC.8])

Response LU-4
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address effects on neighborhood character that could result from
development of high-rise buildings in and adjacent to the existing East SoMa Plan Area.
As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.A-8, “Potential effects regarding the character of the Plan Area and vicinity are
addressed in this EIR only to the degree that such effects relate to physical environmental changes. Such changes
are addressed in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, and Section IV.C, Cultural Resources. Other effects of the Plan in
relation to land use character are, in general, social or economic effects. Refer to Chapter V, Other CEQA
Considerations, for further information about how social and economic effects are addressed by CEQA.”
As shown in Draft EIR Figure III-1, Area Plans in and near the Central SoMa Plan Area, p. III-3, East SoMa is an
irregularly shaped area that generally extends south from Folsom Street and west from Fourth Street; East SoMa
also includes the area bounded generally by Mission, Fifth, Harrison, and Seventh streets, with a connecting
link between these two areas in the northern two-thirds of the block bounded by Folsom, Fourth, Harrison, and
Fifth streets. East SoMa includes portions of the proposed Central SoMa Plan Area and also extends east,
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southeast, and west of the Central SoMa area. As shown in Draft EIR Figure II-8, Generalized Height Limits,
Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-20, the Plan proposes only two locations of substantial
increases in height limits north of Harrison Street, except east of Third Street, which is already developed with
taller office and residential buildings. Conversely, the Plan would increase height limits to between 130 feet and
400 feet in the area generally bounded by Bryant, Third, Townsend, and Sixth streets and adjacent to the elevated
I-80 freeway east of Fourth Street.
With regard to aesthetic impacts, Impact AE-1, Draft EIR p. IV.B-33, concludes that the Plan would not
substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area, identifying this impact as less than
significant. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.B-34, “Although the diverse scale and mid-rise character of much of the
Plan Area would be retained, implementation of the Plan would result in changes both to the cityscape and on
ground level. Taller buildings in specific clusters would reinforce the existing street grid-oriented development
patterns and the locations of transit, but would concentrate visual changes at specific locations. At the ground
level, there would be a perceptible change in both pedestrian and vehicular activity, owing to the introduction
of higher-density development. However, while these changes would be noticeable, they would not necessarily
be considered adverse.”
Impact CP-1, Draft EIR p. IV.C-54, analyzes effects of the Central SoMa Plan on historic architectural resources
and states, “While the Plan includes a number of policies to protect historic resources, and neighborhood
character, which could protect individual resources or historic/conservation districts, one of the Plan’s primary
goals is to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1). The Plan would accomplish this by increasing
height limits and replacing exi[s]ting zoning districts that restrict the capacity for office and residential
development with zoning that supports office and residential development. These policies could affect
individual historic resources and/or historic/conservation districts as discussed below.” The Draft EIR concludes
that implementation of the Plan could result in material impairment to both individual historical resources and
to historic districts, even with mitigation. Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that development under the Plan
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on historical resources.
The commenter has not provided any additional information or evidence of how the proposed changes in
zoning heights could result in physical environmental effects not already disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment LU-5: Add a Mitigation Measure to Require a Notice of Special
Restriction (NSR) for Market-Rate/Office Development to Protect Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and Entertainment Uses
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.11
I-Hestor-2.7

“South of Market rezoning after Downtown Plan adoption had unexpected result in approval of over 5,000+
units of commercial live/work several years later in late 1990s in areas historically zoned for light industry. The
South of Market rezoning had made legal conversion or construction of new live/work. In reaction to community
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push back on what was perceived as upper end HOUSING, Planning took an important interim step. The
Commission/Department developed and imposed NSRs [Notices of Special Restrictions] on most live/work
units. Nearly all of the units and NSRs were in the Southeast Quadrant. The quadrant leader should have access
to and knowledge of the NSRs and how compliance has been monitored. Except for a very small area of the
South of Market, new housing required a Conditional Use. Because live/work was a PERMITTED commercial
use it did not require CU approval nor provide any affordable housing.
Over 1,000 of the total 5,000 live/work units were built in the Central SoMa Plan Area. Many had NSR conditions
which addressed concerns about new residents of commercial spaces coming into an light industrial area where
there were existing PDR and other uses which would have some conflicts with new live/work residents. NSRs
designed to head off conflicts.
Requested mitigation measure to notify of pre-existing mixed use nature of Central SoMa.
The Department should have in its files the language of the NSRs PLANNING imposed on live/work projects.
To expand uses and heights into areas that have uses and occupants that are PDR, industrial, services for low
and moderate income people, a mitigation measure to ensure protection of legal preexisting uses is needed.
Given experience with live/work NSRs, the NSRs need to be signed AND RECORDED by each succeeding
owner or resident of a new building - at a minimum market rate housing and commercial office. The
RECORDED NSR should advise signer that they are moving into an area that had been for decades has been
zoned for industrial use. That non-profit agencies had been owners and occupants of Central SoMa for decades
so that low income persons and nearby areas could be served. That THEY, residents of new market rate housing
and occupants of office buildings, are the interlopers. In my words, they should not bitch about others who have
already been operating legally in the area as a permitted use. Imposition of a mitigation measure that must be
signed AND RECORDED by successive condo owners, and required to be signed by office tenants, would allow
mixed uses to continue, along with long term residential tenancies by lower income people.
“I specifically refer to the language imposed on the project at 1000 Pennsylvania (AB 4224, Lot 42) which
acknowledges the presence of industrial uses in that industrially zoned area with an aim to protect the uses.
Language based on the following should be required:
The property owner and all successors in ownership of (office building, market rate housing, etc) shall
disclose in writing, and require a signed AND RECORDED acknowledgment therefor[e] and, for
tenants, such disclosure shall be included in the signed lease agreement that:
(A)
the project was built on property which was zoned (here need history of zoning back to
industrial zoning pre-downtown Plan, and what uses were permitted up to Central SoMa Plan zoning)
and that property, when approved for the subject project, was surrounded by a mixture of residential,
commercial (including nighttime entertainment) and industrial uses;
(B)

that industrial use and the jobs they generate are important to San Francisco;

(C)
that the nature of industrial use is often noisy, odorous, and operate at all hours of the day or
night, on all days of the year, and often locate in industrial areas;
(D)
that activities permitted in an (M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District - modify) generate noise
from patrons and other entering and departing the area at all hours;
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(E)
that surrounding industrial facilities may generate other circumstances and conditions that may
be considered by some people as offensive to market rate housing or office use;
(F)

that there exist numerous nightclubs and restaurants in the nearby area.

“This mitigation measure requiring a signed RECORDED NSR - which is binding on all subsequent owners or
tenants - should be imposed on any market rate housing or office development in Central SoMa.” (Sue C. Hestor,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.11])

“And I want a proposed mitigation for all offices and new market-rate housing, that do-not-bitch condition
because this is a former industrial area. There are services for low-income residents, and there are PDR uses.
“The Planning Commission imposed a do-not-bitch condition on the live-work projects so people that move
into these new housing units can’t complain about the people that were there now that are PDRs and residential
serving Mission.
“That is not a bad word; I understand it.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.7])

Response LU-5
The comment recommends the addition of a mitigation measure that would require recording of a Notice of
Special Restrictions on the title of new market-rate residential and office projects in the Plan Area. The
commenter’s proposed Notice of Special Restriction would require new residents and office occupants to
acknowledge the potential disruptive influence of noise, odors, night lighting, and the like from existing
industrial, light industrial, and entertainment uses (such as nightclubs). The commenter cites the development
during the 1990s of live/work units in the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, including the Plan Area, and
the resulting conflicts between residents of these live/work units and pre-existing light industrial and
entertainment uses over issues such as noise, odors, and late-night/early morning activity.
The commenter’s request to add a mitigation measure requiring a Notice of Special Restriction on the title of
new market-rate residential and office projects in the Plan Area is not warranted because: (1) equivalent notice
would be required under the Administrative Code; (2) the EIR does not identify a significant land use impact
related to conflicts between new residential or hotel uses and existing PDR uses; and (3) requiring such notice
would not be an effective mitigation measure in any case because preventing complaints about land use conflicts
would not resolve the conflicts for the reasons discussed below.
The live/work units permitted in San Francisco in the 1990s were defined as commercial space, rather than
residential units. This led to a number of consequences, among them that live/work units were developed—and
functioned effectively as residences—in parts of SoMa that did not permit residential use, such as the
Service/Light Industrial (SLI) Use District, or permitted residential use only conditionally, such as the
Service/Secondary Office (SSO) Use District. Another consequence, and a direct result of live/work units being
considered commercial uses, was that live/work units developed in the 1990s were not required to be
constructed to comply with San Francisco Building Code standards for residential development. This, at least
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potentially, meant that live/work units could have been more susceptible to relatively high exterior noise levels
because these units did not have to meet interior noise standards that apply to residential development.32
In 2002, the Board of Supervisors effectively prohibited further development of the type of live/work units
permitted throughout the 1990s through passage of Ordinance 56-02, which amended Planning Code
Section 233(a) to state that no live/work unit could be permitted except as an accessory use to, and integrated
with, “the working space of artists, artisans and other craftspersons.” Section 233 was again amended in
conjunction with adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning in 2008 (Ordinance 298-08), with the intent
of prohibiting new live/work units. In addition, most mixed-use districts approved in conjunction with adoption
of the Eastern Neighborhoods and Western SoMa plans—including RED, SPD, MUG, MUR, MUO, UMU,
WMUG, WMUO, SALI, and RED-MX—expressly prohibit new live/work units, and such prohibitions would
extend to the Central SoMa Plan Area, where the applicable use districts would primarily comprise MUO,
WMUO, MUG, SALI, and SPD, along with small areas of NCT-SOMA and C-3-O.33 Accordingly, the
commenter’s concerns about potential noise-generated conflicts are not relevant with respect to new residential
development in the Plan Area. New residential development is subject to interior noise standards contained in
the California Building Code and requirements specific to the San Francisco Building Code, as described on
Draft EIR pp. IV.E-10 and IV.E-12. As explained on Draft EIR p. IV.E-18, potential effects from exterior noise
would be less than significant with respect to new development in the Plan Area as a result of compliance with
these standards, as well as noise standards applicable to non-residential noise-sensitive uses.
Some of the commenter’s concerns have previously been addressed through a number of actions taken by the
City. In 2015, the City enacted an ordinance (Ordinance 70-15) to reduce noise conflicts between Places of
Entertainment (e.g., nightclubs) and residential uses. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.E-13, the ordinance:
… made amendments to the San Francisco Building Code, Administrative Code, Planning Code, and Police
Code that require attenuation of exterior noise for new residential structures and acoustical analysis; to
require a process of consultation between the Planning Department and the Entertainment Commission
regarding proposed residential uses within 300 feet of Places of Entertainment, including notifying a
potential residential project sponsor if there are nearby Places of Entertainment; to allow the
Entertainment Commission to conduct a hearing, attended by the residential project sponsor, on such a
project and to provide comments and recommendations to the Planning Department regarding the
project; to require the Planning Department to consider noise issues in reviewing the project; to preclude
a Place of Entertainment from being declared a public or private nuisance on the basis of noise for
residents of residential structures developed since 2005; and to require disclosure to residential renters
and buyers of potential noise and other inconveniences associated with nearby Places of Entertainment.
Additionally, the Entertainment Commission is authorized to impose noise conditions on a permit for
a Place of Entertainment, including noise limits “that are lower or higher than those set forth in
Article 29” of the Police Code.
Further revisions were made to the Administrative Code and Planning Code in 2017 to require the same
procedures with respect to new hotels and motels locating near Places of Entertainment.

Another consequence, although not a physical impact on the environment, was that live/work units were not subject to school
impact fees assessed by the San Francisco Unified School District on new residential development.
33
RED = Residential Enclave; SPD = South Park; MUG = Mixed Use, General; MUR = Mixed Use, Residential; MUO = Mixed Use,
Office; UMU = Urban Mixed Use; WMUG = Western SoMa, Mixed Use, General; WMUO = Western SoMa, Mixed Use, Office;
SALI = Service/Arts/Light Industrial; and RED-MX = Residential Enclave Mixed Use.
32
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Regarding the provisions recommended by the commenter, Supervisor Kim has introduced language for
codification in the Administrative Code that would protect light industrial and other PDR uses from potentially
incompatible adjacent and nearby residential and hotel/motel development. Specifically, in existing
Service/Light Industrial (SLI) and Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) Use Districts, the language would require
that sale or lease of a residential or hotel/motel project be accompanied by a “Disclosure of Neighboring PDR
Uses” that warns the buyer or lessee that such a nearby use “may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort
arising from or associated with their operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,
chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may occur throughout
the day and night. One or more of these types of inconveniences may occur even if the PDR Use is operating in
conformance with existing laws and regulations and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of
such use.” Therefore, the buyer or lessor “should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as
normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed PDR and residential Uses. A PDR Use
shall not be considered a public or private nuisance if it operates in compliance with the Municipal Code and
state and federal law, and with the terms of its permits.”34
Concerning the 1000 Pennsylvania Street project (Case No. 1998.076E), it is noted that the mitigated negative
declaration did not identify significant impacts with respect to land use incompatibility, noise, odors, or lighting,
and no mitigation measures were required pursuant to CEQA for these impacts. (Mitigation measures were
identified to reduce generation of fugitive dust during construction, ensure the evaluation of and, if necessary,
proper handling of potentially contaminated soil, and avoid impacts on potential archeological resources.) The
disclosure requirement noted by the commenter was added as a condition of project approval by the Planning
Commission on June 17, 1999. The Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors, in their deliberations on
the proposed Plan, could choose to impose comparable notification requirements for development in the Plan
Area, but such a requirement is not mandated by CEQA.

34

The proposed Administrative Code language is subject to modification and approval by decision makers.
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D.5

Aesthetics

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in the “Overview” section. These include topics related to:
●

Comment AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights

●

Comment AE-2: Conclusion Regarding Aesthetics Impacts

●

Comment AE-3: One Vassar Project

Comment AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.14
O-CSPO.15
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.B-33 Development Under the Plan. The discussion of maximum development heights in this section
should address draft Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius &
Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.14])
“Page:
Comment:
“lV.B-37 Impact AE-2 Discussion. The third paragraph in this section states that the Plan would allow for
approximately eight towers of between 200 and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant. The
range of potential sites allowing for development of 130 feet in height or greater should also be
considered in this section.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.15])

Response AE-1
The comments state that the analysis of aesthetics impacts should consider Plan Implementation
Measure 8.5.1.2, which would allow for an additional 25 feet of height on certain parcels. The comments also
state that the analysis should consider potential development of 130 feet in height or greater in addition to the
approximately eight towers of between 200 and 400 feet in height that would be permitted by the Plan on certain
sites south of Bryant Street.
As stated in Response PD-2, p. RTC-45, the Draft EIR Project Description on p. II-23 explains that an additional
25 feet of height would be allowed for certain subsequent development projects, under certain conditions, in
exchange for public benefits such as the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan. The potential for the additional 25 feet in height is derived from the
Plan’s Implementation Strategy (Part II of the Plan). Specifically, Plan Part II Section A, Implementation Matrix,
includes Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2, which states, “An additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on
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sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks
and recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional
height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new
significant impacts related to wind and shadow.”
As explained in Response PD-2, it is unknown at this time which sites would seek the additional 25-foot height
increase in exchange for development of open space or affordable housing and, if so, where on the site(s) the
added height would occur. Moreover, an additional 25 feet in height (two office floors) would not be readily
apparent in the long-range visual simulations (Figures IV.B-13 to IV.B-16, pp. IV.B-20 to IV.B-23), would be
minimally apparent in the mid-range simulations (Figures IV.B-17 to IV.B-19, pp. IV.B-24 to IV.B-26), and would
not be visible at all in the short-range simulations (Figures IV.B-20 to IV.B-23, pp. IV.B-28 to IV.B-31). The
additional height also would not alter the Draft EIR’s conclusion that aesthetic impacts of the Plan would be less
than significant.35 As such, revisions to the Draft EIR to address this comment are not required.
Regarding the potential for height increases to heights of less than 200 feet, this is included in the analysis in the
Aesthetics section on Draft EIR p. IV.B-33, “In addition, increased height limits would also be allowed in the
area bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fourth Street to the east, Townsend Street to the south, and Sixth
Street to the west from 85 feet (or lower) to up to 160 feet.” To clarify the proposed height limits north of Bryant
Street (as explained on p. II-7, the Draft EIR conservatively analyzes higher height limits than are shown in the
2016 draft Plan for several parcels), the sixth sentence of the first paragraph beneath the heading “Development
under the Plan” on Draft EIR p. IV.B-33 is revised as follows (new text is double-underlined):
… The Plan, as analyzed in this EIR, would also allow for towers between 200 and 350 feet in height on
the north and south sides of Harrison Street between Second and Third Streets (interspersed on the
north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet),
a tower of 240 feet at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison Streets, a tower of 200 feet in height
on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets, a 180-foot tower at the northwest corner of Fourth
and Folsom Streets, and a 300-foot-tall tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets. …

Comment AE-2: Conclusion Regarding Aesthetics Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.26

The following information is provided for informational purposes only regarding the limits of aesthetics as a CEQA topic to be
analyzed in future projects. Pursuant to CEQA Section 21099, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill
Projects, aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:
a) The project is in a transit priority area;
b) The project is on an infill site; and
c) The project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center.
Most, if not all, subsequent development projects under the proposed plan would meet each of the above three criteria. Thus,
project-level CEQA review for such projects would not consider effects on aesthetics or parking.
35
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“C. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Visual Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the DEIR.
“The Plan will have significant adverse visual impacts because it conflicts with height and bulk prevailing in
the area. As discussed above, the Plan is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, which
states:
Policy 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing development; and
Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming
or dominating appearance in new construction
“(DEIR p. III-10). The Plan allows buildings of 350 feet or more in an area that the City admits is a mid-rise
neighborhood. This is not only inconsistent with the General Plan, but also with the Plan’s own Goal 8.3:
’Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise district with tangible ”urban rooms.’” (DEIR, p. II-23).
The DEIR states, ’some observers could be more keenly aware of any increase in building height or overall
density, and these observers could find these changes substantially disruptive.’ (DEIR, p. IV-B.32). The DEIR
states that the ’Plan would seek to retain the character of the mid-rise district, limiting the presence of high-rises
to areas near transit stations,’ (DEIR, p. IV.B-34), yet by allowing 350 [-foot-tall] buildings on Second and
Harrison, the Plan violates this principle.
“As noted in the Central Corridor Plan, such tall buildings are inconsistent with the mid-rise character of the
neighborhood. The City stated in the Central Corridor Plan, at page 32, ’The predominant character of SoMa as
a mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and
bulk.’ The Central Corridor Plan also stated:
Given the amount of high-rise space recently enabled through the Transit Center District Plan and goals
to build on and complement the character of SoMa, this Plan does not envision high rise development
as a major component of the Central Corridor Plan. Rather, it promotes the kind of mid-rise
development that is more in line with SoMa’s current character and can also enable the large floorplate
work spaces that are in high demand, yet difficult to find and secure, in central City locations.
In general, the mid-rise heights set by the plan provide for the same, and in some cases even more,
density that would be provided with taller buildings. The large floor-plates possible on large
development sites, combined with heights ranging from 8 to 12 stories, enables a significant amount of
density. Conversely, the combination of necessary bulk limitations, tower separation requirements for
high rise buildings and the realities of designing elegant tall buildings that maximize light, air and views
to both tenants and the neighborhood, limits the amount of incremental additional development
possible with a tower prototype. For instance, on a 100,000 square foot site, a mid-rise building at
130 feet in height would yield more development space than two 200-foot towers constructed above an
85-foot base on the same site.
However, to enable the option for more high-rise buildings, the Plan does include a High Rise
Alternative, which amplifies height limits in certain areas, expanding opportunities for buildings taller
than 130 feet.
“Central Corridor Plan, p. 116. Having made these statements in the Central Corridor Plan, the City cannot not
simply ’unring the bell.’ Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144. The
DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan has no significant visual impacts is arbitrary and capricious and ignore the
conflicts with the General Plan. (DEIR, p. IV.B-33).
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“By allowing very tall buildings throughout the Plan area, the Plan conflicts with the Urban Design Element,
and creates a significant aesthetic impact on the neighborhood. This impact must be disclosed and mitigated in
a revised DEIR. The most obvious [way] to reduce this impact is for the City to adopt the Reduced Height (MidRise) alternatives.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.26])

Response AE-2
The commenter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusions that aesthetic (visual) impacts of the Plan would be
less than significant. The commenter cites alleged inconsistencies with the General Plan Urban Design Element
and text from the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan in support of his position.
Regarding the Urban Design Element, Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, sets forth the same two policies
noted by the commenter but reaches a different conclusion:
The Plan proposes to intensify development along and proximate to the new Central Subway line,
currently under construction, including substantial increases in building heights at select locations—up to
a maximum of 400 feet. In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street
would be zoned to a maximum of 300 feet. While development in this area would not necessarily relate to
the important attributes of the city pattern, it would function to reduce the visual prominence of the
elevated freeway. As described in more detail in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, the Plan would not adversely
affect public views. Therefore, no inconsistencies have been identified and the Plan would not conflict
with the objectives and policies of the Urban Design Element. (Draft EIR p. II-10)
See Response PP-4, p. RTC-96, for additional information concerning General Plan consistency.
A policy conflict does not, in and of itself, indicate a significant impact under CEQA:
A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant
effect on the environment within the context of CEQA. Any physical environmental impacts that could
result from a conflict with General Plan policy(ies) are analyzed in this Draft EIR. In general, potential
conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decision makers (in the case of a General Plan
amendment, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) independently of the environmental
review process. In addition to considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the decision
makers consider other potential inconsistencies with the General Plan as part of the decision to approve
or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in this environmental document
would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical environmental effects of the Plan
and proposed street network changes and open space improvements that are analyzed in this EIR.
(Draft EIR, p. II-2)
The Draft EIR fully analyzes visual effects in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, and concludes that impacts would be less
than significant.
Furthermore, the comments conflate CEQA case law concerning two iterations of an initial study with Planning
Department policy deliberations by claiming that statements in the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan are
somehow controlling on current policy. The 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan, which was the Planning
Department’s first draft of what is now the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan, was not a CEQA document and did
not purport to analyze environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA. Therefore, it has no bearing on the
project’s environmental analysis under CEQA. As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR provides substantial
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evidence in the form of visual simulations and analysis for its conclusion that no significant aesthetic impact
would occur. The commenter has not demonstrated that the Draft EIR’s determination that the Plan would not
result in a significant aesthetic impact is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
The commenter incorrectly claims that the 2016 draft Plan changes the Planning Department’s intent from
development of a primarily mid-rise neighborhood with limited high-rise development, and that the 2016 Plan
would “allow very tall buildings throughout the Plan area.” Height limits would remain 85 feet or less on all or
nearly all of eight blocks or partial blocks, and two-thirds or more of seven additional blocks, with height limits
greater than 85 feet occupying 50 percent or more on only four blocks or partial blocks (Draft EIR Figure II-8,
Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-20). In addition, the 2016 draft
Plan discusses maintaining the largely mid-rise character of the Plan Area under Objective 8.3, Reinforce the
Character of Central SoMa as a Mid-Rise District with Tangible “Urban Rooms,” which states:
One of the most common building forms is the ‘mid-rise’ building of five to eight stories (65 to 85 feet),
characteristic of its industrial and warehouse legacy. These mid-rise buildings have proven to have great
longevity, because their large floors and high ceilings are attractive to a range of uses. … In SoMa, these
mid-rise buildings create a comfortable ‘urban room’ – which is when the perceived height of the
building is approximately equivalent to the width of the street. … Currently, height limits on major
streets are too low to support mid-rise development. These height limits should be adjusted to enable
mid-rise development, except where there is an important civic asset that lower heights would benefit.
… Buildings in Central SoMa should be designed to be mindful of creating and preserving the urban
room. … Buildings that exceed the height of the urban room will contribute to the neighborhood’s midrise character if the predominance of their mass and height is not visible or dominant from the street.
Additionally, there should be sufficient light, air, and sense of openness between buildings. Therefore,
the City should require massing and design strategies that reduce the apparent mass of buildings above
a height of 85 feet and should require adequate spacing between towers. … Limit the distribution and
bulk of new towers and focus them at important nodes. By efficiently using land, new towers (i.e.,
buildings taller than 160 feet in height) are helpful to fulfilling the Plan’s goal to increase the capacity
for jobs and housing (as discussed in Goal 1). However, as a mid-rise district, such towers should not
be permitted to dominate the landscape. To do so, the number of towers should be limited. Additionally,
these towers should be located at important nodes in the Plan Area, such as the intersection of the
Central Subway and Caltrain and the intersection of 5th and Brannan. (2016 Plan pp. 97–100)
Accordingly, Draft EIR p. IV.B-34 states that, “Taller buildings in specific clusters would reinforce the existing
street grid-oriented development patterns and the locations of transit, but would concentrate visual changes at
specific locations.” The Plan would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area,
substantially damage scenic resources, adversely affect public views, or have a substantial adverse effect on
scenic vistas, and the aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. In addition, pursuant to CEQA
Section 21099, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects, aesthetics and
parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental
effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: the project is in a transit priority area; the
project is on an infill site; the project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center. Most, if not
all, subsequent development projects under the proposed Plan would meet each of the above three criteria.
Thus, project-level CEQA review for such projects would not consider effects on aesthetics or parking.
The commenter specifically contends that the 2016 Plan’s allowing 350-foot-tall buildings on Second and
Harrison streets is counter to the principle of permitting towers only near transit stations or other nodes and
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therefore would result in a significant aesthetic impact. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.D-39, the entire Plan Area
meets the City’s Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion for vehicle miles traveled meaning that the
entire Plan Area is within 0.5 mile of an existing rail stop or bus line with peak-period headway of 15 minutes
or less. Specifically, with respect to the intersection of Second and Harrison streets, this location is within 850 feet
(0.15 mile) of seven Muni bus lines (8, 8AX, 8BX, 10, 12, 25, 30, 45), 0.5 mile from the Montgomery Street
BART/Muni Metro station, and also 0.5 mile from the future Moscone Center station of the under-construction
Central Subway. Accordingly, tower development at this location would be “near transit stations.” Moreover,
development at this location would be part of a “consistent pattern of development adjacent to I-80 [that] would
reduce the visual prominence of the elevated freeway viaduct,” as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.B-34.
The Draft EIR’s determination that development under the Plan would not degrade the visual character or
quality of the Plan Area or substantially damage scenic resources, and that aesthetics impacts would be less than
significant, is supported by substantial evidence in the record.

Comment AE-3: One Vassar Project
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.4
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.B-38 This section states that the tallest new vertical elements (at parcels on Fourth Street at Townsend
Street, Fourth Street at Brannan Street, and Harrison Street at Third Street) would partially obscure
views of the Bay. Please ensure that the anticipated development of the Key Development Site #3
structures are incorporated within this discussion.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One
Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.4])

Response AE-3
The comment asks whether the discussion on Draft EIR p. IV.B-38 accounts for potential buildings on the site
identified as Site 3: “2nd and Harrison” in the Plan’s Key Development Sites map (Figure 1 in Section E of Part II
of the Plan, Central SoMa Plan, p. 171).
The text cited by the commenter discusses potential changes in the view from Corona Heights Park (Draft EIR
Figures IV.B-15 and IV.B-16, pp. IV.B-22 and IV.B-23). The Draft EIR specifically notes the greatest change that
would be apparent in this view—the tallest buildings permitted pursuant to the Plan would partially block
views of San Francisco Bay. Among the sites of these buildings listed in the Draft EIR is “Harrison Street at Third
Street,” which references Key Development Sites 2 and 3 (the former “4th and Harrison” site), which are located
on Harrison Street both east and west of Third Street. For clarification, the last sentence in the first partial
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paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV.B-38 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is
double-underlined):
… The tallest new vertical elements (at parcels on Fourth Street at Townsend Street, Fourth Street at
Brannan Street, and Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets at Third Street) would partially
obscure views of the Bay from Corona Heights Park, but not to a large extent.
This clarification does not alter the conclusion that “the tallest new vertical elements would partially obscure
views of the Bay from Corona Heights Park, but not to a large extent” (Draft EIR p. IV.B-38). This clarification
also does not change the conclusion that effects to scenic resources would be less than significant with
implementation of the proposed Plan. As noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 21099 of Chapter 2.7,
Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects, aesthetics and parking shall not
be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects, provided
the project meets all of the following three criteria:
1.

The project is in a transit priority area;

2.

The project is on an infill site;

3.

The project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center.

Most, if not all, subsequent development projects under the proposed Plan would meet each of the above three
criteria. Thus, project-level CEQA review for such projects would not consider effects on aesthetics or parking.
As such, no further changes are required to the Draft EIR.
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D.6

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment CP-1: Historic Resources That Could Be Affected by the Plan

●

Comment CP-2: Intangible Cultural Heritage Assets

●

Comment CP-3: Mitigation Measures

●

Comment CP-4: Object to Identification of 645 Harrison Street as a Potential Article 10 Landmark

●

Comment CP-5: SoMa Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District

Comment CP-1: Historic Resources That Could Be Affected by the Plan
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.6
“Page:
IV.C-55

Comment:
The first full paragraph on this page lists properties containing historic resources that may be affected
by anticipated Plan area development. This list should include the existing structures at 400 Second
Street and 665 Harrison.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February
13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.6])

Response CP-1
The comment accurately states that two properties containing historic resources that may be affected by
anticipated Plan Area development should be added to the list of properties identifying such properties. Sixteen
additional historic resources that may be affected by anticipated Plan Area development were also identified.
All of these properties are shown as historic resources on Figure IV.C-2, Historical Resources in the Plan Area
and Vicinity, p. IV.C-16, and were identified as historic resources in the Central SoMa Historic Resources
Survey. As such, the first full sentence on Draft EIR p. IV.C-55 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strike-through; new text is double-underlined):
… Listed, designated, and eligible individual historic architectural resources that could be affected by
an allowable increase in permitted building height from 85 feet or less to 130 to 160 feet include the
following properties: 36 Bluxome Street, 53 Bluxome Street, 350 Townsend Street, 525 Fourth Street, 401
Fourth Street, 428 Third Street, 665 Harrison Street, 177 Stillman Street, 120 Perry Street, 735 Harrison
Street, 868 Folsom Street, 854 Folsom Street, 848 Folsom Street, 844 Folsom Street, and 539 Bryant Street.
Listed, designated, and eligible individual historic architectural resources that could be affected by an
allowable increase in permitted building height from 85 feet or less to over 160 feet include the following
properties: 530 5th Fifth Street, 400 2nd Second Street, 401 Fourth Street (765 Harrison Street), 601
Brannan Street, 650 Fifth Street, 665 Harrison Street, 690 Fifth Street, 645 Harrison Street, 620 Fourth
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Street, 310 Townsend Street, 410 Townsend Street, 424 Townsend Street, and 645 Harrison Street, as
well as all of the buildings associated with the California Register-eligible San Francisco Flower Mart
District (see Figure IV.C-2, Historical Resources in the Plan Area and Vicinity, and Table APX-C-1 in
Appendix C). …

Comment CP-2: Intangible Cultural Heritage Assets
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.5

“VEC [Veteran’s Equity Center] also has concerns regarding impact standards and mitigation measures relating
to historical resources and cultural heritage assets. While we recognize that ‘intangible cultural heritage assets’
are not necessarily regulated as historical resources under CEQA (IV.C-48) and that ‘projects that comply with
the [Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties] can be exempted from CEQA
review’ (IV.C-49), we urge the Planning Department to regulate future projects within the Plan Area so that they
comply with the vision of SoMa Pilipinas and support existing assets within the cultural district (as mentioned
previously). In terms of the mitigation measures that were outlined in the Draft EIR towards reducing the impact
towards historical resources such as documentation or oral histories, we request that there be a deeper
conversation about how future projects could also work with SoMa Pilipinas groups and residents to limit
‘significant and unavoidable’ (IV.C-60) changes to historical resources and the cultural heritage of the district.”
(Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.5])

Response CP-2
The comment requests that future development projects in the Plan Area be regulated to comply with the vision
of SoMa Pilipinas, and that further discussion occur with regard to how future development projects work with
SoMa Pilipinas groups. The comment also requests that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Oral Histories,
be amended to include collaboration with SoMa Pilipinas when documenting the oral history of a historic
resource. The comment accurately acknowledges that cultural heritage assets are not considered historical
resources under CEQA or state or local landmarking law. See Response OC-1 on p. RTC-248 for further
discussion of the SoMa Pilipinas – Filipino Cultural Heritage District. As such, because the comment does not
address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, as it pertains to cultural resources defined under CEQA, no
further mitigation measures are necessary to reduce physical impacts on CEQA cultural resources, and no
further response is necessary. The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in
their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
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Comment CP-3: Mitigation Measures
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.1
O-CSPO.2
O-CSPO.3
“Page:
S-9

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 c. This measure would require oral histories for sites where historic
resources are demolished. The mitigation measure does not identify a deadline for completing an oral
history. Since the mitigation measure does not require the building to be extant, this mitigation
measure should clarify that oral histories are not prerequisites to the issuance of building or
demolition permits.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.1])

“Page:
S-10

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-le. This measure would require video documentation prior to the
demolition of a historic resource, where planning staff determine such a measure would be effective
and feasible. The measure states that the documentation ‘shall include as much information as
possible … about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic
context of the historical resource’ and must be completed prior to the issuance of a demolition or site
permit for the project. This measure is novel and has not been included in other area plan EIRs. The
requirement to provide ‘as much information as possible’ does not provide a meaningful standard
for sponsors regarding the content, format, or duration of video documentation, nor does it provide
guidance to Planning Department staff for approving the videos. Together with the requirement to
complete this mitigation prior to issuance of a site permit, the lack of clear standards regarding the
content and approval standards of video documentation could substantially delay projects. This
mitigation measure should be eliminated from the EIR.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.2])

“Page:
S-12

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a. This measure would require projects utilizing heavy equipment during
construction to undertake a monitoring program of nearby historic resources, including requirements
to conduct pre-construction surveys and ongoing vibration monitoring of the resources during
construction. Certain monitoring measures may require authorization from the owners of the
potentially-affected historic properties for developers to access and monitor their properties. The
measure should therefore be made contingent on their provision of such access by clarifying that the
mitigation measure may be satisfied by (a) exterior surveys from public vantages or private property
accessible to the developer satisfy this mitigation measure, and (b) alternative methods of vibration
monitoring in areas under the control of the developer. The Department should consider the limiting
monitoring requirements to directly adjacent historic resources.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius
& Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.3])
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Response CP-3
The commenter requests the following:
●

Revise Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Oral Histories, to clarify that oral histories are not prerequisites to
the issuance of building or demolition permits;

●

Remove Mitigation Measure M-CP-le, Video Recordation, from the Draft EIR because it does not
provide a standard for sponsors regarding content, format, and duration, nor does it provide guidance
to Planning Department staff for approving the videos; and

●

Make Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities,
contingent on developers being able to access potentially affected historic properties, and include
alternative measures to satisfy the mitigation measure, such as conducting exterior surveys from public
rights-of-way or alternative methods of vibration monitoring in areas under the control of the developer.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Oral Histories
The MMRP identifies the mitigation and monitoring schedule for Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, Oral Histories,
which states that the mitigation measure would need to be satisfied prior to demolition or adverse alteration of
the resource. The MMRP will be reviewed by the Planning Commission as part of its review of the Plan.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e: Video Recordation
Mitigation Measure M-CP-le, Video Recordation, states that the documentation shall be conducted by a
professional videographer, and narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The content, format, and length of the video
would be based on the character and history of the building proposed to be demolished and may be different
for each building, and should be coordinated with Planning Department preservation staff, as noted in the
mitigation measure. The MMRP also identifies the mitigation and monitoring schedule for the mitigation
measure, which states that the mitigation measure would need to be conducted prior to the start of any
demolition or adverse alteration of a designated historic resource and would be considered complete upon
submittal of completed video documentation to the San Francisco Public Library or other interested historical
institution. Regarding the statement that this mitigation measure should be removed because it does not provide
clear guidance regarding the content and approval standards of video documentation, note that the mitigation
measure states that the project sponsor shall work with preservation staff prior to undertaking video
recordation, as every resource is different and no comprehensive set of content and approval standards could
be developed that would cover every project. Furthermore, CEQA requires identification of feasible mitigation
measures that could substantially lessen significant effects, and the commenter has not provided evidence that
the mitigation measure is infeasible. The MMRP will be reviewed by the Planning Commission as part of their
review of the Plan. However, in response to the commenter’s concern that “as much information as possible”
does not provide a meaningful standard, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e, Video Recordation, p. IV.C59, is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
M-CP-1e: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or contributor to
a historic district for which Preservation Planning staff determined that such a measure would be
effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall work with Department Preservation staff or other
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qualified professional, to undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its
setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer, preferably one with
experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be narrated by a qualified
professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate),
as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 61). The documentation shall include as much information as possible using use
visuals in combination with narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition,
historic use, and historic context of the historical resource.
Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Department, and to
repositories including but not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library, Northwest Information
Center, and the California Historical Society. This mitigation measure would supplement the traditional
HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available
to the public and inform future research.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a: Protect Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities, requires
project sponsors to incorporate into construction specifications for a proposed project a requirement that the
construction contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid damage to historic buildings. As such, this mitigation
measure does not address construction monitoring, and we assume the commenter is actually referring to
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b, Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, in her comment. The
monitoring program is intended to capture potential impacts to historic resources in the event of pile driving or
other vibration generating construction activities, as further explained on p. IV.C-61 of the Draft EIR. To address
the commenter’s concerns regarding a project sponsor’s ability to access private property and to clarify the
extent of the mitigation measure, EIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b, p. IV.C-62, is revised as follows (deleted
text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. For those historical resources
identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy equipment would be used on a subsequent
development project, the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to
minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and
repaired. The monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be used
and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components, subject to access being granted
by the owner(s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation
professional to undertake a pre-construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San
Francisco Planning Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph
the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), the
consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each
building, based on existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that
vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration
levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels
in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not be granted, the project sponsor shall employ
alternative methods of vibration monitoring in areas under the control of the project sponsor.
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Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be halted and
alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. (For example, pre-drilled piles
could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible based on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment
might be able to be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of
each building during ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building
occur, the building(s) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion of grounddisturbing activity on the site.

Comment CP-4: Object to Identification of 645 Harrison Street as a Potential
Article 10 Landmark
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.5
“Page:
IV.C-28

Comment:
Table IV.C-4. This section identifies 645 Harrison Street as a potential Article 10 Landmark. While the
Project Sponsor acknowledges that the building is a historic resource under the California
Environmental Quality Act, we do not believe the record includes sufficient facts or analysis to
conclude that the building's architecture or cultural importance rises to the level of being considered
a landmark building under Planning Code Article 10.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.5])

Response CP-4
The commenter objects to the property at 645 Harrison Street being identified as a potential Article 10 Landmark.
The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The building at 645 Harrison Street
is proposed for historic landmark designation as part of approval of the Central SoMa Plan. As of August 2017,
a landmark designation report was under preparation by Planning Department historic preservation staff.36 No
decision regarding a potential landmark designation would be made until the report is final and available for
public review. The comment objecting to landmark designation proposed in the Plan will be transmitted to City
decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Desiree Smith, San Francisco Planning Department, Memo to the Historic Preservation Commission for meeting of August 2,
2017: “Landmark Designation Work Program Quarterly Report,”
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/Landmark%20Designation%20Work%20Program%2008-02-17%20final.pdf, accessed March
9, 2018.
36
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Comment CP-5: SoMa Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-FADF.2
O-SOMCAN-Rogge.2
O-VEC.4

“Lastly, we would also request that you look into how our cultural district can be incorporated and reflected in
the new developments, as a result of the rezoning. All of Central SOMA is actually in the Filipino Cultural
Heritage District and we would like to work with your commission to help ensure that design guidelines are
developed to integrate the cultural district in future developments in the area.” (Bernadette Sy, Filipino-American
Development Foundation, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-FADF.2])

“Lastly, we ask you to look into how our cultural district can be incorporated and reflected in all the new
development that is to come from rezoning. All of Central SoMa is actually in the Filipino Cultural Heritage
District, and so we would like to work with your Commission to help ensure that design guidelines are
developed to integrate the cultural district in future development in the area. Thank you.” (Andrew Rogge, South
of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Rogge.2])

“VEC is a member of SoMa Pilipinas: San Francisco’s Filipino Cultural Heritage District. With our participation
in the creation of the cultural heritage district, we have advocated for the preservation of community cultural
assets such as services targeted for immigrants, seniors, and families. While all these assets are not necessarily
considered ‘historical resources,’ we appreciate the Plan's recognition of the Gran Oriente as a historic resource
with potential future landmark status (IV-C-28). We also seek the recognition of the following community assets
located within the Plan Area: 6th Street Lodginghouse Historic District, Filipino Education Center (824
Harrison), Philippine Heroes Square (Lapu Lapu Street, Bonifacio Street, Mabini Street, Tandang Sora Street,
Rizal Street), San Lorenzo Ruiz Center (50 Rizal Street), and Bindlestiff Studio (185 6th Street). Having these
properties designated as historic resources could potentially prevent ‘substantial adverse change’ (IV.C-50) of
these spaces which are frequented and cherished by many members of the Filipino American community in San
Francisco and the larger Bay Area.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.4])

Response CP-5
The comments request that other buildings, as well as open spaces, including the Sixth Street Lodginghouse
Historic District, Filipino Education Center (824 Harrison), Philippine Heroes Square (Lapu Lapu Street,
Bonifacio Street, Mabini Street, Tandang Sora Street, Rizal Street), San Lorenzo Ruiz Center (50 Rizal Street), and
Bindlestiff Studio (185 Sixth Street), be considered for designation as historical resources. The comments also
request that the Planning Commission work with community groups to develop design guidelines to guide
future development in the Plan Area to ensure it is sensitive to the Filipino Cultural Heritage District.
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The Sixth Street Lodginghouse Historic District is identified in the Draft EIR as a historical resource for the
purposes of CEQA. The district was identified in 2009 as eligible for the National Register as part of the South
of Market Historic Resource Survey. As part of the South of Market Historic Resource Survey, the Filipino
Education Center (824 Harrison), Philippine Heroes Square (Lapu Lapu Street, Bonifacio Street, Mabini Street,
Tandang Sora Street, Rizal Street), San Lorenzo Ruiz Center (50 Rizal Street), and the Bindlestiff Studio (185
Sixth Street) were found ineligible for listing on the National and California Registers, as well as for local
designation, because the buildings do not meet the minimum age requirements to be assessed for eligibility.37
As such, these buildings are not considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.
Concerning the cultural heritage aspects of the South of Market neighborhood with respect to the City’s Filipino
community, Draft EIR pp. IV.C-12 and IV.C-13 note that the Planning Department in 2013 published the
San Francisco Filipino Heritage – Addendum to the South of Market Historic Context Statement, which describes the
history of the local Filipino community and numerous Filipino community cultural assets.38 As explained in the
Draft EIR, cultural heritage assets are not considered historical resources under CEQA. Rather, only tangible
cultural heritage properties (e.g., buildings) can be eligible for listing on local, state, and federal registries of
historic properties and thus deemed a historical resource under CEQA, while intangible cultural heritage assets
cannot. Nevertheless, in April 2016, the Board of Supervisors recognized the importance of the Filipino cultural
heritage in SoMa by establishment of the SoMa Pilipinas—Filipino Cultural Heritage District. This district covers
a large part of the South of Market neighborhood, bounded by Market, Second, Brannan, and 11th streets. The
Board also provided direction to develop “a strategic and implementation plan to set policies that promote
community development and stabilization, and increase the presence and visibility of the district.”39
The comments requesting that buildings and open spaces be considered for designation as historical resources
and that the Planning Commission work with community groups to develop design guidelines to guide future
development in the Plan Area are noted, but they do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed
Plan. See Response OC-1 on p. RTC-248 for further discussion of the SoMa Pilipinas – Filipino Cultural Heritage
District.

South of Market Historic Resource Survey Map, http://sf-planning.org/south-market-historic-resource-survey-map, accessed
November 4, 2017.
38
Page & Turnbull, San Francisco Filipino Heritage – Addendum to the South of Market Historic Context Statement, prepared for San
Francisco Planning Department, 2013.
39
Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 119-16, adopted April 12, 2016; approved by the Mayor April 22, 2016.
37
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D.7

Transportation and Circulation

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment TR-1: Transportation Setting

●

Comment TR-2: Methodology

●

Comment TR-3: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts

●

Comment TR-4: Circulation Impacts on 300 Third Street

●

Comment TR-5: Traffic Level of Service Analysis

●

Comment TR-6: Transportation Impact Figures

●

Comment TR-7: Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Delivery Vehicles

●

Comment TR-8: Transit Impacts

●

Comment TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

●

Comment TR-10: Loading Impacts

●

Comment TR-11: Parking Impacts

●

Comment TR-12: Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

●

Comment TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

●

Comment TR-14: Miscellaneous Transportation Comments

Comment TR-1: Transportation Setting
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-SFMTA.4

“Page IV.D-12 (Figure IV.D-4). Check the locations of ‘closed crosswalks.’ The map shows a closed crosswalk
across the south side of Fourth St. at Harrison, however a closed crosswalk is located across the on-ramp at
Fourth/Harrison. In addition, there are no closed crosswalks at Fourth Street/ Bryant.” (Charles Rivasplata, San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter, February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.4])

Response TR-1
The comment requests that the locations of closed sidewalks be checked for accuracy in Draft EIR Figure IV.D-4,
Missing Curb Ramps, Closed Crosswalks, and Multiple Turning Lanes, p. IV.D-12. Figure IV.D-4 has been
updated to shift the closed crosswalk at the intersection of Fourth/Harrison to the on-ramp and to remove the
closed crosswalk and dual left-turn symbols at the intersection of Fourth and Bryant streets. Additionally,
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Figure IV.D-4 has been updated to remove the closed crosswalk symbols at the intersection of Fremont and
Harrison streets. The revised figure is presented on the following page. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the
City also installed crosswalks at the intersection of Bryant and Sterling streets (the I-80/Bay Bridge on-ramp).
These changes do not affect the analysis or findings of significance in the Draft EIR, as such no revisions to the
Draft EIR are required.

Comment TR-2: Methodology
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.66
O-UNITE Here.5
I-Hestor-2.2

“This concludes my current comments on the Central SoMa Plan Project DEIR. For the reasons stated above
[comments related to VMT, traffic, transit, traffic hazards, emergency vehicle access, and cumulative analysis],
the traffic analysis is inadequate and revised transportation analyses should be performed. Results should be
recirculated in draft status for a full 45 day review period.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.66])

“There was no analysis in the DEIR of trip generation or any other impacts that was done for hotels. But it
should be redone, assuming that a certain amount of these housing units will end up as illegal short-term
rentals.” (Cynthia Gómez, UNITE Here, Local 2, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-UNITE Here.5])

“There are massive changes in the traffic patterns since the Eastern Neighborhood Plan was adopted. Reversecommuting buses from Silicon Valley are dumping the housing demand from Silicon Valley on this area and on
the Mission and on the neighborhoods of the city, including Noe Valley. (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.2])

Response TR-2
One comment states that the summary conclusion that the traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR is
inadequate based on preceding comments related to VMT, traffic, transit, traffic hazards, emergency vehicle
access, and cumulative analysis. The commenter opines that a revised transportation analysis should be
conducted, the results incorporated into the Draft EIR, and the revised Draft EIR recirculated for an additional
45-day review period. A comment asserts that trip generation and analysis for hotels was not conducted, and
that some residential units would be used as illegal short-term rentals. In addition, a comment states that there
have been changes in traffic patterns since the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan was adopted, and that there is
substantial reverse commuting between the Silicon Valley, Central SoMa, and other San Francisco
neighborhoods.
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The transportation analysis is consistent with San Francisco’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review (SF Guidelines), issued by the Planning Department in 2002, and is consistent with the
recent revisions to environmental review pursuant to SB 743 (as described on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-20 and
IV.D-21), as well as the transportation significance criteria presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-24 and IV.D-25,
which is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.
The proposed rezoning included as part of the Central SoMa Plan is analyzed in the Draft EIR at a programmatic
level, while analysis of the proposed street network changes is analyzed at a project level. The transportation
impact analysis methodology is presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-25 through IV.D-32. The travel demand
methodology and results are presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-33 through IV.D-35. As described in this section,
the San Francisco Transportation Authority’s (Transportation Authority’s) San Francisco Chained Activity
Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP) travel demand model was used to estimate travel demand. Hotel uses are
included in the SF-CHAMP model, and travel demand is calculated based on the number of employees. The
analysis is also consistent with EIRs prepared by the City for other area plans, including the EIRs prepared for
the Eastern Neighborhoods, Transbay Center District Plan, and Western SoMa Community Plan. Also refer to
Response TR-3 (p. RTC-139) regarding VMT, Response TR-5 (p. RTC-147) regarding traffic, Response TR-8
(p. RTC-160) regarding transit, Response TR-9 (p. RTC-167) regarding pedestrians, Response TR-11
(p. RTC-178) regarding parking, Response TR-12 (p. RTC-180) regarding emergency vehicle access, and
Response TR-13 (p. RTC-184) regarding transit mitigation measures. In addition, refer to Response GC-13
(p. RTC-397) for further discussion of non-traditional housing/short-term rentals, and Response CU-3
(p. RTC-301) regarding cumulative analyses.
Assuming the commenter’s suggestion that some residential units could be used for short-term rentals, and that
the travel demand generated by short-term rentals is similar to tourist hotel use, the transportation impact
analysis in the Draft EIR would tend to overestimate rather than underestimate the transportation impacts of
the Plan. Pursuant to the trip generation rates specified in the SF Guidelines residential units generate 7.5 trips
per day for one-bedroom units and 10.0 trips per day for two-bedroom (or more) units, whereas tourist
hotel/motel rooms generate 7.0 trips per day. Moreover, tourist hotel/motel use generates fewer trips during the
p.m. peak hour than residential (10 percent vs. 17.3 percent). Thus, the commenter’s suggestion that some
residential units developed under the Plan could be used for short-term rentals does not demonstrate that the
Plan would result in new or substantially more-severe impacts on transportation than identified in the Draft
EIR or that the Draft EIR must be recirculated.
The comment regarding changes in traffic patterns and effects of reverse commuting between Silicon Valley and
San Francisco neighborhoods is noted. As described on Draft EIR p. IV.D-32, travel demand for the
transportation study area was developed using the SF-CHAMP model, validated to represent the existing and
future transportation network and land uses within San Francisco. The SF-CHAMP model is required to
maintain consistency with regional forecasts of population, housing units, and employment, and therefore, it
considers the effect of Silicon Valley employment and supply of housing. Thus, the changes in traffic patterns
since the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan was adopted is reflected in the existing setting, and incorporated into the
SF-CHAMP travel demand analysis.
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Comment TR-3: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.14
O-CSN-1.59

“A. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Traffic Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the DEIR.
“1. The Plan will Increase Employee VMT, Resulting in a Significant Traffic Impact Under SB 743.
“The Plan will place thousands of cars each day into an area that already has unacceptable levels of traffic
congestion. At rush hour, traffic is at a standstill in the Plan area. The Plan will add over 63,000 new jobs and
25,000 new residents to the area – more than doubling the number of jobs and tripling the number of residents
in the area. (DEIR, p. IV-6). While many of these workers and residents may take public transit, there can be no
dispute that many will drive cars, thereby adding to already unacceptable levels of traffic. The DEIR glosses
over this obvious fact and makes the preposterous conclusion that the Plan will have less than significant traffic
impacts. This conclusion simply fails the straight-face test. Anyone who has spent any time on roadways in this
area will recognize that tripling the population of the area will have significant traffic impacts.
“The DEIR relies on the recently passed SB 743 (Pub.Res.Code § 21099(b)(1)) for its counterfactual conclusion of
not traffic impacts. However, even under the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) approach set forth in SB 743, the
Plan will have significant traffic impacts. The SB743 regulations, 14 Cal.Code Regs. §15064.3, specify that a land
use plan may have a significant impact on transportation if it is not consistent with the relevant sustainable
community strategy (SCS). To be consistent with the SCS, the development must lead to VMT equal to or less
than the VMT per capita and VMT per employee specified in the SCS. Plan Bay Area is the SCS (DEIR,
p. VI.D-36), and it sets VMT target per capita at 10% below the 2005 Bay Area average. However, it does not set
any target for employee VMT. (DEIR, p. IV.D-21, IV.D-36) Therefore, the city cannot claim that the development
meets employee VMT targets in the SCS -- there are none. Even worse, the DEIR concludes that the plan will
increase employment VMT from 8.2 to 8.7 in 2012 and from 6.8 to 7.1 in 2040. (DEIR p. IV.D-38). ‘With Plan
implementation, VMT per capita would … increase slightly in the office category.’ (DEIR, p. IV.D-38). This
should be no surprise since the Plan creates 63,000 new jobs, but only 25,000 new residents, so about 40,000 of
the new employees will have to commute long distances. Since the plan will increase employee VMT, it has a
significant traffic impacts even under the new VMT methodology set forth in SB 743. As a result, the City’
conclusion that the Plan has less than significant traffic impacts is arbitrary and capricious and the City has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law. The City must acknowledge a significant traffic impact in a
revised DEIR, analyze the traffic impact, and implement all feasible mitigation measures and alternative to
reduce this impact and consider all feasible alternatives.
“Also, as discussed by Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith, PE, the Plan will drastically increase VMT in the Plan
area. Mr. Smith explains:
DEIR Table IV-1 indicates that in the baseline (2010) condition, the Central SoMa population was 12,000,
that in 2040 without the Project it would be 28,200, and in 2040 with the Project it would be 37,500. The
same table also indicates that in the baseline year employment in Central SoMa was 45,600, that in 2040
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without the Project it would be 72,800 and that in 2040 with the Project employment would be 109,200
jobs. At the VMT per capita rates disclosed in DEIR Table IV.D-6, the following would be total VMT
generated in Central SoMa:
Population
Employment
Total

Baseline
25,200
373,920
399,120

2040 No Project
50,760
495,040
545,800

2040 With Project
60,000
775,320
935,320

As can be seen from the above compilations, the 2030 No Project scenario generates almost 37 percent
more net VMT than the Baseline; the 2040 With Project scenario generates over 134 percent more net
VMT than the Baseline and over 71 percent more than the 2040 No Project Scenario. Since the public
knows from information presented in this DEIR and from other recent DEIR's for projects having
transportation effects on the Central SoMa area that there are already problems impacting motor vehicle
traffic, bicyclists, pedestrians, the safety of all of the aforementioned, and transit operations. In that
situation adding development to the area that generates 134 percent more than existing uses and
71 percent more than development to 2040 under existing plans and zoning is significantly impactful
on transportation
“(Smith Comment, p. 2). Since the Plan will increase VMT, the City must conclude that it will have significant
impacts even under SB 743.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSN-1.14])

“The Project May Not Be Eligible To Analyze Traffic Impacts Solely Under the VMT per Capita Metric
“The DEIR has attempted to evaluate Project traffic impacts solely under the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per
Capita metric provision of SB 743, eschewing the conventional delay/Level of Service (LOS) analysis. The SB 743
regulations embodied in CEQA § 15064.3 specify that a land use plan may have a significant impact on
transportation if it is not consistent with the relevant sustainable community strategy (SCS). To be consistent
with the SCS, the development must lead to VMT equal to or less than the VMT per capita and VMT per
employee specified in the SCS. Plan Bay Area is the relevant SCS (per DEIR page IV.D-36), and it sets the VMT
per capita target at 10 percent below the 2005 Bay Area average. However, it does not set any target for VMT
per employee (DEIR pages IV.D-21 and IV.D-36). Therefore, the City cannot claim that the development meets
VMT targets per employee since there are none. Worse yet, the DEIR concludes that the Project will increase
VMT per employee in the Project area from 8.2 to 8.7 in 2012 and from 6.8 to 7.1 in 2040 (DEIR page IV.D-38)
stating, ‘With Plan implementation, VMT per capita would…increase slightly in the office category’. Since the Project
will increase VMT per employee in the study area, it does not comply with the terms of SB 743.
“VMT Per Capita Generated in the Project Area Is an Incomplete Metric for Measuring Traffic Impacts in
the Subject Plan Area
“The VMT (vehicle miles traveled) per Capita (referring hereinafter to both VMT per unit population and VMT
per employee as a single phrase while still recognizing that each has a separate rate) metric is a useful indicator
when planning for a broad area or region, such as where generally identifying areas where development should
be encouraged or discouraged, particularly when concentrating on considerations such as Air Quality pollutant
and Greenhouse Gas emissions since these have a rather direct correlation to VMT. However, when planning
for a discrete area, VMT per Capita as the sole traffic metric gives absolutely no indication when a plan has
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packed so much development into an area as to make the streets unlivable for bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists
and their passengers and transit patrons alike - the VMT per Capita values will just stay the same or perhaps
even improve (become lower) somewhat. To draw any some inference about how much development is
sustainable based on VMT, Total VMT generated by the plan and total VMT experienced within the subject area
must be considered.
“DEIR Table IV-1 indicates that in the baseline (2010) condition, the Central SoMa population was 12,000, that
in 2040 without the Project it would be 28,200, and in 2040 with the Project it would be 37,500. The same table
also indicates that in the baseline year employment in Central SoMa was 45,600, that in 2040 without the Project
it would be 72,800 and that in 2040 with the Project employment would be 109,200 jobs. At the VMT per capita
rates disclosed in DEIR Table IV.D-6, the population and employment totals disclosed in DEIR Table 1V-1
would generate the following VMT totals in Central SoMa:
VMT Gen By
Population
Employment
Total

Baseline
25,200
373,920
399,120

2040 No Project
50,760
495,040
545,800

2040 With Project
60,000
775,320
835,320

“As can be seen from the above compilations, the 2040 No Project scenario generates almost 37 percent more net
VMT than the Baseline; the 2040 With Project scenario generates over 109 percent more net VMT than the
Baseline and over 53 percent more than the 2040 No Project Scenario. Since the public knows from information
presented in this DEIR and from other recent DEIR's for projects having transportation effects on the Central
SoMa area that there are already problems impacting motor vehicle traffic, bicyclists, pedestrians, the safety of
all of the aforementioned, and transit operations. In that situation adding development to the area that generates
109 percent more VMT than existing uses and 53 percent more VMT than development to 2040 under existing
plans and zoning is significantly impactful on transportation.
“But even this is just the tip of the iceberg. As noted in the DEIR, the streets of the Central SoMa serve as a
gateway between elements of the regional highway system and greater downtown San Francisco, Mission Bay,
and the greater SoMa and nearby areas as well as thoroughfares for movements between these areas. To make
judgments about the functionality of and livability around the streets of the Central SoMa, that burden of VMT
must be quantified and assessed. The DEIR has considered neither the total VMT that would be generated in
Central SoMa nor the other VMT that traverses it and therefore is inadequate.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.59])

Response TR-3
The commenter opines that the analysis must consider the increase in total VMT under the Plan in addition to
VMT per capita as the metric for analyzing impacts. The commenter also states that the slight increase in VMT
per employee under the Plan identified in the Draft EIR demonstrates that the Plan would have a significant
VMT impact. The commenter is mistaken on both counts.
As indicated on Draft EIR p. IV.D-21, California Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires the California Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to establish criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts that shall
promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks,
and a diversity of land uses. The statute calls for OPR, in developing the criteria, to recommend potential metrics
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including VMT. VMT is a measure of the amount and distance that a project causes potential residents, tenants,
employees, and visitors to drive, including the number of passengers within a vehicle. The San Francisco
Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicular level of service, or level of service [LOS]) with VMT
criteria via Resolution 19579, which was adopted at the Planning Commission hearing on March 3, 2016.
The methodology for the VMT impact analysis is presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-25 through IV.D-29, and
Impact TR-1 on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-35 through IV.D-40 presents the results of the analysis. As noted on Draft
EIR p. IV.D-36, the impact assessment of the Plan’s rezoning proposal to provide for increased development
potential requires demonstrating consistency with the region’s sustainability community strategy (SCS). The
MTC’s 2013 Regional Transportation Plan, Plan Bay Area, adopted in July 2013, is the region’s SCS.40
According to the impact assessment methodology recommended by OPR and adopted by the Planning
Commission, a land use plan may have a significant impact on transportation if it is not consistent with the
relevant SCS. For this purpose, consistency with the SCS means the following must be true:
●

Development specified in the land use plan is also specified in the SCS (e.g., the plan does not specify
developing in outlying areas specified as open space or Priority Conservation Area in the SCS); and

●

Taken as a whole, development specified in the plan leads to a VMT that is equal to or less than the
VMT per capita specified in the SCS.

Regarding the first criterion, development specified in the Central SoMa Plan is also specified in the SCS and
does not include development in outlying areas specified as open space or Priority Conservation Area in the
SCS. Therefore, the Plan meets the criterion related to land use. Furthermore, Central SoMa is located within a
Priority Development Area as designated in Plan Bay Area. Priority Development Areas are areas designated for
increased development due to their proximity to transit, job centers, shopping districts, and other services.
Regarding the second criterion, Plan Bay Area sets a VMT per capita reduction target of 10 percent below the Bay
Area 2005 regional average VMT levels by 2040 for residential development. The Plan does not set a VMT per
employee target. As stated in the Draft EIR (p. IV.D-36), the Plan would need to only meet the residential per
capita VMT for consistency with the SCS. (The programmatic analysis of the Plan indicated that for residential
uses, the reduction in daily VMT per capita for the Central SoMa Plan Area between 2005 and 2040 would be
from 2.8 to 2.0, a 30.7 percent decrease with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan; this is greater than the
target 10 percent reduction below 2005 levels in Plan Bay Area. The Draft EIR also notes that, while not used for
determining consistency with the Plan Bay Area, the average daily VMT per employee in the Central SoMa
analysis area is also projected to decrease between 2005 and 2040 conditions from 10.4 to 7.6. Thus, the Central
SoMa Plan Area is expected to attain the Plan Bay Area goal of reducing VMT per capita by 10 percent compared
to 2005 levels, and the Plan-VMT impact would be less than significant.
Additional VMT analysis, such as calculation of total VMT for the area as suggested in the comment, is not
required to assess VMT impacts.41 The Planning Department methodology, using VMT per capita rather than

On July 26, 2017, the MTC Commission and the ABAG Executive Board adopted the updated Plan Bay Area (i.e., Plan Bay Area
2040), including the updated 2017 SCS. The 2013 SCS was the applicable SCS at the time of the Central SoMa Draft EIR
publication.
41
Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, “California Environmental Quality Act: Vehicle Miles Traveled, Parking,
For-Hire Vehicles, and Alternatives,” Memorandum to Planning Commission, February 23, 2017.
40
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total VMT, is consistent with OPR’s recommended methodology.42 The calculations provided in the comments
for total VMT for Baseline, No Project, and With Project conditions show that total VMT due to growth would
increase, as expected, as the Plan would introduce new residents and employees into the area. Other than
showing an increase in total VMT from 2012 to 2040 conditions (reflecting the increase in residents and
employees in the area), the calculations of total VMT and the comments do not present a compelling argument
that is consistent with the impact assessment methodology recommended by OPR and adopted by the Planning
Commission. Further, they seem to suggest that the total increase in VMT would result in a significant impact
and that the increase in VMT would all occur in the Plan Area, when neither is true. Not only would the Plan
result in a decrease in per capita VMT, but also the effect of the VMT generated would be diffuse. As noted
above, the VMT significance criterion is related to a reduction in VMT per capita, which is achieved with
implementation of the Plan.
The basic policy objective of SB 743, as implemented in CEQA Section 21099, is to better align the way that
transportation impacts are defined and measured under CEQA with the state’s greenhouse gas reduction goals.
Section 21099 accomplishes this by “establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects within priority transit areas… [that] shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” Recognizing
that increasing population density in Priority Development Areas increases traffic congestion (i.e., total VMT)
in these areas, Section 21099 expressly provides that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
or similar measure of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment …” By stating that the Draft EIR should consider total VMT to evaluate transportation impacts, the
commenter is essentially arguing for an automobile capacity metric (e.g., vehicular level of service), the former
metric that the City has rejected in favor of per capita VMT—an efficiency metric—pursuant to Section 21099.43
The comment also states that the calculation of VMT per employee using the San Francisco Transportation
Authority’s SF-CHAMP model (presented on Draft EIR Table IV.D-6, Average Daily VMT per Capita, SFCHAMP Model Data, Existing (2012) and 2040 Conditions, p. IV.D-38), which increases slightly between
conditions without and with implementation of the Plan, would be reason to determine that the Plan would
result in a significant impact related to VMT. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.D-37, the assessment of the proposed
Plan’s VMT effects was also performed using the SF-CHAMP model. This assessment was used to determine if
the VMT analysis using the SF-CHAMP model for 2012 and 2040 is in agreement with the MTC/ABAG VMT
analysis for 2005 and 2040 that was used to determine consistency of the Plan with SCS. The analysis of VMT
using the SF-CHAMP model was not used to determine consistency of the Plan with SCS. Further, as stated
above, OPR’s significance criteria is based on VMT per capita “taken as a whole.” As demonstrated above and
on the Draft EIR pages referenced above, VMT per capita and per employee would decrease between 2005 and
2040, the appropriate time period specified in the SCS.
As noted in the comment, the VMT analysis using the SF-CHAMP model indicated a minor increase in VMT
per employee for the office land use (i.e., VMT per capita of 6.8 without the Plan, and 7.1 with the Plan for 2040
March 3, 2016, Planning Commission Staff Report regarding Align, http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/AlignCPC%20exec%20summary_20160303_Final.pdf.
43
Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (also known as “Newhall Ranch”), S217763, Nov. 30,
2015. In discussing projects that are designed to accommodate long-term growth in California’s population activity, “a certain
amount of greenhouse gas emissions is as inevitable as population growth. Under this view, a significance criterion framed in
terms of efficiency is superior to a simple numerical threshold because CEQA is not intended as a population control measure.”
42
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cumulative conditions), while the average daily VMT per capita would decrease slightly in the residential and
retail categories. These increases in the employment category are within the general margin of error inherent in
efforts to model travel behavior into the future, and the plus Plan VMT per employee levels would remain
substantially lower than the Bay Area regional average VMT per employee of 17.0. Given the relatively low
average daily VMT per capita in the Plan Area, compared to other locations in the Bay Area, locating land use
growth in Central SoMa would result in substantially less VMT per capita than if this growth were to be located
in most other locations within the Bay Area or San Francisco. Also refer to Response PH-1, p. RTC-308, regarding
location of housing and employment growth in San Francisco. For these reasons, no revisions to the Draft EIR
are required.

Comment TR-4: Circulation Impacts on 300 Third Street
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-MPHA.1
O-MPHA.2

“I, as Board President of the Museum Pare HOA (233-unit residential condominium building), am concerned
about the proposed street network changes discussed in Chapter 4D of the current Central SoMa Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report. Our building is at 300 Third Street at the corner of Third and Folsom streets and
contains 233 residential units, ground-floor commercial space and three levels of parking for residents and the
public. We are concerned that the proposed changes to the street network adjacent to our building will have a
serious adverse effect on our residents, visitors and businesses.
“First, the DEIR recognizes that the significant reduction of traffic capacity on Folsom Street will result in
increased congestion at both am and pm peak hours. This could significantly affect ingress and egress from our
garage. Our garage has an entrance and exit onto Folsom Street and an entrance on Third Street which are
already congested from traffic approaching the Bay Bridge during most pm peak hours. This makes entering or
exiting the garage difficult and time-consuming which further adds to the congestion and as well as vehicle
emissions. It appears from the DEIR that the proposed street network changes will make ·this much worse, and
create am peak hour congestion as well, but there is no discussion of negative effects on local vehicle circulation
as it affects existing residents and businesses. The two-way Folsom Street option is particularly concerning as
traffic in the westbound direction could come to a complete stop as vehicles attempt a left-hand turn from
Folsom Street into the garage entrance. Furthermore, pedestrian safety could be compromised.” (Jim Bourgart,
Museum Parc Homeowners Association, Letter, February 10, 2017 [O-MPHA.1])

“Second, our building relies daily on a myriad of service and delivery vehicles. We have only limited on-site
loading space in the garage. The vast majority of service providers utilize the curbside parking spaces along
both Third and Folsom streets adjacent to the building. The proposed elimination of parking on Third Street
and the partial elimination of parking along Folsom Street, except for the south side at non-peak hours, will
greatly restrict access to our building for these service providers that our building relies on to function properly
on a daily basis. And it's certainly possible that we will rely on curbside loading even more in the future as
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residents make more and more internet purchases that require physical delivery. Emergency vehicles that are
called to the building also utilize curbside parking space that would be eliminated by the proposed street
network changes. Again, while these potential impacts are identified in the DEIR there is no analysis of the
effects on existing residential and commercial buildings.
“The DEIR identifies potential neighborhood-level impacts of the street network changes that could adversely
affect our ability to access and operate the building in a safe and efficient manner but does not evaluate those
effects not only on Museum Parc but on other similarly situated existing residential buildings. The Final EIR
should be further refined to evaluate the adverse impacts of the street network changes on existing
neighborhood residents and businesses.” (Jim Bourgart, Museum Parc Homeowners Association, Letter, February 10,
2017 [O-MPHA.2])

Response TR-4
The comments raise concerns that the proposed street network changes on Third Street and on Folsom Street
would have an adverse effect on the residents, visitors, and businesses at 300 Third Street, specifically limiting
the access to the building’s garage, limiting use of existing on-street parking and commercial loading spaces
adjacent to the building, and constraining the ability of emergency vehicles to serve the building. The
commenter also requests that the Final EIR be refined to evaluate the impacts of the street network changes on
existing neighborhood residents and businesses.
The commenter requests that the analysis of the impact of the street network changes on vehicular access and
circulation for existing buildings in the Plan Area, such as 300 Third Street, be included in the Final EIR. The
proposed street network changes were designed consistent with San Francisco transportation plans and policies
presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-22 and IV.D-23, including the Transit-First Policy, Vision Zero Policy, San
Francisco Bicycle Plan, and Better Streets Plan, among others. For example, the street network changes include
improving transit conditions in Central SoMa through the use of new transit-only lanes on numerous streets,
including Folsom Street, enhancing bicycle circulation and safety through upgrades to existing bicycle facilities,
and providing new protected facilities, as well as accommodating pedestrians and enhancing safety of all users
consistent with the goals of Vision Zero and the Better Streets Plan.
The proposed street network changes were designed to a level of detail appropriate for CEQA analysis. They
are meant to be flexible and responsive to the needs of the areas in which they are proposed. This means that
details including vehicle, transit, bicycle lanes, and sidewalk widths, location of passenger and commercial
loading, driveway curb cuts, and on-street parking regulations would be refined and confirmed at the time that
detailed design documents for construction are prepared. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.D-79, the proposed street
network changes would undergo more detailed design and review prior to any construction. This would include
preliminary review conducted by SFMTA’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the San
Francisco Fire Department, along with other City agencies, including the Police Department, Public Works,
SFMTA, and SFPUC, among others.
While existing driveway access to buildings for vehicle parking and truck loading activities would be
maintained, in some instances vehicular access may need to be revised. For example, as noted in the comments,
implementation of the Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option may result in vehicles traveling westbound on Folsom
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Street and turning into the 300 Third Street garage driveway on Folsom Street (located about 300 feet west of
Third Street), which, although unlikely, could result in queues that extend into the intersection of Third /Folsom,
illegally blocking the intersection. In this instance, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
traffic engineers may restrict access to the building from westbound Folsom Street (e.g., through the use of two
sets of double yellow lines consistent with the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices), and, as a
result, access would only occur from eastbound Folsom Street, similar to existing conditions. Therefore,
vehicular access to the building would be maintained. Emergency vehicles would not be affected by removal of
on-street curb parking or loading spaces, as suggested in the comments, as emergency vehicles responding to
incidents do not park at the curb but instead stop within the roadway right-of-way.
The analysis of implementation of the Plan in Impact TR-6 states that the failure to provide an adequate supply
of off-street commercial loading spaces for new projects, and the removal of commercial loading spaces
currently used by existing buildings in the area, would result in significant loading impacts. Therefore, the Draft
EIR identified Mitigation MeasureM-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and
Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones, p. IV.D-74, to accommodate loading needs and to reduce the potential for
conflicts between loading operations and transit, bicyclists, pedestrians, and other vehicles. Mitigation Measure
M-TR-6b would require SFMTA to prepare detailed designs of the street network changes, taking into
consideration the on-street loading supply needs for existing and new development as well as driveway access
to loading facilities within existing and future buildings. This measure would reduce the potential for disruption
of existing loading activities, including disruption of business operations. However, as stated on Draft EIR
p. IV.D-71, it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be provided to offset the net loss in supply
because the potential locations for replacement of on-street commercial loading spaces where circulation
changes are proposed are limited. For example, existing parking prohibitions or a lack of on-street parking
spaces that could be converted to commercial loading spaces could inhibit the creation of new loading spaces,
as could pedestrian circulation on adjacent sidewalks in some cases. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes
would also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and transit
vehicles. Therefore, even with implementation of this mitigation measure, loading impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Concerning emergency vehicle access, the Draft EIR finds that, with mitigation, Plan impacts would be less than
significant. As noted above, the Draft EIR explains that multiple City agencies, including the Fire Department,
would be involved in review of the proposed street network changes prior to their implementation. Further, as
explained on Draft EIR p. IV.D-80, “implementation of the Plan’s proposed street network changes would not
introduce unusual design features, nor would the Plan change the street network to hinder or preclude
emergency vehicle access.” Additionally, emergency vehicles would be able to travel in transit-only lanes.
Finally, Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation, as revised herein, would ensure
that SFMTA, to the degree feasible, will design street network projects to include features that create potential
opportunities for cars to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles, including curbside loading zones, customized
signal timing, or other approaches developed through ongoing consultation between SFMTA and the San
Francisco Fire Department.
In summary, the proposed street network changes analyzed in the Draft EIR were designed to a level of detail
appropriate for analysis in the EIR, and would be further developed to account for driveways and existing curb
regulations and conditions related to emergency vehicle access, parking and commercial truck and passenger

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-144

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

loading. The Draft EIR analyzed and disclosed potential impacts related to implementation of the Plan (which
includes the street network changes) and identified mitigation measures for significant impacts. Therefore,
additional analysis of individual buildings within the Plan Area is not required and no revisions to the Draft
EIR are necessary.
Also refer to Response LU-4, p. RTC-112, regarding discussion of impacts of the Central SoMa Plan on
neighborhood character.

Comment TR-5: Traffic Level of Service Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.15
O-CSN-1.60

“2. The Plan will have Highly Significant Traffic Impacts.
“Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith, P.E. shows that the Plan will have highly significant traffic impacts and will
create massive delays and traffic congestion in the plan area. Mr. Smith concludes (Smith Comment pp. 3–4):
●

With the Project traffic and the Howard/Folsom one-way street configuration option, in the AM peak,
intersections experiencing delay levels at LOS E or worse (55 seconds or more average delay per vehicle)
would increase from 3 of the 36 studied under the existing condition to 21 of 36. In the PM peak, with
the Project and the Howard/Folsom one-way street configuration, the number of intersections operating
at LOS E or worse would increase from 19 of 80 in the existing condition to 39 of 80 with the Project
traffic and subject street configuration.

●

With the Howard/Folsom two-way street configuration option, in the AM peak, the number of
intersections operating at LOS E or worse would increase from 3 of 36 in the existing condition to 17 of
36 with the plan and the subject street configuration. In the pm peak the number of intersections
operating at LOS E or worse would increase from 19 of 80 in the existing condition to 37 of 80 with
Project traffic and the two way street configuration.

●

As to the freeway ramp analysis, 8 of the 11 ramps analyzed operate at vehicle densities of 35 passenger
cars per mile per lane (volumes reflecting breakdown conditions) in the AM and/or PM peak in the
existing condition. With the addition of Project related traffic and the proposed street network changes,
10 of the 11 ramps would operate at vehicle densities of 35 passenger cars per mile per lane in the AM
and/or Pm peak hour.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSN-1.15])

“The DEIR Has Actually Performed a Traffic LOS Analysis. But It Conceals the Detailed Findings From the
Public
“Ironically, the DEIR did perform a typical traffic LOS analysis of intersections and freeway ramps in the SoMa
study area. It did so to calculate differences in transit delay under the various plan land use development
alternatives and the alternative street configuration scenarios considered in the DEIR. However, other than a
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very generalized and non-location-specific summary of the LOS/delay study findings regarding what ordinarily
would be considered traffic impacts that is presented at DEIR pages IV.D-41 through IV.D-43, it withholds from
the public the location-specific measures of the severity of traffic impacts. We understand that elements of the
San Francisco planning and political establishment (and others elsewhere) like eliminating traffic delay as a
CEQA impact criteria because it eliminates the need to make findings of overriding significance about traffic
impacts they have no intention of mitigating and avoids having to put up with the members of the public who
actually care about traffic congestion and delay. However, CEQA requires that the Lead Agency make available
all analyses that have been relied upon in the DEIR available for public review. It must do so with the details of
the Highway Capacity Manual based LOS/delay analysis it performed to estimate transit delay.
“What the generalized summary of the DEIR's studies of traffic delay under Highway Capacity Manual
procedures shows is that:
●

Within the Central SoMa transportation study area, 36 intersections were evaluated for the AM peak
hour and 80 intersections for the PM peak hour.

●

Five freeway off ramps and six freeway on-ramps from/to I-80 and I-280 were evaluated.

●

With the Project traffic and the Howard/Folsom one-way street configuration option, in the AM peak,
intersections experiencing delay levels at LOS E or worse (55 seconds or more average delay per vehicle)
would increase from 3 of the 36 studied under the existing condition to 21 of 36. In the PM peak, with
the Project and the Howard/Folsom one-way street configuration, the number of intersections operating
at LOS E or worse would increase from 19 of 80 in the existing condition to 39 of 80 with the Project
traffic and subject street configuration

●

With the Howard/Folsom two-way street configuration option, in the AM peak, the number of
intersections operating at LOS E or worse would increase from 3 of 36 in the existing condition to 17 of
36 with the plan and the subject street configuration. In the pm peak the number of intersections
operating at LOS E or worse would increase from 19 of 80 in the existing condition to 37 of 80 with
Project traffic and the two way street configuration.

●

As to the freeway ramp analysis, 8 of the 11 ramps analyzed operate at vehicle densities of 35 passenger
cars per mile per lane (volumes reflecting breakdown conditions) in the AM and/or PM peak in the
existing condition. With the addition of Project related traffic and the proposed street network changes,
10 of the 11 ramps would operate at vehicle densities of 35 passenger cars per mile per lane in the AM
and/or Pm peak hour.

“The results of this analysis as generally summarized in the DEIR reflect a deterioration of operations on the
study area street and freeway ramp system in the AM and PM peak hours that would ordinarily be considered
significantly impactful. But the results as presented do not distinguish how much of the deterioration is due to
traffic generated by the Project land uses, that due to the street configuration changes, and that due to land use
and traffic growth in nearby areas.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSN-1.60])
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Response TR-5
The comments state that implementation of the Plan would result in significant traffic impacts, they summarize
information related to the traffic analysis from the Draft EIR and the background Transportation Impact Study
(TIS), and state that the details of the analysis were not made available for public review.
In March 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted a resolution to replace vehicular delay and LOS
as a criterion for determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA with a criterion based on VMT (see
Response TR-3, p. RTC-139). Accordingly, degradation of vehicular delay and LOS is no longer considered a
significant impact under CEQA and, therefore, need not be reported in the Draft EIR. The legislative intent of
this change as stated under SB 743, is to more appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with
statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
Thus, because automobile delay is no longer used for CEQA environmental review in San Francisco, intersection
delay and LOS at study intersections within the transportation study area were not included in the Draft EIR.
However, a discussion of the general effects of the Plan on intersection and freeway ramp operations is
presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-41 through IV.D-43 for informational purposes only. The Central SoMa Plan
TIS44, which is referenced on Draft EIR p. IV.D-1 and included as part of the Administrative Record and is,
therefore, available for public review, provides additional discussion and background information related to
the analysis of intersections and freeway ramps (see Chapter 8, Intersection and Freeway Ramp Operations, on
TIS pp. 289 through 338, and TIS Technical Appendix C, Intersection and Freeway Ramp Analysis). The
comments restate portions of this discussion for emphasis. The Draft EIR includes a discussion of vehicle traffic
that is expected to be generated by development under the Plan for existing plus Plan and 2040 cumulative
conditions on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-32 through IV.D-35.
A comment asserts that the shift in LOS results do not distinguish between what “deterioration” is due to traffic
generated by the proposed development under the Plan and what is due to the street network changes
components of the Plan. This assertion is incorrect. Alternative 5, Land Use Plan Only, presented in Chapter VI,
Alternatives, presents an analysis of the Plan’s proposed rezoning proposal without the street network changes.
The TIS also provides a comparison of conditions for development under the Plan without and with the
proposed street network changes. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment TR-6: Transportation Impact Figures
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-YBNC-Light-1.2
O-YBNC-Light-2.1
I-Meader.2

The TIS is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No.
2011.1356E.
44
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“There is no graphic depicting the impacts of the proposed changes. It is not clear what the impact of the
different alternatives is at each intersection, and how the Level of Service (LOS) changes under each.
“The 2-way option must clearly show changes to Left turns under the proposed plan. Currently, to find graphic
information on Left turns one must go to the Appendix - which is not accessible to everyone - and search
through, diagram by diagram, to find the correct one. And those graphics in the appendix only show the
physical design change, not the service impact to that intersection. A graphic is needed that identifies where left
turns will change under the 2-way alternative, where they will/won't be allowed, where provisions for left turns
will cause additional delays, or where no left turns will improve congestion.
“Bay Bridge on-ramps and queueing should be shown in a single graphic for each proposal, so it the differences
can be easily compared. This should include impacts to congestion, which in some cases will result in increased
congestion and in others will result in reduced congestion, depending on the street and ramp/queue locations.”
(Alice Light, The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O-YBNC-Light-1.2])

“And right now, unless you're a transportation planner, it's extremely difficult to understand what the impacts
are from the Folsom and Howard Street changes.
“These changes will have a huge impact on everyone who lives and works in Soma. And for that reason it's
really important that the way it's presented it is clear to us what the consequences are of these projects.
“Right now, the reader is -- if they want to figure this out, they need to go dig through different sections of the
plan. If you want to see any graphics, you have to go back to the appendix, which is not accessible to everyone.
And, basically, you're required to find a lot of scattered information and try to consolidate it yourself and figure
out what is happening.
“So there really needs -- because of the extent of these changes, there really needs to be a single section that lays
them out very clearly and has accompanying graphics that show the impacts.
“So, for example, there should be side-by-side graphics of both alternatives, that show the impact level of service
at each intersection. There should be another graphic of the impacts of left -- left turns on each intersection,
where there are or aren't left turns, where the turns may increase congestion, where no turns will improve
congestion.
“And there should also be a graphic, side-by-side graphic for each alternative that show the queuing and lining
up for the ramps to get onto the freeway so that, in some cases, streets will see less congestion, and in some
cases, they will see more.
“But that information will really help us understand what we're looking at and provide, again, a simple way in
one place with the graphics will help us understand what's going to happen to our neighborhood. Thank you.”
(Alice Light, The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O-YBNC-Light-2.1])

“That's also very close, ground zero to getting on the Bay Bridge. These buildings, as suggested, are going to be
hundreds of feet tall, including hotels. And it's hard to believe that there's not going to be additional auto traffic,
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at that location, which is not going to be helpful as far as the bridge goes.” (Arthur Meader, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [I-Meader.2])

Response TR-6
These comments request that additional figures be included as part of the Draft EIR or remark on the merits or
style of those figures that were or were not included.
Draft EIR Appendix F (included on CD) contains plan- and cross-section-level figures of all of the street
segments where street network changes are considered as part of the Plan (also see Response PD-11, p. RTC-84).
Draft EIR Appendix F is available online on the Planning Department’s website (http://sf-planning.org/AREAPLAN-EIRS), and a hard copy of the entire Draft EIR appendix is available for review at the Planning
Department offices at 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E. The
Planning Department did not receive any request for hard copies of Appendix F.
The Plan and cross-section figures in Draft EIR Appendix F include the locations where intersection left-turns
are proposed as part of the Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option, which is requested by one of the comments. The
figures include a note that they are intended for illustrative purposes only, to help readers visualize and
understand the proposed project at a conceptual level. Details such as vehicle, transit, bicycle lane, and sidewalk
widths, location of passenger and commercial loading, driveway curb cuts, and on-street parking regulations
will be refined and confirmed during the final design phase of the project. Any changes to the street network
changes components of the Plan as part of the final design phase will be assessed to determine whether
additional environmental review is required. Further, as stated below, the street network change projects would
be designed to meet City, National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO), California Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), and Federal Highway Association (FHWA) recommendations and
standards, as appropriate. In addition, the Draft EIR and TIS include numerous figures that help communicate
the extents and components of the Plan, as well as its potential effect on the transportation network. These
include approximately 40 figures included in TIS Chapter 2.1, Project Description, pp. 25 through 84, and
approximately 25 figures summarizing the effect of the land use and street network changes proposed by the
Plan on the pedestrian and vehicular networks of the transportation study area.
Intersection operation figures are not included in the Draft EIR because, as discussed in Response TR-5,
intersection LOS is not considered in evaluating transportation impacts. However, the results of the
transportation analysis are displayed graphically as TIS Figures 65A, 65B, 66A, 66B on pp. 306, 307, 312, and
313, respectively.

Comment TR-7: Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Delivery Vehicles
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Richards.6
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.6
O-VEC.6
I-Hestor-2.3
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“And the other point -- I think we've been talking about this quite a bit. All the transit and the capacity of the
roads, et cetera, for vehicles, do they consider the change that we're really seeing in Uber, Lyft and on-demand
delivery services? I think that's important. Took an Uber over; I already ordered my Munchery dinner for when
I get home, whenever that's going to be; it will be sitting on my front stoop.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco
Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.6])

“3. The … Impact of Ride Hailing Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not
Fully Considered
“The DEIR is also negligent in assessing the new impacts of ride-hailing/Transportation Network Company
(TNC) services like Uber and Lyft. The references in the DEIR on pages IV.D-65 and IV.D-76 are completely
inadequate. Their impact can in no way be equated with bicycles in terms of traffic or environmental impact.
Their vehicles circle endlessly as they aim to be proximate to the next person who orders their services such as
rides and food deliveries. As more office space and more residences are built in the Plan Area, the volume and
impacts from these services will increase dramatically. The DEIR completely ignores this environmental impact.
“The increase in ride-hailing/TNC traffic not only increases ‘Vehicle Miles Traveled’ (the new CEQA standard
in assessing traffic impacts) it will also impact the ‘Level of Service’ (the CEQA previous standard) at many
intersections. It will also impact pedestrian safety in ways that have not been studied. All of these omissions-inadequately evaluating the transportation infrastructure needs of the current and increased future population
and the lack of proper analysis of ride-sharing traffic-- make the DEIR dangerously deficient.” (Angelica Cabande,
South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.6])

“Much of the analysis focused on the present and future impacts of transportation within the Plan Area is in
accordance with the outdated San Francisco Planning Department's 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (IV.D-1). However, these guidelines do not include analysis of TNC vehicles
(e.g. Lyft, Uber, etc.) or private transit buses (e.g. Chariot). We request that the Planning Department provide a
study and deeper analysis on the impact of these alternate vehicle transportation within the Plan Area. The plan
should include proposals for regulations for these types of transportation and identify additional passenger
loading/unloading zones within the plan area that will prevent congestion and be safe for pedestrians and
drivers.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.6])

“Uber and Lyft have started and become a disruption of traffic because they stop in the middle of traffic lanes
on the north-south street. They don’t obey traffic prohibitions. They take illegal turns and make all kinds of
weird maneuvers, and they’re disrupting traffic, and they’re disrupting Muni.
“We've also had a shift from retail to trucks delivering packages and meals. And that is massive in the
transportation analysis.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.3])
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Response TR-7
Editor’s Note: The following terms are used in this response and are defined here for reference.
For-hire vehicles: typically defined as pre-arranged transportation services, using pick-up coordination
technology with a distance-based fare system or flat-fee, which can be a shared ride or not, for compensation
through a technology application to connect drivers using their personal motor vehicles with passengers. Forhire vehicles also include food and e-commerce delivery using private automobiles, and ride-hailing from the
sidewalk often using a taxi. Different types of for-hire vehicles are may include:
Ride-hailing services (e.g., transportation network companies such as Uber and Lyft): Hailed via smart
phone application (regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission as transportation network
companies)
Taxis: Hailed either on-street or via telephone or the smart phone application Flywheel (regulated by
the City as motor vehicles for hire, Article 1100 of the San Francisco Transportation Code)45
Private transit vehicles (e.g. Chariot): A privately operated shuttle service, typically available to the
general public, enabled by technology that usually operates along a dynamically generated route and
offers bus-stop-similar service in a bus or van.
The comments raise several concerns regarding the existing level of transportation network company (TNC)
vehicles and delivery service vehicles in the City, as well as the increase in TNCs and delivery service vehicles
that the commenters assume will occur due to development under the Plan. Specifically, the comments request
additional information and clarification regarding whether both the projected increase in TNC vehicles demand
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were accounted for in the analysis and assessment of the Plan; whether TNC
vehicles or private transit buses potentially generated by development under the Plan would have an effect on
cyclists, pedestrians, and loading; and whether the City’s significance criteria used as part of this assessment
accounts for these potential effects. Finally, one of the commenters calls for the Planning Department to embark
on a separate study of the effects of TNC vehicles in the Plan Area that should include recommendations for
regulations. Finally, a number of comments raise concerns regarding the increase in e-commerce delivery
services and the effect of these vehicles in the transportation analysis.

TNCs and VMT
As noted on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-33 to IV.D-35, SF-CHAMP, the city’s travel demand model, was used to estimate
VMT from private automobiles and taxis, the latter of which is a type of for-hire vehicle, like TNCs. The observed
data within SF-CHAMP is from the years with the latest data available, 2010-2012. Since that time, the prevalence
of for-hire vehicles has increased in San Francisco, mostly due to growth in the number of TNC vehicles. SFCHAMP estimates the probability of driving based on auto ownership, household income, and other variables.
To the extent that people previously would have traveled in another personal or for-hire vehicle (i.e., taxi), but
now travel using a TNC service, this would be accounted for in previous household travel surveys and thus
would be accounted for in VMT estimates from SF-CHAMP.

Taxis are not discussed further in this response because SFMTA data indicate that the number of daily TNC trips far exceeds the
number of daily taxi trips and, while TNC trips have been increasing, taxi trips have been decreasing in number.
45
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The largest shift in trips generated by the Plan, as noted on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-32 to IV.D-35, both by magnitude
and percentage increase, is ‘other’ trips, which include mostly walk trips, but also bicycle, motorcycle, and
taxi/TNC vehicle trips. Thus, with the Plan, more people may choose to travel via walking and bicycling due to
both the increase in complementary land uses in the Plan Area (e.g., jobs, housing, retail, etc.) and street network
changes associated with the Plan. However, TNCs would also make up a portion of the vehicle trips generated
by development under the Plan. The volume of vehicle travel (including private cars, taxis, TNCs, delivery
vehicles, trucks, and private buses) is subject to roadway capacity, which is one of the key inputs of the travel
demand forecasting process in San Francisco. The travel demand presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-32 to IV.D-35
is based on a future condition in which the convenience of vehicle travel during peak periods would have
decreased due to congestion associated with the limited roadway capacity (i.e., saturated conditions). As
presented in Draft EIR Table IV.D-5, Average Daily VMT per Capita, Plan Bay Area Data, 2005 Baseline and
2040 (with Central SoMa Plan) Conditions, p. IV.D-37, the VMT per capita for the Plan Area is substantially
lower than for the region as a whole. Due to this, although demand for travel via personal or TNC vehicles may
increase, the overall number of vehicles on the roadway is limited by the roadway capacity during peak periods
of travel. Essentially, roadway capacity functions as a limit on the amount of vehicles on the roadway at any
one time regardless of if they are TNC or personal vehicles.
Furthermore, while there have been changes to the travel network as a result of TNCs and delivery services, an
increase in total VMT does not in and of itself constitute a significant impact on the environment. The analysis
of future mode shares in the Central SoMa Plan Area supports the conclusion that VMT per capita would remain
below the regional threshold, and even with the trend of increased for-hire vehicles, development within the
Central SoMa Plan Area would not cause substantial additional VMT per capita or substantially increase
automobile travel. The commenters have not substantiated their claims that the Central SoMa Plan development
and the trend in increased for-hire vehicles would result in VMT per capita in the Central SoMa Plan Area
exceeding the threshold of significance.
There is limited information as to how the introduction/adoption of TNCs affects travel behavior (e.g., whether
people using these services are making trips they would not otherwise make, or substituting a TNC ride for a
trip they would make by another mode).46 The Census Bureau and other government sources do not include
TNC vehicles as a separate travel mode category when conducting survey/data collection (e.g., American
Community Survey, Decennial Census). Thus, little can be determined from these standard data sources.
Further, the TNCs are private businesses and generally choose not to disclose specific information regarding the
number of vehicles or drivers in their service fleet, miles driven with or without passengers, passengers
transported, etc., except as may be required under California Public Utilities Commission regulations. As of the
date of this response to comments document, the California Public Utilities Commission has not made this data
available to the public or to the City for transportation policy analysis purposes. The inability to access the
relevant data hampers the Planning Department’s ability to fully assess the effects of TNCs on the city’s
transportation system and to identify related environmental impacts. Notwithstanding these limitations, the
currently available research looking at the effects of TNCs is discussed below:

A TNC has introduced an online platform with the purported goal of helping “urban planning around the world.” However,
that platform does not provide granular data in order for San Francisco to assess VMT or other impacts from TNCs.
46
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●

The TNCs Today47 report, released by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority in June 2017
provides some information on TNC trip volumes, frequencies, and geographic coverage in San
Francisco, although the study only looked at intra-city trips (i.e., those that both started and ended in
the City limits). The report, which compiled one month of pick-up and drop-off data for intra-city trips,
is an important milestone in understanding how many TNC trips are taking place in San Francisco,
where and when the trips are taking place, and the volume of VMT these trips generate. The report
found that the highest concentration of TNC pick-ups and drop-offs occurs in San Francisco’s
downtown and northeastern core, including the North Beach, Financial District, and South of Market
neighborhoods. The report also indicates that on Fridays and Saturdays in San Francisco, there may be
more than 220,000 TNC trips made daily in San Francisco, with between 130,000 and 188,000 daily trips
on weekdays. This represents around 20 percent of local VMT (i.e., trips within San Francisco only) and
6.5 percent of total VMT (including regional trips). An increase in total VMT does not in and of itself
constitute a significant impact on the environment, as CEQA criteria uses a VMT per capita efficiency
metric. In addition to omitting regional TNC trips to or from the City, this study does not attempt to
quantify mode shift or induced travel demand. For these reasons, the VMT estimates in the study, which
only account for travel within the City, cannot be compared to the VMT results from the SF CHAMP
model used for the EIR, which account for travel into, within, and out of the City. The report notes that
the SFMTA and the Transportation Authority will attempt to collect more data to study issues such as
safety, congestion, and mode shift impacts of TNCs. At this time, however, it is unknown if sufficient
data will be available to quantitatively document how TNC operations influence overall travel demand
and conditions in San Francisco or elsewhere, including the loading demand or VMT impacts of the
project.

●

The UC Davis Institute of Transportation Studies published a report in October 2017 providing insights
on the adoption of, use, and travel behavior impacts of ride-hailing.48 The paper deployed a travel and
residential survey in seven major U.S. Cities (including San Francisco) from 2014 to 2016. The study
looked at users in Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, the San Francisco Bay Area, Seattle, and
Washington, D.C. A total of 4,094 completed survey responses were collected between the two surveys,
with 2,217 from respondents residing in dense, urban neighborhoods and 1,877 from more suburban
locations. The survey responses for this report were evenly distributed between the five metropolitan
regions, Boston, Chicago, New York, Seattle, and Washington, D.C. for Survey 1, and with an
oversampling of respondents for the San Francisco and Los Angeles regions for Survey 2. This study is
a survey of user preferences (stated preference), as opposed to observed behavior.
The surveys show that 21 to 30 percent of adults use TNCs. Of this percentage, 24 percent of the adults
use TNCs on a weekly or daily basis. In other words, only approximately one quarter of adults use
TNCs and only approximately one quarter of those adults use TNCs semi-regularly or regularly, but
not necessarily for all trips. The study states that absent a ride-hailing (i.e., TNC) option, people would
have foregone between 49 and 61 percent of trips (i.e., induced travel), or people would have made
these trips via transit, bike, or foot instead (i.e., mode change). TNCs also result in “dead heading” miles,
or miles driven without passengers. Although the researchers do not attempt to quantify VMT from the
induced travel, mode change, or dead heading, the researchers conclude that TNCs are “likely” to
contribute to growth in VMT in cities.

“TNCs Today,” San Francisco County Transportation Authority, June 2017,
http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Today_112917.pdf.
48
Clewlow, Regina R. and Gouri S. Mishra (2017) Disruptive Transportation: The Adoption, Utilization, and Impacts of RideHailing in the United States. Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis, Research Report UCD-ITS-RR-1707, https://itspubs.ucdavis.edu/wp-content/themes/ucdavis/pubs/download_pdf.php?id=2752.
47
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The report also states that there is an increasing data gap between private “mobility operators”
(including both TNCs and car-share operators) and public-sector employees and decision-makers who
make transportation planning and policy decisions. As private mobility services providers continue to
rapidly expand service, they gather large amounts of data about how people move in cities – data that
for the most part, are unavailable to transportation planners, according to the report. Limited data in
the public sector perpetuates less-informed decision making, which in turn may result in transportation
systems that do not meet the public’s needs, or may meet the needs of only a share of the population.
The report identifies several potential solutions for closing this data gap between private mobility
operators and the public sector, including mandating data-sharing by mobility operators in exchange
for the use of public streets and investment in more frequent data collection efforts. For example, the
New York Taxi & Limousine Commission in 2015 approved regulations requiring companies like Uber
and Lyft to share detailed data on rides in New York City.49 However, the report notes that, while
research into data from ride-hailing providers may provide information on utilization, demographics,
and VMT, the individuals’ decisions regarding use of TNCs must be gathered from surveys.
●

The SFMTA recently released a 2017 Travel Decisions Survey,50 which used a stated preference survey.
The survey was conducted as a telephone study among 804 Bay Area residents aged 18 and older during
February to April 2017. The primary goals for this study were to assess the percent mode share for travel
in SF to evaluate the SFMTA Strategic Objective 2.3 which calls for a mode share target of 50 percent
non-private auto travel, based on the number of trips to, from, and within SF by Bay Area residents. A
comparison report to past travel decision surveys was also prepared between the years 2013 to 2017.
This comparison report found that fewer than 50 percent of trips are being made by the auto mode share
(including TNCs) in every year since 2013, and total private vehicle mode share (excluding TNCs) has
decreased from 48 percent of trips to 43 percent of trips since 2013. The report (Table 4) shows that while
TNC trips have increased from 2 percent in 2014 to 4 percent in 2017, the overall auto mode share has
stayed between 45 to 47 percent during these years. This effort concluded that since the last fiscal year
(2015–2016), the number of driving trips declined from 1.9 million to 1.8 million, even as San Francisco
saw a 2 percent overall increase in the number of trips (made by any means), to 4.1 million.

While these studies provide useful information about the effects of TNCs, many details regarding how these
companies fit into the larger transportation picture in San Francisco remain unclear due to lack of access to the
relevant data.
Although the effects TNCs would have on the VMT estimates from SF-CHAMP are unknown at this time, it is
possible that TNCs operating in the Plan Area could result in some increase in VMT per capita, compared to
that anticipated without TNCs, and possibly an increase compared to existing conditions. However, it is highly
unlikely that the VMT estimates would increase to a level such that the project’s VMT impacts would be
significant. As stated in Response TR-3, baseline (2005) average daily VMT per capita is 2.8 for the Plan Area, or
83 percent below the baseline regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.2, and approximately 80 percent
below the 15 percent below regional average threshold of 13.8. Therefore, at this location, TNCs would need to
increase per capita VMT by nearly 400 percent—from 2.8 to 13.8—in order for the Plan Area to exceed the VMT
threshold. In other words, the proliferation of TNCs would need to be four times stronger than all other variables
(e.g., density, diversity of land uses, proximity to transit, etc.) affecting VMT at this location, which is unlikely.
49

Morris, D. Z. (2017, February 5). New York City Says Uber Must Share Ride Data. Fortune. Retrieved from:
http://www.fortune.com
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San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Travel Decisions Survey 2017 Summary Report, Corey, Canapary, &
Galanis Research.
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A substantial increase in VMT could occur if TNC trips were considerably longer than other trips, if TNCs spent
a large percentage of their time traveling empty, if a substantial number of people switched from sustainable
modes to TNCs at a substantial rate, and if TNCs induced a substantial number of people to make a substantial
number of trips they otherwise would not have taken. Based on the available information, including the studies
cited above, it is unknown whether these circumstances would occur, but as stated above, it is unlikely that TNC
usage would increase to levels resulting in a significant VMT impact. The suggestion that the Planning
Department embark on a study of the effects of TNC vehicles in the Plan Area that should include
recommendations for regulations is noted. San Francisco is studying the effects of these services under the
direction of multiple City agencies. The Transportation Authority, SFMTA, and the Planning Department are
leading most of the efforts, while consulting with each other to share knowledge, methodology, resources, and
data. The TNCs Today report is the first in a series of reports that the Transportation Authority and SFMTA are
preparing. As stated in the TNCs Today report: “Subsequent reports will address important analytic and policy
questions regarding TNC activity in San Francisco. These future studies will assess TNC policies, best practices,
and a range of topics that reflect citywide goals including: safety, transit ridership and performance, congestion
and air quality, disabled access and equity, and land use and curb management.” As noted above, however,
there is to date an inherent difficulty in the City obtaining sufficient information from private TNC operators to
allow for detailed investigation.
As of the publication of this RTC document, there are not sufficient data available to draw conclusions about
these topics; any further analysis would be speculative and, therefore, requires no further discussion pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 (if a lead agency, after thorough investigation, “finds that a particular impact
is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact”).
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, speculation does not constitute substantial evidence on which a
conclusion regarding the existence of a significant impact can be made. Because, despite recently completed and
ongoing studies, the City currently lacks sufficient data to analyze the influence of TNCs on overall travel
conditions in San Francisco (including, for example, data regarding mode splits), the effects of TNCs on
transportation are considered speculative and, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, should not be considered in
making an impact determination. This Draft EIR relies on the best information available about the existing and
future travel patterns at the time of publication to provide the public and decision makers with the best
information possible on which to evaluate the Plan.

TNCs and Loading
One of the comments requests that the Plan identify new locations for passenger loading/unloading zones
within the Plan Area that would minimize potential for congestion and be safer for pedestrians and drivers. As
noted on pp. IV.D-68 to IV.D-75 of the Draft EIR and addressed in Response TR-8, p. RTC-175, development
under the Plan and the street network changes would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to
loading, including passenger loading. This is because, while the Plan itself would foster both residential and
employment growth, the proposed street network changes would result in the loss or relocation of some
passenger loading (white) zones as well as freight loading (yellow) zones, which also permit passenger loading.
Other white and yellow zones could be unavailable during peak hours due to proposed tow-away restrictions.
Among the specific locations that could be affected by potential relocation of white zones are Moscone Center,
hotels on Third and Fourth streets, and the Bessie Carmichael School/Filipino Education Center on Harrison
Street between Fourth and Fifth streets. New and/or relocated white (and yellow) zones could be permitted by
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SFMTA in the Plan Area, as well as elsewhere in San Francisco, for buildings and/or uses that have active
passenger loading and unloading needs, such as residential buildings with more than 50 dwelling units, as well
as senior centers, hotels, and certain restaurants and medical offices. However, because the Plan would relocate,
eliminate, or partially eliminate some white and yellow zones, and because replacement of white and/or yellow
zones may not always be possible due to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or lack of general onstreet spaces that could be converted to passenger loading spaces, the Draft EIR identified a significant impact
with respect to loading.
The Draft EIR identified Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading
Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones, to accommodate both passenger and freight loading. Under
this measure, SFMTA would develop a curb management strategy for projects developed under the Central
SoMa Plan, including the street network changes, that articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets,
while safely managing loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial
and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency’s development of detailed
plans for each segment of the proposed street network changes. Replacement of loading zones would be
considered, to the extent feasible. This mitigation measure would be implemented in conjunction with the
proposed street network changes, which are meant to be flexible and responsive to the needs of the streets on
which they are proposed. This means that details, including location of passenger and commercial loading,
would be refined and confirmed during the design phase of the proposal as well as designed to meet street
design recommendations and standards, as appropriate, through the design process. This design process also
includes the appropriate City agencies weighing the potential effects of proposed changes against the land use
and transportation goals of the City and the Plan. The design process would also consider on-street commercial
vehicle and passenger loading supply needs for new development.
Thus, the design of the Plan’s street network changes would consider the potential relocation of passenger and
commercial vehicle loading areas as well as be responsive to the need for new passenger and commercial vehicle
loading areas due to increased demand, and to ensure passenger loading/unloading is conducted in appropriate
locations and in such a way that does not result in significant conflicts with transit, bicyclists, pedestrians or
other vehicles, or result in potentially hazardous conditions. Nevertheless, because the feasibility of ensuring
adequate passenger and freight loading cannot be assured in advance, and because other goals, such as
provision of dedicated transit lanes, could in some circumstances outweigh the desire for convenient on-street
loading—whether for passengers traveling in private cars, taxis, or TNC vehicles, conventional freight, or ecommerce deliveries—the Draft EIR concludes that effects of the Plan, including the street network changes, on
passenger and freight loading would be significant and unavoidable.
For informational purposes, San Francisco Planning Department is currently updating the Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines,51 which the department uses to assess transportation impacts under CEQA. The
Planning Commission hosted an informational item regarding the scope of the guidelines update on September
28, 2017. As part of the guidelines update the department hired a consulting firm to collect, analyze, and
interpret data at dozens of development sites throughout San Francisco. The department will review the results
of the analysis. It is the department’s intent to calculate future loading demand separately: off-street (generally,
larger freight via trucks using building loading docks) versus on-street (passenger and, generally, smaller
freight/package delivery). However, at this point, the department cannot guarantee that these efforts will gather
51

More details available here: http://sf-planning.org/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update.
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enough data to incorporate into the guidelines update in 2018 or whether the department or others will need to
collect additional data to provide such estimates.
Nevertheless, the department addresses loading demand through a variety of processes. During the
development review process for individual projects, the department consults with the SFMTA Color Curb
Program manager regularly regarding the length, location, and hour restrictions of any proposed changes to
color curb designations. In addition, department staff leads streetscape design advisory team meetings. Staff
from the SFMTA, San Francisco Public Works, and the SFPUC are also members of the streetscape team.
Developments that trigger the large project requirements of Planning Code section 138.1 (Streetscape and
Pedestrian Improvements) and certain other projects require streetscape design review. The streetscape team
reviews the technical aspects of a development’s localized transportation impacts (e.g., vehicular conflicts with
other ways of travel along the development’s frontage, compatibility with future streetscape designs).

TNCs and Pedestrian Safety
One comment claims that growth in TNC usage will affect pedestrian safety. Although the comment provides
no specific information or examples of such effects, it may be postulated that the commenter suggests that
increased traffic results in decreased pedestrian safety. As discussed in more detail in Response TR-9 below, the
Draft EIR does not identify a significant impact with respect to pedestrian safety, in substantial part because the
Plan’s proposed street network changes were specifically designed to improve pedestrian (and bicycle) safety
and mobility throughout the Plan Area. For example, key elements of the proposed street network changes
include transit-only lanes and protected bicycle lanes, which all act to separate transit vehicles and cyclists from
any double parked and loading vehicles, regardless of whether or not they are TNCs. Moreover, the Plan would
address many existing pedestrian impediments, as well as the forecast increase in Plan Area pedestrian volumes,
through street network changes consistent with Vision Zero and the Better Streets Plan, including, where
possible, sidewalk widening, corner sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades, signalized
midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. These improvements would enhance
pedestrian conditions and reduce the potential for vehicle-pedestrian and bicycle-pedestrian conflicts, thereby
reducing the potential for collisions and improving safety. Moreover, the Plan would not introduce design
features that would result in hazards.

Delivery Services
The City’s commercial vehicle loading demand methodology is based on the most recent and comprehensive
information available in the SF Guidelines, to assess the loading impacts of increased development in the Plan
Area. The SF Guidelines methodology for analyzing truck and service vehicle loading demand, including ecommerce delivery vehicles, assesses whether the peak loading demand could be accommodated within the
proposed facilities and considers the loading demand for the nine-hour period between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. The
analysis of loading demand calculates the peak number of loading spaces needed to accommodate the estimated
demand during the nine-hour period that overlaps with the morning and evening commute periods. For
example, the loading demand does not take into account delivery trips that occur during the early morning (e.g.,
trash removal, store food deliveries) or in the evening (e.g., restaurant food deliveries). These types of delivery
trips are typically not accommodated onsite and generally occur outside of the peak commute periods when the
number of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, and other vehicles is lowest. The effects of various vehicles (delivery,
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private, for-hire, etc.) were considered in the assessment of impacts on bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit in the
Draft EIR, as described above.
Impacts of development under the Plan on loading are presented in Draft EIR Impact TR-6, pp. IV.D-68 through
IV.D-75, and include discussion of truck and service vehicle loading demand, accommodation of commercial
loading demand, and passenger loading/unloading activities. The analysis found that implementation of the
Plan would result in an inadequate supply of on-street commercial loading spaces that in some locations would
disrupt transit, bicycle, and vehicle circulation, and could potentially cause hazardous conditions and, therefore,
significant loading impacts were identified. See Response TR-10, p. RTC-175, for discussion of loading impacts
and mitigation measures identified to address these impacts.
TNCs are a relatively new phenomenon in passenger movement, and delivery services have changed in recent
years with the advent of new delivery services via private automobiles for groceries (e.g., Instacart), meals
(Munchery, Thistle, and others), and even other goods. Similar to TNCs, there is no good source of data as to
the prevalence of such services (in part because some of these services have started or stopped business only
recently), although anecdotal information suggests that personal-vehicle deliveries are considerably less
prevalent than trips made by TNC services.
With respect to e-commerce delivery by traditional freight carriers, such as United Parcel Service (UPS), Federal
Express (FedEx), and the U.S. Postal Service (USPS)—which deliver the vast majority of e-commerce packages—
the volume of deliveries has increased dramatically in recent years. From 2011 to 2016, FedEx average daily
volume (express and ground shipments) increased by 59 percent, while UPS average daily volume (next day,
deferred, and ground shipments) increased by 21 percent. In that same period, the USPS delivered 58 percent
more packages (including both parcel post and first-class and priority packages).52 However, it is noted that
such parcel deliveries are typically distributed throughout the day.

Private Transit Services
One comment mentioned the advent of private transit services in San Francisco. As of the writing of this RTC
document, the only such service operating is Chariot, which provides scheduled peak-period service from
various San Francisco neighborhoods to and from downtown. Currently, Chariot operates eight routes.53 Unlike
public transit such as Muni, Chariot riders must reserve a seat in advance, using a smartphone application. In
October 2017, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted a new permit program for so-called private transit vehicles
(PTVs), defined as a vehicle used to provide transportation to the public and charge an individual fare, but
excluding taxis, state-regulated vehicles such as TNCs, out-of-city transit vehicles, and certain private shuttle
buses. The program includes regulations that cover location of stops and routes, data collection, insurance
requirements, vehicle size (limited to 25 feet), emissions standards, driver training, vehicle accessibility, and
provision of public information. At present, this program applies only to Chariot.54 The regulatory scheme is
UPS, Annual Reports for 2016 and 2011 (available at: http://www.investors.ups.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=62900&p=irolreportsannual); FedEx, Annual Reports for 2017 and 2011 (available at: http://investors.fedex.com/financial-information/annualreports/default.aspx); USPS, Postal Facts 2017 (available at: https://about.usps.com/who-we-are/postal-facts/postalfacts2017.pdf).
Accessed January 30, 2018).
53
Chariot also provides private shuttle service to corporate clients, including some with workplaces outside San Francisco. In this,
it is similar to other privately operated, employer-sponsored shuttle buses that transport workers from San Francisco to out-ofcity workplaces, primarily in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.
54
Separately, the City has a permit program for employer-sponsored shuttles, many of which operate larger vehicles than PTVs.
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anticipated to allow the SFMTA to gain access to far more ridership data regarding PTVs than is currently
available from TNC operators.

Conclusion
TNC vehicles and deliveries resulting from increasing e-commerce are both important phenomena in
transportation analysis and policy in San Francisco. Data available to public agencies that would allow for a
robust analysis of either of these components of the City’s transportation system is largely lacking, although
various City departments are engaged in collecting information, particularly regarding TNCs. It is noted that
growth in travel via TNC vehicles, as well as increased demand for home and workplace delivery of e-commerce
purchases, whether merchandise or meals, has been occurring independently of the proposed Plan, and such
growth can be expected to continue regardless of whether the Plan is adopted. Therefore, while growth in TNC
and e-commerce delivery services is real, the Plan would have little effect on existing and future TNC and ecommerce delivery operations. Regarding private transit services, the City has better information and already
regulates such services.
Based on the foregoing discussion, the Draft EIR relies on the best available information in its analysis of
potential transportation impacts of the Central SoMa Plan. Attempting to delve more deeply into impacts of
TNC operations at this time, given the limited information available, would be speculative, and CEQA does not
require speculative analysis.

Comment TR-8: Transit Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.5
O-CSN-1.62
O-YBCBD.5
I-Hestor-2.5

“3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure … Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are
Not Fully Considered
“The transportation infrastructure within and adjacent to the plan area of the Central SoMa DEIR lags far behind
the infrastructure needs of both past and current growth. This is true, even if you factor in the transportation
improvements that are underway, such as the Central Subway.
“The Central So Ma Plan is predicated on the construction of the Central Subway that connects Central SoMa
with Chinatown. The Central Subway addresses a transit need that is long overdue as public transit for SoMa
has been inadequate for decades. Because of years of lack of infrastructure improvements, the Central Subway
is addressing a past need, not a present or future need. As State Senator Scott Wiener has said, ‘San Francisco's
unfunded transportation needs are billions and billions of dollars’ because ‘MTA has a long history of not
moving quickly enough on important capital projects’6 Thus, even with the new Central Subway, the
transportation infrastructure will continue to be inadequate.
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“There is also mention of the construction of the new Transbay Terminal just to the east of the Central SoMa
Plan Area. However, Transbay Terminal won't be completed for some time, and it is unclear whether it will
connect with CalTrain. Also, proximity to BART should not factor into the Central SoMa Plan because it runs
down Market Street which is two to three long blocks north of the Central SoMa Plan Area. BART is not only
far from the Plan Area, it has its own issues with capital obsolescence, and is hardly in condition to accommodate
dramatic growth.”
Footnote:
6
http://www.sfexaminer.com/wiener-proposes-major-fundraising-legislation-for-transportation-agencies-statewide/

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.5])

“The Regional Transit Analysis Is Also Flawed Because It Fails To Disclose System Deficiencies In San
Francisco That San Francisco Development Should Take a Major Role In Mitigating
“Over capacity deficiencies on BART are not limited to the Transbay Corridor line capacity which the DEIR does
disclose. Platform capacity deficiencies also exist on BART at the Embarcadero and Montgomery stations - too
many people attempting to board and alight on the platforms at the same time. This affects both the movements
to and from the San Francisco Southwest corridor and Peninsula Corridor as well as the Transbay Corridor. The
platform capacity deficiencies are fundamentally the result of development in San Francisco. This DEIR and
other prior DEIRs in San Francisco are deficient in failing to disclose this impact and failing to propose effective
measures to mitigate it.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.62])

“Given the expected increase in residents and businesses in the Central SoMa Plan Area, how is the City
planning to meet the subsequent increased demand for public transit and pressure on the streets? Are transit
route/schedule changes being considered to meet this demand?” (Scott Rowitz, Yerba Buena Community Benefit
District, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.5])

“You've had a massive increase -- you're supposed to have a massive increase in Muni lines based on the Eastern
Neighborhoods and Western Zone Plan. Those haven't happened.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [I-Hestor-2.5])

Response TR-8
The comments cite concerns regarding BART station impacts and the ability of Muni to accommodate increased
transit demand generated by development under the Plan. In addition, comments expressed concern regarding
the state of the transportation infrastructure in Central SoMa, and the status of planned increases in Muni transit
service.

BART Analysis
Consistent with the SF Guidelines, the impact of the proposed project on BART was conducted based on the
ability of BART service to and from the East Bay and South Bay to accommodate the projected a.m. and p.m.
peak hour increases in transit demand associated with development under the Plan. The capacity utilization
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analysis for BART is presented in Impact TR-3, pp. IV.D-47 through IV.D-49, and implementation of the Plan
would result in a substantial increase of BART ridership, resulting in a significant impact on BART operations.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements, p. IV.D-53, which could result in
additional funding that could be dedicated to regional transit, including BART, was identified. However, it
would be speculative at this time to presume that sufficient funding could be available to offset effects of the
Plan; therefore, the Plan’s regional transit impact on BART was considered significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.
A commenter asserted that the Draft EIR was deficient in failing to disclose BART station platform impacts on
the Embarcadero and Montgomery Street BART stations. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the impacts
from developments in San Francisco failed to disclose impacts on these stations. Specifically, the EIR for the
Transit Center District Plan, which would be directly served by both of these stations, identified effects on BART
station capacity on the Embarcadero and Montgomery Street BART stations as significant and unavoidable. This
assessment was based on BART’s ongoing planning assessments of station operations at the time and the
amount of increased ridership generated by development under the Transit Center District Plan. A portion of
the fee revenues collected within the Transit Center District Plan has been allocated towards station capacity
improvements to the Montgomery Street and Embarcadero BART stations.
While the City may participate in regional transportation planning efforts, including jointly seeking funding
from state and federal sources with other regional agencies, including the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, monitoring the capacity and use of BART stations would be conducted as a joint effort with BART.
BART riders generated by the Central SoMa Plan are anticipated to be split between two stations: Powell Street
and Montgomery Street. A vast majority of the riders would use the Powell Street BART station because most
of the population and employment growth associated with the Plan would occur west of Third Street and south
of Harrison Street, and many BART riders would likely use the Central Subway to connect to the Powell Street
BART station, as assumed in the Draft EIR transit analysis. Overall, the Powell Street BART station has a lower
passenger demand than the Embarcadero and Montgomery Street BART stations, has a more spacious
concourse and platforms, and has not been identified by BART as constrained or requiring additional capacity.55
Furthermore, per the comment letter Re: Central SoMa Plan Case No. 2011.1356E Comments on Draft Environmental
Impact Report State Clearinghouse No. 2013042070 (Val Joseph Menotti, Chief Planning & Development Officer for
BART, February 14, 2017), BART is supportive of the Plan as it fulfills the sustainability goals outlined in the
BART Strategic Plan Framework vision station. As presented in the letter, the Plan “will stretch BART’s ability
to comfortably accommodate more customers on our trains and at Powell St. Station,” but it goes on to note that
the City “has been working with BART to develop a funding strategy to support future upgrades and capacity
projects in the Station Modernization Plans for Powell, Montgomery and Civic Center Stations.” The funding
strategy includes near-term projects associated with the Bay Area Core Capacity Transit Study,56 as well as
planning and design for long-term transit capacity and station modernization improvements. These
improvements would supplement the current efforts to modernize the BART fleet through new trains that are
planned to begin being put into service by the end of 2017. Through these measures, the City and BART will be
monitoring and addressing capacity and quality of service issues on BART trains and at stations as they arise.

55
56

BART, Powell St. BART Station Modernization Program, Final Report, 2015.
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Bay Area Core Capacity Transit Study, Final Report, September 2017.
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As discussed in Response TR-13, p. RTC-184, the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Strategy Part IIB presents the
public benefits and sources of funding that would occur with implementation of the Plan.57 Of the approximately
$2.05 billion in public benefits funding derived from the various sources of funding, about $630 million would
be allocated to transportation, including $500 million to transit. These funds would be available to Muni and
regional transit operators to accommodate the increased transit ridership as development that would be allowed
under the Central SoMa Plan occurs.
Furthermore, the Enhanced Transit Funding component of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a identifies potential
additional sources of funding, beyond those currently identified in the Central SoMa Implementation Strategy
Public Benefits Package, that the City could pursue to supplement available funding for transit operation and
capital funding, including for regional transit. However, because it is not known whether SFMTA would
provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate project impacts, the Draft EIR determined
that the impacts of the Plan on transit would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Other Comments
A number of comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, but instead provide comments
regarding the state of the transportation infrastructure in Central SoMa, request information on whether the
City is considering transit route and schedule changes, and requests information on the status of planned
increases in Muni transit service.
The comment that cites the inadequate state of the transportation infrastructure within and in the vicinity of
Central SoMa, the need for the Central Subway, and the need for improvements to regional transit such as the
Transbay Terminal, Caltrain, and BART is noted. The Central Subway is currently under construction and will
provide improved transit access through the Plan Area when it opens in 2019. The Transbay Terminal is located
to the northeast of the Plan Area and is expected to be completed and open to transit carriers and passengers in
2018. The underground rail extension of Caltrain from the existing station at Fourth and King streets to the
Transbay Terminal is environmentally cleared, and the timing of construction will depend on funding
availability.58 In the meantime, the existing Caltrain station at Fourth and King streets, located on the southern
edge of the Plan Area, serves as the northern terminus for Caltrain and the potential future California High
Speed Rail station.
Regarding the comment that a massive increase in Muni routes based on the Eastern Neighborhood and Western
SoMa Plans has not happened, it is noted that neither the Eastern Neighborhoods nor Western SoMa plans
included Muni service improvements. Instead, in response to this comment and the comment requesting
information on whether the City is planning service improvement to accommodate increases in transit ridership,
the Muni Forward project (previously referred to as the Transit Effectiveness Project, or TEP) includes roadway
network and service improvements aimed at improving reliability, reducing travel times, providing more
frequent service, and updating Muni bus routes and rail lines. The SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project EIR59
San Francisco Planning Department, Central SoMa Plan, Part IIB, Central SoMa Implementation Strategy, Public Benefits
Package, August 2016, pp. 134–135.
58
U.S. Department of Federal Transit Administration, City and County of San Francisco, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board,
and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project in the City and
County of San Francisco Final Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report and Section 4(f) Evaluation, City Project
No. 2000.048E, State Clearinghouse No. 95063004, March 2004).
59
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Final Transit Effectiveness Project EIR, March 2014.
57
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analysis included project-level analysis of travel time reduction proposals on six corridors, as well as service
improvements consisting of new routes, route elimination, changes to route alignment, changes to headway,
and/or change to vehicle type for 70 Muni routes. The Muni Forward service improvements affecting routes
serving the Central SoMa Plan Area that are planned or have already been implemented by the SFMTA are
presented on Draft EIR p. IV.D-6.

Comment TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-SFMTA.6
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.19
O-CSN-1.31
O-CSN-1.64
O-SFBC.1
O-YBCBD.1
O-YBCBD.2
O-YBCBD.4
I-Hestor-1.4

“Page IV.D-56. Last Paragraph. The previous paragraph already lists ‘leading pedestrian intervals’ as an
improvement being implemented in the Central SoMa transportation study area. This paragraph should list it
amongst the upcoming improvements to the proposed pedestrian network.” (Charles Rivasplata, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter, February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.6])

“We are also concerned about the vulnerability of seniors and people with disabilities while walking in the
neighborhood to injury from vehicle collisions. Providing sidewalk extensions may help in some areas, but the
extent of increase in automobile traffic is under-reported in the DEIR, and the potential incidents of pedestrian
injuries from automobiles is also underestimated. These environmental impacts are not sufficiently studied in
the DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCANCabande.19])

“H. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Pedestrian Safety Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in
the DEIR.
“The DEIR erroneously concludes that the Plan would have less than significant impacts related to pedestrian
safety. (DEIR, p. IV.D-57). This conclusion is arbitrary and capricious and lacks substantial evidence. The Plan
would triple the population and number of jobs in the Plan area, adding 25,000 new residents and 63,000 new
jobs. This increase alone will increase the number of vehicles and pedestrians in the area, directly increasing the
number of conflicts leading to pedestrian safety issues (accidents).
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“As a threshold matter, the DEIR fails to analyze the already severe pedestrian safety problem in the area that
forms the CEQA baseline. The neighborhood has one of the highest incidences of pedestrian injuries in the City.
As DPH stated, ‘The incidence of severe injuries and deaths related to collisions between vehicles and
pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles is amongst the highest in the City. The situation for pedestrians is
especially troubling, as the average annual number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles is six
times higher in the Plan area compared to the City as a whole (48 vs. 8).’19 Tripling the number of pedestrians
and increasing the number of vehicles will clearly increase pedestrian injuries.
“The table on pages IV.D-58-59 of the DEIR clearly shows that the number of pedestrian at certain intersections
in the Plan area will increase by as much as 6 times – 600%. For example the number of pedestrians at Fourth
and King Streets will increase from a current level of 246 at peak hour to 1680. (DEIR, p. IV.D-58). Several other
intersections will see increases in pedestrian traffic ranging from 2 to 7 times. At the same time, the Plan will
drastically increase traffic congestion. The DEIR states, ‘The average delay per vehicle at the study intersections
would increase with the addition of vehicle trips associated with development under the Plan… more vehicles
would use Mission, Harrison, Fifth, and Sixth Streets, thereby increasing congestion on these streets.’ (DEIR,
p. IV.D-42). Increasing both pedestrian traffic and vehicle congestion is a recipe for increased pedestrian injuries.
The DEIR conclusion to the contrary defies logic and is arbitrary and capricious. (See, SWAPE comment, p. 45). As pointed out by SWAPE, pedestrian safety impacts will be much worse than set forth in the DEIR because
the document fails to consider all reasonably foreseeable projects, such as Pier 70, and 72 other specific project,
all of which will add traffic to the area. Id.
“Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith, PE, concludes that the Plan will have significant impacts on pedestrian and
bicycle safety that are not disclosed or analyzed in the DEIR. ‘Mr. Smith concludes that the Plan will drastically
increase vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian traffic in the Plan area. As a direct result, it will increase risks to
pedestrian safety. The EIR’s conclusion to the contrary is untenable. Mr. Smith states:
All these hazards clearly increase with the increase of incidence of conflicts, a product of motor vehicle,
bike, and pedestrian volumes. These are ultimately a function of the intensity of resident and
employment population in the Project area. The DEIR is flat wrong in concluding that increased
potential for conflict does not represent a hazard in the study area, especially when the areas of conflict
are also areas of undisclosed increases in traffic congestion that intensify the failure to perceive the
conflict or induce behavior that results in crashes.
The DEIR is further unreasonable and unsupported in its assertion on page IV.D- 41 that street network
changes would reduce the potential for conflicts to the extent that it would reduce the incidence of
conflict to levels such that would make the traffic hazards of implementation of the plan less than
significant. It has conducted no analysis of conflict incidence with and without the Plan Project and with
and without the Project’s purported roadway improvements. In fact, it has not relied in any way on the
statistical records of accidents by location, type, movement pattern, and participant actions and
impairments that are readily available to the City20. The entire analysis on this topic is inadequate and
must be revised and recirculated in draft status. (Smith Comment, pp. 6–7).”
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Footnotes:
19
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities, Health Assessment: Central
Corridor Plan, p. 3 (Nov. 30, 2012)
20
We refer to the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) in which the California Highway Patrol receives all
traffic reports from all jurisdictions in the state and produces summaries by jurisdiction, by road segment and intersection
location, by types of vehicle involved, movements, and causal factors including operator impairments or road deficiencies.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.31])

“The DEIR’s Traffic Hazards Analysis (Impact TR-2) Is Contrary To Fundamental Engineering Principles
“The DEIR Traffic Analysis runs contrary to fundamental engineering principles. It narrowly defines traffic
hazard as ‘a structure, object, or vegetation that obstructs, hinders, or impairs reasonable and safe view by drivers of other
vehicles, pedestrians or bicyclists traveling on the same street and restricts the ability of the driver to stop the motor vehicle
without danger of an ensuing collision.’ It acknowledges that ‘new development under the plan would bring more people
into the area, which would result in an increase in the potential for conflicts between vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians,’
while explaining that ‘conflicts are located where pedestrians, bicyclists, and/or drivers cross, merge, or diverge’.
However, it unreasonably claims that increases in the rate of potential for conflicts by itself does not represent
a traffic hazard (as so narrowly defined by the DEIR).
“In fact, exposure to conflict is fundamental to defining accident hazard in engineering practice. Intersection
accident rates and expected rates for the intersection type are defined in crashes per million annual vehicle
crossings (theoretically including, as defined in the California Vehicle Code, bicycles as a vehicle). Road segment
accident rates are defined as crashes per million vehicle-miles. The reasons why incidence of conflict is directly
related to incidence of conflict are many. Urban roads are normally designed to meet the various design
standards cited in the DEIR at page IV.D-41 or, when they don’t and result in high accident occurrence or
particularly severe accidents are subjected to remedial measures. The principal reason for urban motor vehiclemotor vehicle, motor vehicle – bicycle, motor vehicle – pedestrian or bicycle – pedestrian collisions is actions or
omissions on the part of the driver, bicyclist or pedestrian (the principals) or both parties. Increases in the
incidence of conflicts such as the Project would cause increase the hazard that actions or omissions of the
principals would occur at a conflict point, hence increasing crashes. For example, in traffic congested situations,
all of the principals may take actions where the potential for crashes is increased. For instance, where there is
heavy queuing and blockages, pedestrians and bicyclists may be induced to cross against the indications of the
traffic signal. Drivers may be motivated to make sudden movements without considering all the possible
conflicts (for example but not limited to, the driver attempting to make a right-turn-on-red that perceives a
limited gap in oncoming traffic to their left that attempts to make the move without checking for the pedestrian
entering the crosswalk on their right or the bicyclist overtaking them on their right). Other types of crash hazards
that increase with conflict incidence are, but are not limited to ones involving the bicyclist or pedestrian
oblivious to traffic conflicts because of music playing on their head phones or the pedestrian or driver focused
on reading (or sending) text messages or e-mails on their smart phone. All these hazards clearly increase with
the increase of incidence of conflicts, a product of motor vehicle, bike, and pedestrian volumes. These are
ultimately a function of the intensity of resident and employment population in the Project area. The DEIR is
flat wrong in concluding that increased potential for conflict does not represent a hazard in the study area,
especially when the areas of conflict are also areas of undisclosed increases in traffic congestion that intensify
the failure to perceive the conflict or induce behavior that results in crashes.
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“The DEIR is further unreasonable and unsupported [comment as excerpted under [O-CSN-1.31] above].”
(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.64])

“By your department’s analysis, development associated with the Plan would generate thousands of new trips
in SoMa. As further acknowledged by the Plan, these new trips could increase the potential for vehicular-bicycle
and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts by exposing additional people to existing transportation conflicts and hazards.
The proposed addition of cycle tracks along Folsom, Howard, Third and Fourth Streets would expand the
existing bicycle network in a meaningful way.
However, for the impacts of the Plan’s street network changes on bicycle circulation to be truly less than
significant, it is crucial that all of the proposed new facilities be implemented at a high level of quality. Given
the history of serious and fatal crashes along the Folsom Street corridor, we know that anything less than cycle
tracks designed in line with NACTO and FHWA standards along all of the proposed corridors is insufficient
and will result in increasingly unsafe conditions for bicyclists.” (Janice Li, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Letter,
February 14, 2017 [O-SFBC.1])

“The Central SoMa Area includes many of the City’s most serious high injury corridors and intersections, as
referenced in the City’s Vision Zero Plan. The EIR mentions numerous ideas to improve pedestrian safety, such
as corner sidewalk extensions, sidewalk widening, signal timing upgrades, mid-block crossings, and opening
closed sidewalks. However, the only pedestrian safety mitigation in the EIR focuses on crosswalk
improvements. While crosswalk improvements are beneficial, only the combination of improvements listed in
the EIR will significantly improve pedestrian safety. With this in mind, we request additional pedestrian safety
mitigations to be included in the EIR.” (Scott Rowitz, Yerba Buena Community Benefit District, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-YBCBD.1])

“It’s not clear if pedestrian scrambles (diagonal crosswalks) were studied as part of signal timing upgrades.
Please clarify.
“What analysis was done on the possible re-opening of the crosswalk on the north side of Folsom Street at 3rd
Street? Did you factor in that the Moscone Center South Loading Dock entrance has moved closer to Folsom
Street? This is a particularly hazardous intersection for Moscone Center operations. In the absence of additional
study, we recommend not including a crosswalk at this location at this time.” (Scott Rowitz, Yerba Buena
Community Benefit District, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.2])

“The proposed mid-block pedestrian crossing on Howard Street between 4th and 5th streets is another hazardous
area for the operations of the Moscone Center and the Intercontinental Hotel. The Moscone West Loading Dock
Entrance/Exit and the Intercontinental Hotel Valet Entrance are both located in this immediate area and operate
24/hours a day. Installation of a mid-block crossing at this location will present safety, operational and other
conflicts and should not be considered at this time.” (Scott Rowitz, Yerba Buena Community Benefit District, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.4])
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“What are the impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists related to the goals of Vision Zero to reduce hazardous
walking and biking conditions – both to persons heading to the CalTrain station and to the nearby office and
residential areas?” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.4])

Response TR-9
The comments raise concerns related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety within the Plan Area. One
commenter emphasizes pedestrian safety for seniors and persons with disabilities. Specifically, there are
comments suggesting that the Draft EIR erroneously concludes that the Plan would have less-than-significant
impacts related to pedestrian safety hazards and overcrowding on sidewalks (significant and unavoidable
impacts were identified for pedestrian conditions at crosswalks), that the baseline and methodology for the
pedestrian impact assessment in the Draft EIR are incorrect, and that the potential for pedestrian collisions are
underreported. In addition, there are comments that raised concerns about specific locations including the
number of travel lanes on Harrison Street, walking conditions to and from Caltrain, locations for pedestrian
scrambles (i.e., all-pedestrian signal phases), the reopening of a crosswalk at the intersection of Folsom/Third,
and a potential midblock crosswalk planned on Howard Street between Fourth and Fifth streets.

Pedestrian Impact Summary
Pedestrian impacts are presented in Draft EIR Impact TR-4, pp. IV.D-56 through IV.D-65. The significance
criteria for assessment of pedestrian impacts are presented on Draft EIR p. IV.D-24 and state that the project
would have a significant effect on the environment if it would:
●

Result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks;

●

Create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians; or

●

Otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

As presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-56 through IV.D-65, implementation of the Plan would result in substantial
overcrowding of public crosswalks, thus resulting in a significant impact to pedestrian conditions. However,
implementation of the Plan would not create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise
interfere with pedestrian accessibility in the Plan Area and adjoining areas. The below sections describe how the
Draft EIR addresses the comments and concerns related to the pedestrian impact assessment and safety conditions.

Pedestrian Crowding
As presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-64 and IV.D-65, with proposed streetscape changes such as wider sidewalks
to meet the standards in the Better Streets Plan and corner sidewalk extensions to enhance pedestrian safety at
crosswalks, the Plan would reduce pedestrian crowding and improve pedestrian safety throughout the study area.
However, the Draft EIR states that even with the proposed street network improvements, the additional pedestrian
trips generated by growth under the Plan would result in significant pedestrian LOS impacts at two crosswalks
near the Caltrain station at Townsend and King streets, and at the intersection of Fourth/Brannan. Additionally,
with the street network changes in place, four crosswalks would degrade to unacceptable operations at the
intersections of Third/Mission and Fourth/Mission due to the signal timing changes (i.e., increasing the signal cycle
length from 60 to 90 seconds). It should be noted that the LOS E and LOS F conditions for crosswalks do not
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represent a safety hazard, but rather that pedestrian density would increase and that pedestrians would be
required to wait an unacceptably long time to cross the street, possibly encouraging risk-taking behavior.
To address the issues associated with the pedestrian crowding at these crosswalk locations, the Draft EIR includes
Mitigation Measure M-TR-4, Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, p. IV.D-64. As described on Draft EIR
pp. IV.D-64 and IV.D-65, Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 would require the SFMTA to widen and restripe the
crosswalks to the continental design when there is a street network improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths.
Wider crosswalks at these locations would reduce the pedestrian crowding impacts at these locations to less-thansignificant levels. However, because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening beyond the current width is
uncertain due to roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the pedestrian
impact at the crosswalks would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The locations where these
impacts occur are limited, as the proposed Plan street network changes as a whole would benefit existing and
future pedestrian circulation and safety throughout the Plan Area, as presented in the following sections.

Pedestrian Safety Hazards
The existing pedestrian conditions and CEQA baseline for the assessment of the Plan are presented on Draft EIR
pp. IV.D-9 through IV.D-13. As presented there and on Figure IV.D-4, Missing Curb Ramps, Closed Crosswalks,
and Multiple Turning Lanes, p. IV.D-12, the Plan Area currently includes many impediments to pedestrian
circulation that often create an unwelcome pedestrian environment, especially for seniors and persons with
disabilities. These impediments include narrow sidewalks, a lack of ADA curb ramps, high vehicle volumes and
speeds turning into crosswalks across multiple travel lanes, peak hour vehicle queues that block crosswalks,
and long distances between intersections limiting crossing opportunities on roadways with high vehicle speeds.
This section also provides detail on specific areas where pedestrians are exposed to increased vehicle conflicts
due to multiple turning lanes and wide turning radii. In particular, wide turning radii at intersection corners
enable drivers to make turns at higher speeds during non-peak periods, reducing the time available for driver
reaction, and increasing the frequency of pedestrian collisions and the severity of injuries. As presented on Draft
EIR p. IV.D-13, these issues create a challenging pedestrian environment for the substantial number of seniors
and persons with disabilities who live in the area. The discussion on the existing pedestrian conditions presented
in the Draft EIR forms a reasonable CEQA baseline, and addresses the concern that the “DEIR fails to analyze
the already severe pedestrian safety problem in the area that forms the CEQA baseline.” While statistical records
of collisions within the transportation study area were not included in the Draft EIR, nor are required to be, as
discussed, the planning process involved in developing the Central SoMa Plan street network changes
considered available collision data (including the data from the Department of Public Health memorandum
referenced by the commenter60) to support observed impediments to pedestrian circulation and safety. Thus,
the commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR “has not relied in any way on the statistical records of
accidents by location, type, movement pattern, and participant actions and impairments that are readily
available to the City.”

San Francisco Department of Public Health, Sustainable Communities Index and the Central Corridor Draft Plan, April 11, 2013,
http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_Corridor_HDMT_Report_and_Response.pdf, accessed June 16,
2017.
60
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The Plan’s proposed street network changes were specifically designed to improve pedestrian and bicycle
mobility and safety throughout the Plan Area to address the issues presented as the baseline conditions in the
Draft EIR and to address concerns raised by commenters.
As presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-56 and IV.D-57, the Plan includes elements that would address many
existing pedestrian impediments described above through implementing changes to the vehicle, pedestrian, and
bicycle networks consistent with the goals of Vision Zero and meeting the standards in the Better Streets Plan,
including, where possible, sidewalk widening, corner sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades,
signalized midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. These measures would also
accommodate forecasted increases in pedestrian volumes generated by the Plan. Implementation of these
improvements would enhance pedestrian conditions in Central SoMa and reduce the potential for vehiclepedestrian and bicycle-pedestrian conflicts, thereby reducing the potential for collisions. For example, corner
sidewalk extensions would increase pedestrian visibility to drivers, thereby allowing drivers to begin braking
farther in advance of the intersection to yield the right-of-way. Pedestrians would benefit from installation of
up to 23 new signalized midblock crossings throughout the Central SoMa area. The provision of new crossings
would enhance pedestrian circulation and safety as midblock crossings would substantially reduce the distance
pedestrians would need to travel in order to cross the street. The presence of signalized crossings would also
enhance safety, as they would reduce the propensity to jaywalk across the multi-lane streets in the Plan Area.
Pedestrian crossing times would be similar to those at adjacent intersections, and would be timed to
accommodate the expected walking speed of between 2.4 to 3.1 feet per second. These pedestrian facilities
would meet the required design standards set forth by NACTO, FHWA, CA MUTCD, Americans with
Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines, and the SF Vision Zero program to ensure that the designs serve the
needs of the residents and workers in the Plan Area, especially for seniors and persons with disabilities.
The CEQA checklist defines a traffic hazard as a design feature, such as sharp turns or dangerous intersections,
or incompatible uses. As discussed in Draft EIR Impact TR-2, p. IV.D-43, implementation of the Central SoMa
Plan would not introduce any unusual design features that would result in traffic hazards. However, the
pedestrian impact analysis in Draft EIR Impact TR-4, pp. IV.D-56 through IV.D-65, included a pedestrian safety
hazards assessment that considered the impact of increased pedestrian, vehicle, and bicycle travel, and potential
increase in conflicts between the modes. The assessment described how the street network changes would
address existing deficiencies in the network, accommodate increase in travel by all modes, and enhance
pedestrian safety, and would not result in new hazards to pedestrians.
Under CEQA, the Plan would only result in a significant impact related to safety hazards if it would create new
hazards or substantially exacerbate existing hazards. Contrary to commenter Drury’s statement that “the DEIR
is flat wrong in concluding that increased potential for conflict does not represent a hazard,” an increase in
traffic volumes does not represent an exacerbated existing or new hazard. Existing or new pedestrians would
be exposed to existing hazards and conflict points, rather than new hazards and conflict points created by the
Plan. In fact, as discussed on Draft EIR p. IV.D-56, the Plan would generally reduce pedestrian safety hazards
by ensuring that any street network changes, when designed, would be reviewed by SFMTA’s Transportation
Advisory Staff Committee (TASC), including the San Francisco Fire Department along with other City agencies.
This robust design process ensures streetscape elements or development projects do not introduce hazards and
are consistent with these best practice design standards. Therefore, the Draft EIR is reasonable when it makes
the conclusion that overall implementation of the Plan’s street network changes would reduce safety hazards
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for pedestrians within Central SoMa by providing a combination of improvements aimed at accommodating
increases in pedestrian volumes and reducing the potential for collisions (e.g., providing new signals and
midblock crossings, reducing the number of mixed-flow travel lanes and reducing vehicle travel speeds, new
and improved crosswalks, etc.). The commenter claims that the Draft EIR’s conclusion is unreasonable, but
offers no evidence that demonstrates that the proven transportation engineering measures that would be
implemented, and that have been nationally recognized as effective in building safe and sustainable streets,
would not address existing hazards and would minimize future conflicts with implementation of the Plan.
The commenter claims that no quantitative analysis of conflict incidence without and with development under
the Plan, and without and with the street network changes was conducted. However, the commenter provides
no evidence that such an analysis is required under CEQA. Forecasts of future conflict incidences on an area
wide Plan level that take into account countermeasures proposed for the transportation network are not possible
to develop because no site-specific analysis has been conducted, given the programmatic nature of the Draft EIR
analysis. The traffic engineering analysis requested by the commenter is appropriate for each specific street
improvement, which would be undertaken by SFTMA and, as stated above, each improvement would be
reviewed TASC. Therefore, the lack of such an analysis does not render the transportation impact analysis as
inadequate. As noted above, the planning process involved in developing the Central SoMa Plan street network
changes analyzed in the Draft EIR did consider available collision data, as well as additional analyses of
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle circulation in the Plan Area. Thus, based on the above, the Draft EIR presents a
comprehensive qualitative assessment of the Plan’s effects on safety and right-of-way issues, potential
worsening of existing, or creation of new, safety hazards, and conflicts with bicycles, transit, and vehicles.

Pedestrian and Vehicle Volumes
The fact that development under the Plan would result in a substantial increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and
vehicle trips in Central SoMa is not in dispute. As noted on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-32 through IV.D-35, the travel
demand associated with the Plan’s projected growth in residential units and jobs, as well as changes in travel
patterns associated with the Plan’s proposed street network changes, were estimated based on output from SFCHAMP model. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated as
consistent with FHWA guidelines to represent existing and future transportation conditions in San Francisco.
The future transportation conditions include overall citywide growth and other reasonably foreseeable future
development and transportation projects within Central SoMa and the vicinity. As presented in the “Overview”
section of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, the detailed description of
cumulative development projects includes Piers 70–72, and other projects that were identified as missing by
commenters. As addressed in Response TR-4, p. RTC-143, the automobile and pedestrian trips presented in the
Draft EIR reflect the outputs of this validated model that reflects existing and future conditions, and there are
not “undisclosed increases in traffic congestion” that could induce behavior that results in more collisions. The
future traffic congestion is adequately presented in the Draft EIR, and there is no data supporting the claim of
the commenter that congestion directly increases the likelihood of behaviors that results in higher collision rates.
Therefore, the Draft EIR does not underreport the number of automobile or pedestrian trips and does not
underreport potential incidents of pedestrian injuries.

Location-Specific Comments
The below responses relate to specific locations cited by commenters.
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O-SFBC.1
The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition’s comment regarding the need to provide bicycle facilities implemented at
a high level of quality to reduce conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles, and to enhance bicyclist
safety, is noted. The Central SoMa Plan would provide protected bicycle lanes on Folsom, Third, and Fourth
streets and would upgrade the existing bicycle lanes on Howard Street. The bicycle facilities would be designed
in line with NACTO, California MUTCD, and FHWA recommendations and standards along all of the proposed
corridors, the Plan would require that any street network changes, when designed, would be reviewed by
SFMTA’s TASC. This robust design process ensures streetscape elements or development projects do not
introduce hazards for bicyclists and are consistent with these best practice design standards and the SF Vision
Zero program.
As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR acknowledged that development under the Plan could increase the
potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts by exposing additional people to existing
transportation conflicts and hazards. Under CEQA, the Plan would only result in a significant impact related to
safety hazards if it would create new hazards or substantially exacerbate existing hazards. This additional
exposure of new transportation system users to existing hazards would not be considered creation of a new
hazard, and would not adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Furthermore, by physically separating
bicyclists from vehicle traffic, the proposed protected bicycle lanes would offer a higher level of security than
bicycle lanes, and impacts on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.

I-Hestor-1.4
As described on Draft EIR p. IV.D-56, Vision Zero SF is a road safety policy focused on eliminating traffic deaths
in San Francisco by 2024. SFMTA, in collaboration with other City agencies, prioritized over 24 street
engineering projects and improvements on high-injury corridors at more than 170 locations (identified through
the WalkFirst pedestrian safety planning process) and bicycle-related safety improvement projects. A number
of Vision Zero projects have already been implemented within the Central SoMa transportation study area and
include improvements such as new traffic signals, leading pedestrian intervals, continental crosswalks, corner
sidewalk extensions, turn restrictions, and audible/accessible pedestrian signals. The Central SoMa Plan street
network changes are consistent with the types of improvements implemented under Vision Zero to enhance
pedestrian and bicycle safety. Therefore, the enhancements to pedestrian circulation and safety as a result of the
Central SoMa Plan street network changes would meet the goals of Vision Zero.
In the vicinity of the Caltrain station and nearby office and residential areas, the Plan proposes wider sidewalks
and sidewalk extensions on streets crossing Fourth Street between Brannan and Mission streets and wider
sidewalks on Fourth and Third streets between Folsom and Market streets. These sidewalk widenings would
be in addition to intersection improvements such as leading pedestrian intervals and continental crosswalks.

O-YBCBD.2
In response to the Yerba Buena Community Benefit District’s question on the proposed re-opening of the
crosswalk on the north side of Folsom Street at Third Street, this crosswalk would be signal controlled, with
continental crosswalks, and include a leading pedestrian interval to ensure that the design increases the visibility
between pedestrians and vehicles. The impact of the new crosswalk was assessed qualitatively based on the
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street network changes on both Third Street and Folsom Street, and considering the planned changes to the
onsite loading access to the Moscone South loading area.

O-YBCBD.4
In response to the Yerba Buena Community Benefit District’s question about the proposed mid-block crossing
on Howard between Fourth and Fifth streets, this signalized crossing is proposed to be located east of the
loading docks and passenger-loading zone under the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option. Placing the signalized
crossing upstream of the loading areas ensures that queues from the signal do not block the loading areas and
minimize potential conflicts between modes. While the exact location of this crossing has not been determined,
as part of detail design of the street, its location would be determined considering both truck and passenger
loading facilities associated with the Moscone West Loading Dock Entrance/Exit and the Intercontinental Hotel
Valet Entrance. The impact of the midblock crossing was assessed qualitatively based on the street network
changes proposed for the Howard/Folsom One-Way and Howard/Folsom Two-Way options.

O-CSN-1.31
This comment raises concerns that, with implementation of the Plan, pedestrian volumes would increase by as
much as six times existing volumes, or 600 percent, and specifically cited pedestrian volume growth at the
intersection of Fourth/King in Draft EIR Table IV.D-12, Pedestrian Crosswalk Level of Service—Weekday
Midday Peak Hour—Existing and Existing plus Plan Conditions, p. IV-D.58. All information in this table was
reviewed, and at five of the ten study intersections (i.e., intersections of Fourth Street with Harrison, Bryant,
Brannan, Townsend, and King streets), the existing midday peak hour pedestrian volumes were incorrectly
recorded in the table. In response to the comment, as shown on the following page, corrections were made to
Table IV.D-12 (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined).
The corrected pedestrian volumes on Table IV.D-12 show that the number of pedestrians at intersections on
Fourth Street south of Brannan Street is projected to approximately double (e.g., the pedestrian volumes on the
west crosswalk at the intersection of Fourth/King would increase from 768 pedestrians under existing conditions
to 1,669 pedestrians with development under the Plan and street network changes). The corrections to
Table IV.D-12 do not change the pedestrian impact analysis presented in Draft EIR Impact TR-4, as the correct
volumes were used in the analysis, nor do the corrections change the conclusions regarding CEQA impacts on
pedestrians without or with implementation of the Plan.
The comment also states that increasing both pedestrians and vehicles in the transportation study area would
increase pedestrian injuries, and the conclusion defies logic and is arbitrary and capricious. As discussed above,
the pedestrian LOS analysis at crosswalks, sidewalks, and corners does not present a determination of whether
a pedestrian safety hazard exists at the location but, rather, an indication of pedestrian density, which at higher
densities could encourage risk-taking behavior. As discussed above, while implementation of the Plan would
generate new pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle trips that would be added to the transportation network, the
greatest increase in pedestrians would be in areas that currently feature lower-scaled development and surface
parking lots, and with lower pedestrian volumes (e.g., the Plan’s southern areas, south of I-80 and west of Third
Street). The Plan’s street network changes include numerous elements that would not only accommodate the
increase in pedestrians traveling on the sidewalks and through intersections, such as wider sidewalks and
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TABLE IV.D-12
Intersection
and Crosswalk
Locations
Third/Mission
North
South
East
West
Third/Howard
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Mission
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Howard
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Folsom
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Harrison
North
South and Rampd
East
West
Fourth/Bryant
North
South
East
West
Ramp
Fourth/Brannan
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Townsend
North
South
East
West
Fourth/King
North
South
East
West

PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE—WEEKDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR—EXISTING AND EXISTING PLUS
PLAN CONDITIONS [REVISED]

Pedestrians

Existing
sf/peda

LOSb

Existing plus Land Use Plan Only Alternative
(see Section VI.F, Alternatives)
Pedestrians
sf/ped
LOS

Existing plus
Planc
Pedestrians
sf/ped

LOS

971
1,068
1,121
921

28
23
30
42

C
D
C
B

1,056
1,162
1,219
1,002

25
21
27
39

C
D
C
C

1,063
1,169
1,227
1,008

42
36
12
13

B
C
E
E

653
716
727
686

49
>60
42
49

B
A
B
B

710
779
791
746

29
36
24
28

C
C
D
C

715
784
796
751

>60
>60
>60
16

A
A
A
D

1,171
1,391
1,792
1,645

25
21
27
29

C
D
C
C

1,274
1,513
1,949
1,789

23
19
24
26

D
D
C
C

1,281
1,522
1,961
1,800

42
35
11
10

B
C
E
E

669
580
1,070
619

>60
32
>60
24

A
C
A
C

728
631
1,164
673

>60
29
57
22

A
C
B
D

732
635
1,171
677

>60
>60
>60
26

A
A
A
C

33
247
390
296

>60
53
38
>60

A
B
C
A

42
314
496
376

>60
4142
29
>60

A
B
C
A

43
318
502
381

>60
>60
34
>60

A
A
C
A

167
—
586161
278

>60
—
>60
>60

A
—
A
A

212
—
745
34

>60
—
49
>60

A
—
B
A
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—
755
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>60
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>60

A
B
A

214
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82

>60
>60
41
>60
>60

A
A
B
A
A

27
248
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31
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>60
50
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>60
>60

A
B
C
A
A
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31
10

>60
>60
25
>60
>60

A
A
C
A
A

22245
25968
473116
309112

>60
>60
>60
54

A
A
A
B

483
563
1,028
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56
41
34
24

B
B
C
D

485
566
1,034
676

>60
53
40
28

A
B
B
C

484153
29088
483113
488166

>60
>60
>60
22

A
A
A
D

1,052
630
1,050
1,061

38
38
34
9

C
C
C
E

1,058
634
1,056
1,067

38
38
34
9

C
C
C
E

300118
448120
743162
768246

>60
>60
>60
>60

A
A
A
AD

652
974
1,615
1,669

44
32
33
29

B
C
C
C

656
980
1,625
1,680

44
32
33
29

B
C
C
C

SOURCE:
SF Planning Department, Fehr & Peers, 2016. Research, studies, and analysis for the Central SoMa Plan.
NOTES:
a. Square feet per pedestrian. Inputs into this metric include signal cycle length, pedestrian green time, crosswalk square footage, and pedestrian
volumes. Changes to any of these inputs across the scenarios (e.g., change in signal cycle from 60 to 90 seconds) lead to changes in the metric value
and the resulting LOS.
b. Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Shaded indicates significant project impact.
c. With Plan analysis assumes that crosswalks would be widened to width of adjacent sidewalks and signal control changes would also be
implemented. Analysis assumes implementation of Howard/Folsom One-Way Option, although pedestrian conditions under the Howard/Folsom
Two-Way Option would be similar.
d. At the intersection of Fourth/Harrison Street, pedestrian crossings across the south leg (i.e., crossing Fourth Street) or the I-80 westbound on-ramp are
currently not permitted.
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crosswalks, but would also address identified existing pedestrian safety concerns in Central SoMa by
implementing safety improvements such as new traffic/pedestrian signals, leading pedestrian intervals, corner
extensions, midblock crossings, and protected bicycle lanes. Furthermore, the street network changes that
enhance the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit network would slow vehicles down, as well as reduce the vehicle
capacity available for vehicular travel through Central SoMa. Thus, the Draft EIR correctly determines that
implementation of the Plan would reduce traffic safety hazards for pedestrians by providing a combination of
improvements aimed at accommodating increases in pedestrian volumes and reducing the potential for
collisions; therefore, the Draft EIR conclusion that impacts related to pedestrian safety hazards would be less
than significant is based on substantial evidence in the record as required by CEQA.

Other Comments
Other comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR but, instead, provide clarifications
regarding leading pedestrian intervals at signalized intersection and request clarification whether pedestrian
scrambles were studied as part of signal timing upgrades.
The Plan does not propose to provide new pedestrian scrambles (i.e., all-pedestrian signal phases) at signalized
intersection. However, the Plan proposes adding leading pedestrian intervals61 at all signalized intersections, as
well as protected pedestrian and bicycle phases on streets with protected bicycle lanes such as on Third, Fourth,
Folsom, and Howard streets. These measures would reduce the potential for conflicts between turning vehicles
and pedestrians and bicyclists. In response to SFMTA’s comment noting that leading pedestrian intervals should
be listed among the upcoming improvements to the pedestrian network on Draft EIR p. IV.D-56, these are part
of the pedestrian signal timing upgrades that are listed; therefore, additional edits are not required.

Comment TR-10: Loading Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-Freeman.1
O-YBCBD.3
O-YBCBD.6
O-YBCBD.7

“On behalf of Freeman Expositions Inc., which stages 80 percent of Moscone Center's events, the San Francisco
Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco Travel, Hotel Council of San Francisco as well as a coalition of organized
labor organizations who work at Moscone, we wish to share our comments on the Central SoMa Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) issued in December 2016.
“Moscone Center is the principal venue for San Francisco's multi-billion dollar convention industry. During the
2015-16 fiscal year, thousands of locally employed and well-compensated tradespeople constructed, staged and

Leading pedestrian intervals typically provide pedestrians a 3- to 5-second head start when entering an intersection with a
corresponding green signal in the same direction of travel. They also enhance the visibility of pedestrians in the intersection and
reinforce their right-of-way over turning vehicles.
61
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dismantled 114 different events. We are concerned about potential changes to road traffic controls near Moscone
Center and how they will impact these workers and convention operations.
“Our 24-hour/7-day a week convention operations depend on Moscone’s trucking access as it exists –specifically
keeping Howard and Folsom Streets between 3rd and 4th streets one way. This traffic configuration was
thoroughly vetted in stakeholder meetings with neighborhood and business leaders many years ago to
accommodate the large trucks and shuttle buses that service the Moscone schedule of events. This solution has
worked well given our dense urban environment.
“As part of the expansion, the new Moscone Center South Loading Dock entrance on 3rd Street has shifted south
some 75 feet closer to the Folsom Street corner. Large trucks making the turn from Folsom Street onto 3rd Street
and into the loading dock entrance will require a wider swing area, often from the second or middle lane of
Folsom Street.
“It is critical that the Folsom Street north curb lane between 3rd and 4th Streets remains unchanged and available
for this purpose.” (Bill Kuehnle, Freeman Expositions Inc., June 27, 2017 [O-Freeman.1])

“The north curb lane of Folsom Street between 3rd and 4th streets is important to operations at Moscone Center.
It is often utilized for queuing freight trucks and/or shuttle buses. In addition, the new Moscone Center South
Loading Dock entrance on 3rd Street has shifted south, closer to the Folsom Street corner. Large trucks making
the turn from Folsom Street onto 3rd Street and into the loading dock entrance will require a wider swing, often
from the 2nd or middle lane of Folsom Street. It's critical that the north curb lane of Folsom Street between 3rd
and 4th streets remains unchanged and available for this purpose.” (Scott Rowitz, Yerba Buena Community Benefit
District, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.3])

“While we are generally supportive of more dedicated bike and/or MUNI lanes, we are concerned about
potential changes near Moscone Center that will impact their business. Making it more difficult to move people
and freight efficiently could result in the loss of business and millions in revenue to the City.” (Scott Rowitz,
Yerba Buena Community Benefit District, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.6])

“The Central SoMa Plan Area includes freeway on and off ramps that increase vehicle congestion in the area.
With the expected increase of people living and working in the area, deliveries will increase. To reduce conflicts,
what mitigation efforts can be employed when on-street and off-street loading areas aren't sufficient?” (Scott
Rowitz, Yerba Buena Community Benefit District, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBCBD.7])

Response TR-10
The comments raise concerns that the proposed street network changes, including implementation of transitonly lanes, bicycle lanes, conversion from one-way to two-way operations on Howard and Folsom streets, and
removal of on-street curb parking, would impact existing building loading activities in the area, specifically
referring to the Moscone Convention Center. The comments also state that Folsom Street should remain one-

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-175

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

way eastbound and that the north curb of Folsom Street between Third and Fourth streets should remain
unchanged to accommodate Moscone Center loading activities and access.
Impacts of development under the Plan on loading, including implementation of the street network changes,
are presented in Draft EIR Impact TR-6, pp. IV.D-68 through IV.D-75. The analysis found that implementation
of the Plan would result in an inadequate supply of on-street commercial loading spaces that in some locations
would disrupt transit, bicycle, and vehicle circulation, and potentially cause hazardous conditions and,
therefore, significant loading impacts. As required by CEQA, mitigation measures were identified (Mitigation
Measures M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan, p. IV.D-73, and M-TR-6b, Accommodation of OnStreet Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones, p. IV.D-74). The concerns raised
in the comments regarding use of existing on-street parking for commercial vehicle loading operations are
correct and noted. As described in the Draft EIR, removal of on-street loading spaces would require existing
delivery and service vehicles using these spaces to seek alternate locations, and would result in fewer on-street
spaces being available for future development. Emergency vehicles would not be affected by removal of curb
parking or loading spaces, as suggested in a comment, as emergency vehicles responding to incidents do not
park at the curb, but instead stop within the roadway right-of-way.
With respect to the proposed street network changes as a whole, they are meant to be flexible and responsive to
the needs of the areas in which they are proposed. This means that details including vehicle, transit, protected
bicycle lanes, and sidewalk widths, location of passenger and commercial loading, driveway curb cuts, and onstreet parking regulations would be refined and confirmed at the time that detailed design documents for
construction are prepared, and would be designed to meet City, NACTO, California MUTCD, and FHWA
recommendations and standards, as appropriate (“design process”). Further, this design process also includes
the appropriate City agencies weighing the potential effects street network changes on the existing built
environment (including existing pedestrian and vehicular access to land uses, loading areas, or parking
lots/garages) against the land use and transportation goals of the City and the Central SoMa Plan.
The discussion in Impact TR-6 states that the failure to provide an adequate supply of off-street commercial
loading spaces for new projects, and the removal of commercial loading spaces currently used by existing
buildings in the area, would result in significant loading impacts. Therefore, the Draft EIR identified Mitigation
Measures M-TR-6a and M-TR-6b to accommodate loading needs and to reduce the potential for conflicts
between loading operations and transit, bicyclists, pedestrians, and other vehicles.
Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b would require SFMTA to develop a curb management strategy for Central SoMa
or within proximity of the street network changes that articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets,
while safely managing loading demands. This measure would reduce the potential for disruption of existing
loading activities, including disruption of business operations. However, because the potential locations for
replacement of on-street commercial loading spaces where circulation changes are proposed are limited, it is
unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be provided to offset the net loss in supply. Therefore, even
with implementation of this mitigation measure, loading impacts would remain significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.
The expansion of the Moscone Convention Center and revised configuration of the access and loading activities
were assessed as part of the Moscone Center EIR. Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a is part of the Moscone Center
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that will require Moscone Center to develop and
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implement a transportation plan, including for truck operations, tailored to the size, duration, and
characteristics of the individual event. In particular, inbound trucks to the onsite loading area will not be
permitted to queue along the west curb of Third Street while waiting for an available loading dock. As noted in
the comment, the Moscone Center expansion project will relocate the truck entrance to the on-site loading area
about 190 feet to the south, closer to Folsom Street. Under both the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option and the
Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option, loading access to the Moscone Convention Center would be maintained.
Under the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option, the proposed protected bicycle lanes on the north side of Folsom
Street would result in large trucks making a wider turn from Folsom Street onto Third Street, but would be able
to make the turn from the northern-most lane (and not the second or middle lane as stated in the comment).
Because the block between Third and Fourth streets is more than 600 feet in length, trucks traveling turning left
from Folsom Street eastbound onto Third Street northbound would have sufficient distance to access the entry
to the two-lane loading access area. Under the Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option, trucks would make a left turn
from Folsom Street eastbound onto Third Street northbound from a two-way street, and would be required to
travel to the west side of the street to access the loading area. Trucks would also be expected to travel
northbound on Third Street south of Folsom Street, which would provide easier access for larger trucks to the
loading area entrance on Third Street.

Comment TR-11: Parking Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.18

“5. The Plan will have Significant Parking Impacts that are Not Disclosed or Mitigated in the DEIR.
“Parking impacts are significant under CEQA. In Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego
Unified School Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1051 (2013), the court rejected the City of San Francisco’s position
that parking impacts are not significant impacts under CEQA, holding, ‘Therefore, as a general rule, we believe
CEQA considers a project's impact on parking of vehicles to be a physical impact that could constitute a
significant effect on the environment.’ ‘To the extent the lack of parking affects humans, that factor may be
considered in determining whether the project's effect on parking is significant under CEQA.’ Taxpayers for
Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1053.
“The Plan will have significant parking impacts. The DEIR admits that the Plan will create a shortfall of parking
of 15,500 parking spaces. (DEIR, p. IV.D-77). The DEIR states:
there could be a shortfall in parking spaces provided relative to the projected demand (i.e., a shortfall
of about 15,550 parking spaces). This shortfall could be greater if development projects provide less than
the maximum permitted parking spaces. It is anticipated that a portion of the shortfall would be
accommodated on-street, particularly the overnight residential parking demand, and a portion of the
shortfall could potentially be accommodated off-street in public parking facilities serving the daytime
non-residential parking demand (e.g., the SFMTA Fifth & Mission/Yerba Buena Garage). As a result of
the parking shortfall, some drivers may circle around the neighborhood in search of parking, which
would increase traffic congestion on the local street network.
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“Id. Despite these statement, the DEIR concludes that parking impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR,
p. IV.D-78). This conclusion simply does not logically follow from the DEIR’s own analysis. As such it is
arbitrary and capricious.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.18])

Response TR-11
The commenter disagrees with the impact determination in the Draft EIR for parking and states that the Draft
EIR determination that the Plan’s less-than-significant parking impact was arbitrary and capricious.
The Planning Department has found for many years that, in the transit-rich urban context of San Francisco,
parking loss or deficit in and of itself does not result in direct physical changes to the environment. In other
words, the social inconvenience of a person searching in their vehicle for an available parking space is not an
environmental impact under the purview of CEQA; instead, the secondary effect of this search in relation to
other topics (e.g., air quality, noise) is an environmental impact. This approach was affirmed in a published
court decision, San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102
Cal.App.4th 656. The commenter references a case from San Diego to support the position that parking impacts
are significant under CEQA. However, in that published court decision, Taxpayers for Accountable School Board
Spending v. San Diego Unified School District (2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 1013, the court distinguished the facts of San
Franciscans from those of Taxpayers, holding that the circumstances addressed by the San Franciscans case were
special, given San Francisco’s urban context and adopted city policies, and may not apply elsewhere (e.g., San
Diego). Furthermore, the court found that in the San Diego case, the lack of parking could potentially lead to
environmental impacts, given the specific circumstances of that case, in which a “bedroom community” would
be impacted and the defendant district did not provide adequate information about existing parking conditions.
The assessment of impacts of the Plan on parking is presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-75 through IV.D-79, and
parking impacts, with respect to the significance criteria presented on Draft EIR p. IV.D-24, were determined to
be less than significant. The parking impact assessment included an estimation of the parking demand that
would be generated by the new uses based on the methodology presented in the SF Guidelines. The SF
Guidelines reflects a free, unconstrained supply of parking at development sites, which overestimates the
parking demand. In other words, the parking demand analysis methodology assumes that all drivers who want
parking places will locate them in proximity to where they are desired. In reality, at many locations in San
Francisco, less parking is available than would be required to meet peak demand and/or the parking that is
available is priced such that not all motorists will elect to use it. Therefore, actual parking demand may be less
than predicted because some people may opt not to drive given the constraints on parking availability and
pricing. The potential parking supply associated with development under the Plan was based on Planning Code
requirements (i.e., the maximum permitted amount of parking that could be provided).
A parking deficit itself is not a CEQA impact. Rather, the Draft EIR analyzes whether that deficit would result
in potentially hazardous conditions. In evaluating whether a parking deficit is substantial and, thus, could result
in hazardous conditions or delays, the following was considered:
●

If the parking demand resulting from elimination of on-street spaces could not be met either with other
on-street spaces or existing off-street parking facilities within 0.5 mile of the Plan Area; and

●

Whether the Plan Area is adequately served by other modes of transportation (i.e., Muni, regional transit
providers, taxis, TNC vehicles [e.g., Uber, Lyft, etc.], and bicycle and pedestrian facilities).
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The analysis also considered whether the potential loss of parking, or shortfall in parking, is temporary or
intermittent. Overall, the parking impact as a result of implementation of the Plan was considered to be a lessthan-significant impact because both increased parking demand and parking removal would, in most cases, be
spread out over multiple streets; other on-street or off-street parking would be available; the streets within
Central SoMa are well served by public transit and other modes; the proposed street network changes would
further improve transit, bicyclist, and pedestrian conditions; and the parking loss would not be expected to
create hazardous conditions such as impairing visibility on narrow streets (e.g., the midblock alleys), blocking
sidewalks or crosswalks, or blocking access to fire hydrants.
Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR’s determination that the parking deficit under
the Plan would not result in a significant impact on the physical environment is supported by substantial
evidence in the record and no changes are required to the Draft EIR.

Comment TR-12: Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.17
O-CSN-1.65

“4. The Plan Will Have Significant Adverse Impacts to Emergency Vehicle Access.
“Mr. Smith concludes that the Plan will have significant adverse impacts to emergency vehicle access that are
not disclosed or analyzed in the DEIR. (Smith Comment, p. 7). The DEIR asserts without foundation that
although traffic congestion would occur, that the California Vehicle Code requires that other motor vehicles get
out of the way of emergency vehicles and because emergency vehicles primarily use arterial streets where there
is purportedly room to get out of the way of emergency vehicles, despite the fact that the DEIR admits there
would be increased traffic congestion with the Project, it asserts without sound foundation that there would be
no significant impact on emergency vehicle traffic. This assertion is inconsistent with the information in the
DEIR's traffic impact analysis at DEIR pages IV.D-41 through 43 which indicate that:
●

With the Project, 10 of 11 freeway ramps serving the Project area would be at ‘breakdown levels’ during
the AM and/or PM peak periods. Breakdown levels on the on ramps causes extensive queuing on City
surface streets that would impair emergency vehicle traffic even on arterials because other drivers may
not have the room to comply with the Vehicle Code and get out of the way quickly. ‘Breakdown levels’
on the off ramps involves queues onto the freeway mainlines. The confined ramps provide motorists
little opportunity to comply with the vehicle code and get out of the way and motorists at the critical
ramp exit points will not even know that an emergency vehicle is coming until it has slowly worked its
way toward the head of the exit queue.

●

With the Project, up to 21 of the 36 study area intersections that were analyzed for the AM peak hour
and up to 39 of the 80 study area intersections that were analyzed for the PM peak hour are reported to
experience highly deficient delay conditions. At these traffic delay levels that imply significant queuing,
even on arterial width roadways, traffic is likely to be too congested to comply with the Vehicle Code
mandate to get out of the way of emergency vehicles.
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“The DEIR's unsubstantiated and conclusory statements about emergency vehicle access impacts of the Project
must be revised and made consistent with findings made elsewhere in the DEIR.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.17])

“The DEIR's Emergency Vehicle Impact Analysis Is Unreasonable In the Face of Facts Disclosed Elsewhere
in the DEIR
“The DEIR asserts without foundation that although traffic congestion would occur, that the California Vehicle
Code requires that other motor vehicles get out of the way of emergency vehicles and because emergency
vehicles primarily use arterial streets where there is purportedly room to get out of the way of emergency
vehicles, despite the fact that the DEIR admits there would be increased traffic congestion with the Project, it
asserts without sound foundation that there would be no significant impact on emergency vehicle traffic. This
assertion is inconsistent with the information in the DEIR's traffic impact analysis at DEIR pages IV.D-41
through 43 which indicate that:
●

With the Project, 10 of 11 freeway ramps serving the Project area would be at ‘breakdown levels’ during
the AM and/or PM peak periods. Breakdown levels on the on ramps causes extensive queuing on City
surface streets that would impair emergency vehicle traffic even on arterials because other drivers may
not have the room to comply with the Vehicle Code and get out of the way quickly. ‘Breakdown levels’
on the off ramps involves queues onto the freeway mainlines. The confined ramps provide motorists
little opportunity to comply with the vehicle code and get out of the way and motorists at the critical
ramp exit points will not even know that an emergency vehicle is coming until it has slowly worked its
way toward the head of the exit queue.

●

With the Project, up to 21 of the 36 study area intersections that were analyzed for the AM peak hour
and up to 39 of the 80 study area intersections that were analyzed for the PM peak hour are reported to
experience highly deficient delay conditions. At these traffic delay levels that imply significant queuing,
even on arterial width roadways, traffic is likely to be too congested to comply with the Vehicle Code
mandate to get out of the way of emergency vehicles.

“The DEIR's unsubstantiated and conclusory statements about emergency vehicle access impacts of the Project
must be revised and made consistent with findings made elsewhere in the DEIR.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.65])

Response TR-12
The comments state that the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding impacts to emergency vehicle access are
unsubstantiated and conclusory and contradict information presented elsewhere in the Draft EIR.
Contrary to these comments, the Draft EIR provides a thorough and complete assessment of the effects of the
proposed street network changes and of subsequent development under the Plan on emergency vehicle access
and response. Emergency vehicle access impacts are presented on Draft EIR pp. IV.D-79 through IV.D-81. As
stated in the Draft EIR, increased congestion associated with an increase in vehicles and a reduction in travel
lanes was considered in the analysis of emergency vehicle access impacts. The discussion of emergency vehicle
access impacts in the Draft EIR acknowledges that while California law requires that drivers yield the right-ofway to emergency vehicles and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle passes, emergency vehicles are
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equipped with flashing lights and sirens to facilitate movement through congested streets and have the rightof-way, and emergency personnel are typically familiar with the best response routes, it is likely that the
increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of traffic congestion would
occasionally impede emergency vehicle access in the Plan Area during periods of peak traffic volumes.
Therefore, the Draft EIR discloses that proposed Plan street network changes, in combination with increases in
vehicle traffic generated by development under the Plan, would result in a significant impact on emergency
vehicle access.
Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation,
p. IV.D-81, to reduce the impact on emergency vehicle access to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure
M-TR-8 would ensure that SFMTA, to the degree feasible, designs street network projects to include features
that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles; examples of which
include curbside loading zones, customized signal timing, or other approaches developed through ongoing
consultation with the San Francisco Fire Department.
The comment also states that with implementation of the Plan, freeway ramp operations reflecting breakdown
conditions in the ramp influence area would impair emergency vehicle access on local arterials because other
drivers may not have the room to comply with the vehicle code and get out of the way quickly. The analysis of
freeway ramp conditions was assessed for freeway merge (i.e., on-ramp) and diverge (i.e., off-ramp) locations
and reflect the impact of ramp operations on the freeway mainline conditions (i.e., the freeway mainline
upstream of an off-ramp, and the area downstream of the merge of the on-ramp and freeway mainline). As
noted on Draft EIR p. IV.D-43, the number of ramp merge and diverge locations that would operate with a
vehicle density or service volumes reflecting breakdown conditions in the ramp influence area would increase
from eight of the 11 freeway ramps, to 10 of the 11 freeway ramps during the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours. Thus,
during peak periods, many of the nearby I-80 and I-280 ramps currently operate at capacity during peak periods,
and implementation of the Plan would increase the number of ramps operating at breakdown conditions by
two ramps, specifically the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street at Bryant Street, and the I-80 westbound
off-ramp at Fifth Street at Harrison Street. During the p.m. peak hour, the intersections in the vicinity of the I-80
eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street currently operate at queued conditions; therefore, the minimal additional
vehicles generated by the Plan would not be substantially different from the existing conditions that emergency
vehicles and drivers experience at this location.
The Central SoMa Plan transportation study assessed the potential for traffic generated by the Plan to affect
freeway mainline operations. While additional traffic generated by the Plan has the potential to increase hazards
on the freeway mainline, should off-ramp queues create a speed differential between the mainline travel lanes
and the off-ramp, it would be unlikely that the magnitude of this speed differential would result in hazards.
With respect to the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth Street and Harrison Street, the off-ramp is approximately
1,600 feet in length, and two of the five freeway mainline lanes directly serve the off-ramp (i.e., a two-lane exitonly lane drop). Emergency vehicles traveling on the mainline would be equipped with flashing lights and
sirens to alert drivers of their presence and to facilitate movement of the emergency vehicle on the freeway
mainline and ramps.
In summary, San Francisco streets regularly experience high levels of congestion in the downtown core and on
the freeway structure and ramps, and yet emergency vehicle access occurs during these periods. The additional
vehicles generated by development under the Plan would result in increased congestion and vehicle delays, as
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noted in the comment. However, the Plan would not fundamentally change how emergency vehicles travel
through streets in SoMa as they would not incur substantial additional delays while responding to incidents, as
emergency vehicles have right-of-way and do not have to stop at traffic signals.
Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the Draft EIR is internally consistent and fully discloses the
potential effects of the proposed street network changes and of subsequent development under the Plan on
emergency vehicle access. The determination that these impacts would be less than significant with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-8 is supported by substantial evidence in the record and no
changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-SFMTA.2
A-SFMTA.3
A-SFMTA.5
O-CSN-1.34
O-CSPO.4
O-CSPO.5

“Pages S-17- S-19. Table S-1 (Top of Page). It appears that there are minor typos. Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a
through M-TR-3c (right-hand column of the table) should not be bulleted. Please check to see that the bullets
line up with the appropriate measures.” (Charles Rivasplata, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter,
February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.2])

“Page S-20. Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Cycle Track Post-Implementation Surveys. It should be noted that
it is not yet certain that cycletracks will be installed on all of the streets listed in the text.” (Charles Rivasplata, San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter, February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.3])

“Page IV.D-54. Muni Storage and Maintenance. Staff recommend that the first part of this paragraph be revised
as follows:
‘To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed to serve increased demand
generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall explore alternatives to provide improved
maintenance and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the
21st Century report. In 2014, an Addendum to the Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century
report was prepared.’
“In addition, the SFMTA is preparing an update to the Vision Report in 2017.” (Charles Rivasplata, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter, February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.5])
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“K. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Mitigate Significant Adverse Impacts to Public Transit.
“The DEIR admits that:
Transportation and Circulation, growth pursuant to the Plan would result in Muni ridership that would
exceed Muni’s capacity utilization standard on one corridor crossing the southeast screenline, as well
as on two corridors crossing Plan-specific cordon lines. As described in Chapter II, Project Description,
the Plan would also result in transit delay on a number of Muni lines, due to increased congestion.
(DEIR, p. III-9).
“The DEIR admits that the Plan would have significant and unavoidable impacts to public transit, and that
‘substantial increase in transit demand that would not be accommodated by local transit capacity.’ (DEIR,
p. IV.D-43).
“Despite admitting this impact, the DEIR improperly defers mitigation. The DEIR states that ‘during the design
phase, the SFMTA shall review each street network project … and incorporate feasible street network design
modifications.’ (DEIR, p. IV.D- 53). The DEIR also states that the City will ‘establish fee-based sources of revenue
such as parking benefit district,’ and shall ‘establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco.’
(Id.) None of these mitigation measures are defined in the least. There is no way for the public to review the
adequacy of these measures. They are classic deferred mitigation that is prohibited under CEQA. (See section
above on deferred mitigation).
“In addition, the ‘fee-based’ mitigation has been held inadequate under CEQA, unless the specific source of the
fee is identified and the specific measures to be funded are set forth in the EIR. The DEIR fails both of these tests.
Mitigation fees are not adequate mitigation unless the lead agency can show that the fees will fund a specific
mitigation plan that will actually be implemented in its entirety. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov. v. Bd. Of Supervisors
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342 (no evidence that impacts will be mitigated simply by paying a fee); Anderson First
Coal. v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173 (traffic mitigation fee is inadequate because it does not
ensure that mitigation measure will actually be implemented); Kings Co. Farm Bureau v. Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692. But see, Save Our Peninsula Comm v. Monterey Co. (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99 (mitigation fee
allowed when evidence in the record demonstrates that the fee will fund a specific mitigation plan that will
actually be implemented in its entirety). California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado et al. (2009) 170 Cal.
App. 4th 1026, held that the fee program had to have gone through CEQA review for an agency to say that the
payment of the fee alone is adequate CEQA mitigation.
“The DEIR fails to describe any specific mitigation measures to reduce the acknowledged impact to public
transit, and fails to specify what measures will be funded. A revised DEIR is required to provide specific
mitigation measures to reduce the Plan’s transit impacts.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.34])
“Page:
S-17

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a. There is a formatting error in this table. The M-TR-3(b)-(c) elements
have been indented as bullet points.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-CSPO.4])
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“Page:
S-25

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-TR-9. This measure would require project sponsors to develop and, upon
review and approval of the SFMTA and Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan.
If construction is proposed to overlap with nearby projects as to result in transportation-related
impacts, the sponsor is also required to consult with various City departments to develop a
Coordinated Construction Management Plan. These documents would include Restricted
Construction Truck Access Hours, limiting truck movements to between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., or other
times if approved by SFMTA. The baseline hours provided may fall within times of heavy traffic or
congestion at many sites within the Plan area, and would preclude evening or nighttime construction
activities. This measure should be revised to provide site-specific flexibility and exceptions for exigent
circumstances, or require limitation of construction truck access during peak commute hours, rather
than identifying a pre-determined daytime window.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.5])

Response TR-13
One comment states that elements of the transit Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements, p. IV.D-53,
represent improper deferral of mitigation. Other comments request correction or clarification to the formatting
or text of the mitigation measures.
The comment claiming deferral of mitigation states that the “Enhanced Transit Funding” component of
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a allegedly constitutes improper deferral of mitigation because components of the
measures, specifically establishing a fee-based source of revenue and establishing a congestion-charging scheme
for downtown San Francisco, are not fully defined, and the Draft EIR lacks evidence that they will be effective
or will be implemented.
Central SoMa Plan Implementation Strategy Part IIB presents the public benefits and sources of funding that would
incur with implementation of the Plan.62 Pursuant to the implementation strategy, the Central SoMa Plan is
expected to generate substantial public benefits derived through various mechanisms, including direct
provision of benefits, one-time impact fees, and ongoing taxation. Of the approximately $2.05 billion in public
benefits funding derived from the various sources of funding, about $630 million would be allocated to
transportation, including $500 million to transit and $130 million to complete streets. These funds would be
available to implement the physical street network changes included in the Plan, such as sidewalk widening,
travel lane changes, protected bicycle lanes, new signals, and operational changes to transit, such as reroutes
and increased service to accommodate the increased transit ridership as Central SoMa builds out. Therefore, it
is anticipated that funding would be available to fund the identified mitigation measures such as boarding
enhancements for riders, upgrades of transit-only lanes, and crosswalk widenings, all of which would be within
the scope of work already proposed to be funded through the public benefits revenue mechanisms included in
the published Plan.
As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR determines that development under the Plan would result in
significant impacts related to transit capacity and transit delay. Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies three
(previously four) mitigation measures addressing these impacts: Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, Transit
San Francisco Planning Department, Central SoMa Plan, Part IIB, Central SoMa Implementation Strategy, Public Benefits
Package, August 2016, pp. 134–135.
62
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Enhancements, p. IV.D-53; M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements, p. IV.D-54; and M-TR-3c, Signalization and
Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, p. IV.D-54.63 Implementation of these measures would reduce
the capacity utilization and travel time impacts of the Plan to less-than-significant levels. The “Enhanced Transit
Funding” component of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a identifies potential additional sources of funding, beyond
those currently identified in the Central SoMa Implementation Strategy Public Benefits Package, that the City could
pursue to supplement available funding for transit operating and capital funding. These sources include
congestion-charge scheme for San Francisco and grant funding from regional, state, and federal sources for
specific capital improvements. However, because it is not known whether the Transportation Authority would
provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate project impacts, the Draft EIR determines
that the impacts of the Plan on transit would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
The commenter further states that the reference to the design phase of the street network changes and SFMTA
review in the “Transit Corridor Improvement Review” component of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a allegedly
constitutes improper deferral of mitigation. In responding to this comment, it is important to note that the
commenter quotes only a few phrases extracted from the page-long Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a. Contrary to
the commenter’s assertion that “none of these mitigation measures are defined in the least,” the measure defines
specific performance standards, including:
(1) Maintaining accessible transit service;
(2) Enhancing transit service times; and
(3) Offsetting transit delay; and a menu of feasible actions capable of achieving these standards, including
but not limited to:
a) Transit-only lanes;
b) Transit signal priority;
c)

Queue jumps;

d) Stop consolidation;
e) Limited or express service;
f)

Corner or sidewalk bulbs; and

g) Transit boarding islands.
This mitigation approach—defining performance standards and identifying feasible methods of achieving
them—is a common and acceptable practice under CEQA, and is particularly suitable for program-level EIRs
like the Central SoMa Plan EIR, where detailed information required to complete site- and project-specific
analysis is unavailable during the CEQA environmental review process. Accordingly, the proposed street
network changes analyzed in the Draft EIR were designed to a level of detail appropriate for analysis in the EIR.
The mitigation measure requires that the detailed design review consider actual transit operating conditions at
the time the detailed design is initiated to determine the appropriate methods to achieve the identified

During the preparation of the Central SoMa Plan EIR Response to Comments, it was determined that M-TR-3d, Implement
Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street, was not feasible as this measure conflicts with an approved project on Fifth Street
included in the 2009 Bike Plan. The Bike Plan EIR provides project-level clearance for bicycle facilities on Fifth Street between
Market and Townsend streets. The approved project includes removing a northbound travel lane on Fifth Street between
Townsend and Bryant streets. Therefore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d was removed from the EIR.
63
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performance standards and to assess whether additional modifications beyond those identified in the street
network changes could be implemented to further enhance transit operations on the identified corridors. The
actions identified in the mitigation measure are feasible transit and traffic engineering improvements that could
substantially lessen or avoid impacts on transit capacity and delay. The specific actions will be developed over
time in response to the actual pattern of future development under the Central SoMa Plan as needed to meet
the performance standards of maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and
offsetting transit delay. Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, future SFMTA review of the transit corridor
improvements identified in Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a during the detailed design phase does not constitute
deferral of mitigation.
As discussed above, the commenter focusses on only a portion of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a: the “Enhanced
Transit Funding” and “Transit Corridor Improvement Review” components. The commenter does not consider
the remaining parts of M-TR-3a: the “Transit Accessibility” and “Muni Storage and Maintenance” components.
Nor does the commenter acknowledge the other three mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to address impacts
on transit: M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements; M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at
Townsend/Fifth Streets; and M-TR-3d, Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street (this last
measure was determined to be infeasible during the preparation of this RTC document). These measures
identify specific transit equipment, infrastructure, and operational improvements that would reduce impacts of
the plan on transit service.
In summary, the transit impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA. The Draft
EIR discloses the significant impact of the Plan on transit; identifies mitigation measures that would
substantially lessen or avoid those impacts; acknowledges that it is uncertain whether adequate funding would
be available to fully implement these measures or whether SFMTA would provide additional service on the
impacted routes to fully mitigate impacts on transit; and determines that the Plan would, therefore, have
significant and unavoidable impacts on transit. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, this analysis does not
constitute deferral of mitigation, and a revised Draft EIR is not required to address the Plan’s transit impacts.
Some comments related to the mitigation measures do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR
but, instead, provide updates and clarifications, as well as minor modifications to the language of the mitigation
measures in the Draft EIR. SFMTA provided clarification regarding the Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st
Century report and, upon further review, requested that the reference be deleted from the mitigation measure.
In response to these comments, the mitigation measures are corrected as shown below (deleted text is shown as
strikethrough; new text is double underlined):
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City and County actions that
would reduce local and regional the transit impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa
Plan and proposed street network changes.
Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other City agencies
and departments, as appropriate, shall ensure that seek sufficient operating and capital funding is
secured, including through the following measures:
●

Establish fee-based sources of revenue such as parking benefit districts.
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●

Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a portion of the
revenue collected going to support improved local and regional transit service on routes that
serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

●

Seek grant funding for specific capital improvements from regional, State and federal sources.
Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review each street network
project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant transit delay impacts have been
identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission,
14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this review,
SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that would meet the performance
criteria of maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit
delay. Such features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority,
queue jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and transit boarding
islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times and offset transit delay. Any
subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be subject to a similar review process.
Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the SFMTA shall
establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and development in Central SoMa
to transit and other alternative transportation sustainable mode planning. This shall be achieved
through some or all of the following measures:
●

Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the pedestrian
environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the day, especially in areas
where sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and
intimidating for pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks,
narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.

●

Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from transit stops
and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access points to buildings through
parking lots and other auto-oriented entryways.

●

Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and direct
resources brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee assessments, as
outlined above, to further the multimodal implementation and maintenance of these
transportation improvements.

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed
to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall provide
maintenance and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the
21st Century report.214 The document provides a vision for addressing Muni’s storage and maintenance
needs, particularly in light of substantial growth in fleet as well as changes in the fleet composition.
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding
improvements such as low floor buses and pre-payment the construction of additional bus bulbs or
boarding islands where appropriate, that would reduce the boarding times to mitigate the impacts on

SFMTA, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century, January 2013, http://archives.sfmta.com/cms/cmta/documents/1-2913VisionReport.pdf, accessed December 31, 2015.
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transit travel times on routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8 Bayshore,
8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45
Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These boarding improvements, which would reduce delay
associated with passengers boarding and alighting, shall be made in combination with Mitigation
Measures M-TR-3c, Upgrade Transit-only Lanes on Third Street, M-TR-3cd, Signalization and
Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, and M-TR-3e, Implement Tow-away Lanes on Fifth
Street, which would serve to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along the transit route.
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d: Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street. The SFMTA
shall implement a northbound tow-away transit-only lane on Fifth Street between Townsend and
Bryant Streets during the p.m. peak period to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on the 47 Van
Ness. This peak period transit-only lane can be implemented by restricting on-street parking (about 30
parking spaces) on the east side of Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant Streets during the 3:00 to
7:00 p.m. peak period.
Two comments referred to incorrect formatting of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a through M-TR-3c in Draft EIR
Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the Plan—Identified in the EIR, on pp. S-17 through S-19. In response to this
comment, the formatting of the mitigation measure in the table is corrected as shown in revised Table S-1 herein,
in Section E.1, Draft EIR Revisions. The revisions to these mitigation measures shown above are also included
in revised Table S-1.
SFMTA commented on Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys
stating that it is not yet certain that protected bicycle lanes would be installed on the streets identified in the
improvement measure. The comment is noted. Surveys would only be conducted as part of this improvement
measure if protected bike lanes were implemented.
SFMTA requested text changes to Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements, to state that SFMTA
would explore the provision of, rather than provide, maintenance and storage facilities; however, the suggested
changes were not made as the edits are not required. The analysis of the mitigation measure acknowledges that
constraints related to funding may make all or portions of the mitigation measure infeasible; therefore, transit
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and no revision to the mitigation measure
is required.
One comment requests that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, Construction Management Plan and
Construction Coordination, p. IV.D-83, be revised to provide site-specific flexibility and exceptions for exigent
circumstances, or require limitation of construction truck access during peak commute hours, rather than
identifying a pre-determined daytime window. The mitigation measure, as worded in the Draft EIR, would
allow truck movements outside of the 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. period, if approved by the SFMTA. However, to limit
construction truck access during the peak commute periods, the text of the first bullet of Mitigation Measure
M-TR-9, Construction Management Plan and Construction Coordination, on Draft EIR p. IV.D-84 (and on Draft
EIR p. S-25 of Table S-1) is clarified as follows (deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is double
underlined):
●

Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours—Limit construction truck movements to during the hours
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., or and other times if approved
required by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic, including transit during the a.m.
and p.m. peak periods.
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Comment TR-14: Miscellaneous Transportation Comments
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.7
I-Renee.1
“Page:
IV.D
General

Comment:
The draft Central SoMa Plan has identified the potential for a transit-only lane on Harrison. In order
to accommodate this transit-only lane, one traffic lane from each direction is proposed to be removed.
However, the DEIR does not seem to address the additional lane width lost from the anticipated
sidewalk widening proposed by the Plan. The DEIR should address the interaction of these two
proposals and potential impacts on vehicular circulation along Harrison.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur,
Reuben, Junius & Rose, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.7])

“I want you guys to understand how difficult it is to walk from, let's say, Grace Cathedral down to Powell, take
BART get off at Fifth. It is scary, bluntly said. Things I would not want to repeat to you that I cannot unsee. I
just want to go to my dance class at eleven o'clock and dance with Dudley in this location where you guys are
planning all these construction, construction, construction, jack-hammers every day. My nerves are on edge.
“…
“We must hear everyone that wants to just go to a dance class safely. That's all I ask you guys, to think about
that because it's not safe right now. And you need to really understand that. I encourage you guys to really walk
the City. Make that part of your plan with all these projects. Just don't take any cars. Take all the public -- well,
you can't walk up the hill? Take the cable car up the hill.
“But, please, walk and really examine what's going on. And in this particular project, too. It affects not just the
people who live there but the people who want to go there too. Now I don't want to go there, unless my husband
goes with me. He has to work.” (Denise Renee, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Renee.1])

Response TR-14
One comment requests clarification on how sidewalk widening on Harrison Street would affect travel lane
widths and whether this was accounted for in the transportation analysis. Another comment recounts difficulty
in walking as well as concerns for personal safety in the Plan Area.
In response to the comment regarding the width of travel lanes on Harrison Street with implementation of the
street network changes, the transportation analysis accounts for wider sidewalks on both sides of Harrison
Street and a peak-period transit-only lane between Sixth and Second streets, as well as reductions in the number
of mixed-flow travel lanes. Under either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or the Howard/Folsom TwoWay Option, the travel lane widths would not be reduced from existing conditions.
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Figure F-27, Howard/Folsom One-Way Option: Harrison Street Existing & Proposed Typical Cross Sections, and
Figure F-29, Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option: Harrison Street Existing and Proposed Typical Cross Sections,
of the EIR Appendix F, Proposed Street Network Changes Detail Drawings, present the existing and proposed
typical cross-sections for Harrison Street: for the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option and the Howard/Folsom
Two-Way Option, respectively. Under both the Howard/Folsom One-Way and Two-Way options, the number
of travel lanes would vary between peak period and off-peak conditions. Under both options, sidewalks would
be widened to about 15 feet on both sides of the street, and at locations where on-street loading would be
required at all times, approximately 7-foot-wide loading bays could be installed within the sidewalk. As shown
on these figures, the additional sidewalk width would be provided by eliminating the existing permanent
parking lane on either side of the street and, instead, provide peak period travel lane and/or a transit-only lane
within the curb lane, and parking within the lane during off-peak periods. Thus, during peak periods, the
number of travel lanes on Harrison Street would be five (including one transit-only lane), while during off-peak
periods, the number of travel lanes on Harrison Street would be three. The width of the travel lanes would not
be reduced from existing conditions (i.e., 10-foot-wide travel lanes).
The detailed configuration of Harrison Street under the Howard/Folsom One-Way and Howard/Folsom TwoWay options by segment for peak and off-peak periods would be as follows:
●

Under the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option, Harrison Street between Second and Third streets would
have one westbound transit-only lane, two westbound travel lanes, two eastbound travel lanes, and no
parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be permitted
along the north and south curbs, resulting in two westbound travel lanes and one eastbound travel lane;
no transit-only lane would be provided during off-peak periods. Between Third and Sixth streets,
Harrison Street would have four westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only lane, and no
parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be permitted
along the north and south curbs, resulting in three westbound travel lanes; no transit-only lane would
be provided during off-peak periods.

●

Under the Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option, Harrison Street between Second and Fourth streets
would have three westbound travel lanes, two eastbound travel lanes, and no parallel parking during
peak periods. Harrison Street would be converted from one-way to two-way operation between Third
and Fourth streets to enable Bay Bridge–bound traffic on Fourth Street to utilize Harrison Street instead
of Folsom Street. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be permitted along the north and
south curbs, resulting in two westbound travel lanes and one eastbound travel lane. Between Fourth
and Sixth streets, Harrison Street would have four westbound travel lanes, one westbound transit-only
lane, and no parallel parking during peak periods. During off-peak periods, parallel parking would be
permitted along the north and south curbs, resulting in three westbound travel lanes; no transit-only
lane would be provided during off-peak periods.

The Department acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding personal safety and difficulty in walking
in the Plan Area. As described on Draft EIR p. IV.D-56, the street network changes include numerous
improvements to enhance the pedestrian environment.
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D.8

Noise and Vibration

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, in
Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts

●

Comment NO-2: Traffic Noise Impacts

●

Comment NO-3: Mitigation Measures

Comment NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-1.17
O-VEC.17
I-Hestor-1.5
I-Whitaker.2

“13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise ….
…
“Noise in SoMa is already the worst in the City.20 Any increase in noise levels from construction incentivized by
the Central SoMa Plan (p. Vl-44 says it would be ’significant’ and that Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a ’would be
insufficient to reduce the construction-related noise impacts to a less than significant level, on p Vl-45). Noise
levels from construction activity have not been studied in the DEIR.”
Footnote:
20
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise.pdf

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-1.17])

“The SoMa neighborhood also has nearly 50% of the major construction projects within San Francisco. However,
the annual measurement of these construction-related noises is not measured cumulatively.” (Chris Durazo, Bill
Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.17])

“Are noisy [construction] operations to be banned at times existing residents, or new residents coming into the
area, i.e. no night time noise.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.5])

“The Draft EIR is inadequate to not clearly name avoidable noise and vibration issues in the evenings and
nighttime. The document needs to be improved to state that the most noisy of machinery cannot be used in the
evenings or at night where they would disturb the families living nearby projects - again, this is how we AVOID
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these environmental impacts instead of pretending they are so-called ’unavoidable.’” (James Whitaker, Email,
February 12, 2017 [I-Whitaker.2])

Response NO-1
The first two comments state that construction noise would adversely affect the Plan Area and that cumulative
construction noise has not been analyzed in the Draft EIR. The other two comments ask about the potential to
prohibit nighttime construction activity that causes substantial noise and/or vibration.
Construction noise is analyzed in Draft EIR Impact NO-2, p. IV.E-23. Draft EIR pp. IV.E-24 and IV.E-25 conclude
that, with mitigation, “construction noise from individual development projects within the Plan Area would be
reduced to levels that would not substantially exceed ambient noise”; therefore, this impact would be less than
significant with mitigation. However, if multiple projects in the Plan Area were under construction
simultaneously in close proximity to the same sensitive receptors, Draft EIR p. IV.E-24 finds that construction
noise could be significant and unavoidable because of the potential for multiple pieces of heavy construction
equipment to be in operation at multiple sites proximate to sensitive receptors (typically, residential units) at
the same time. Additionally, the Draft EIR finds construction-generated vibration to be less than significant with
mitigation (see Impact NO-3, p. IV.E-27). The Plan-level construction noise analysis considers all potential
development that could occur within the Plan Area at a level of detail appropriate for a program-level EIR.
Concerning nighttime prohibition of certain particularly noisy construction activities, as stated on Draft EIR
p. IV.E-12, Police Code Section 2908 prohibits nighttime construction (between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m.) that generates
noise exceeding the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been
issued by the City. The purpose of the noise ordinance requirements is to limit nighttime construction noise and
prevent sleep disturbance from construction activity. There may be certain construction projects that would seek
a nighttime construction permit as allowed by the Police Code64; however, as the specific construction schedules
and construction methods of all subsequent development projects are unknown, it would be speculative to
assume that subsequent development projects would seek a nighttime construction permit. Furthermore,
subsequent development projects that are consistent with the development density in the Central SoMa Plan
would be required to undergo a project-level analysis to determine whether the proposed project would result
in environmental effects that (1) are peculiar to the project or parcel on which the project is located; (2) were not
analyzed as significant effects in the Plan EIR; (3) are potentially significant offsite or cumulative impacts that
were not disclosed in the Plan EIR; and (4) are more severe than disclosed in the Plan EIR. Therefore, any projectspecific effects of nighttime construction would be addressed during the environmental review of subsequent
development projects.
One comment remarks that annual construction noise should be measured cumulatively, given the relatively
high volume of construction projects in the Plan Area. As explained on Draft EIR p. IV.E-2, noise is typically
described based on the equivalent noise level (Leq), which is the steady-state energy level of noise measured over

All Night Noise Permits allow the permittee to work between the hours of 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. with inspection monitoring in place;
however, as part of this approval, the noise level is not allowed to exceed 5 dBA above ambient levels after 10 p.m. Work
occurring after 10 p.m. is not permitted to use high-impact or pneumatic tools or equipment, requires all excavation work ben
done with the use of hand tools, and shall not produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient at a measured
distance of 25 feet from the edges of the construction site (http://sfpublicworks.org/services/permits/night-noise).
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a given time period, and the day-night noise level (Ldn), which adds a 10 dBA “penalty” increment to nighttime
noise levels (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) so as to more heavily weight noise generated during nighttime hours in
calculating average (24-hour) noise levels. Noise levels generally vary throughout the 24-hour day, with the
lowest Leq generally recorded during the overnight hours. Standard environmental noise levels (e.g., within a
city) are not typically measured over a period longer than 24 hours, because patterns of noise generation tend
to repeat themselves from day to day; for example, traffic noise increases during the morning and evening peak
hours, and operational noise from a given establishment would be highest during normal operating hours.
Except for worker exposure to very loud noises, such as industrial processes, cumulative exposure to noise over,
for example, a year or more, is not generally regarded as a hazard. Therefore, it is generally not relevant to
discuss construction noise over the course of a year, particularly given that one project’s noisiest construction
activity is unlikely to overlap with another nearby project’s noisiest construction activity. (For example, pile
driving, which is often the noisiest activity associated with construction, typically lasts no more than a few
weeks, making two projects’ periods of pile driving unlikely to occur at the same time. Likewise, demolition
and excavation, also relatively noisy, tend to be shorter construction phases than building erection, which is
somewhat less noisy, in general.) As averaging noise levels over a longer period would tend to diminish the
resulting noise level, construction noise and other non-continuous noise sources are typically regulated based
on maximum noise levels or short-term noise levels, such as an hour or a day, but not on a weekly, monthly, or
annual basis. Draft EIR p. IV.E-23 does discuss the potential for cumulative construction noise in the context of
overlapping construction projects in Impact NO-2 and acknowledges that, despite mitigation, construction noise
impacts could be significant and unavoidable.

Comment NO-2: Traffic Noise Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.16
O-VEC.18

“The DEIR states that 74% of the South of Market neighborhood has unhealthy decibel levels ranging in excess
of 70 db. Due to an increase of intensity of traffic and construction, the Central So Ma Plan would increase that
percentage to 83-86% of the South of Market. Some suggestions to alleviate these impacts are to stay indoors.
This measure conflicts with the effort to have workers and residents walk to public transportation. SoMa Street
grids are some of the largest blocks in the nation. As a result, in order to access parks, schools, businesses or
transit, stakeholders are expected to walk nearly twice as long as the rest of the city's neighborhood blocks. And
although there are efforts to decrease car ownership and usage, the Environmental Review is silent on the glut
of Uber, Lyft and other pick up services that have saturated the Central SoMa region.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro
Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.16])

“Lastly, sounds resonating off of the high rises along Rincon Hill, Transbay and Moscone Plan Areas should
also be further analyzed, as Central SoMa developments will be occurring under very different landscape
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conditions than previous construction.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.18])

Response NO-2
The first comment alleges that the Draft EIR states that most of the Plan Area is subject to “unhealthy” noise
levels. The comment also states that increased traffic from Plan-generated development would increase noise
levels in the Plan Area, and that residents and workers remaining indoors to avoid noise levels would conflict
with efforts to get them to walk or to take public transportation. The second comment refers to sound
reverberating off existing high-rise buildings and seeks further noise analysis.
The Draft EIR does not state that the Plan Area or the South of Market neighborhood are subject to “unhealthy”
noise levels. Rather Draft EIR p. IV.E-8 says that, based on noise modeling completed by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health, “virtually all major streets in the Study Area are subject to traffic noise levels in
excess of 70 dBA (Ldn).”65 While the Draft EIR also states that this noise level exceeds the 60 dBA (Ldn) maximum
“satisfactory” noise level recommended in the General Plan for residential uses, the Draft EIR does not claim
that health effects would necessarily ensue. This is because, while exterior noise levels in the Plan Area are
relatively high, interior noise levels, where the most sensitive activities such as sleeping generally occur, can be
much lower. The Draft EIR p. IV-E.3 states that a well-insulated building can provide up to 35 dB of noise
attenuation, while a more-conventional residential building can reduce exterior noise by up to 25 dB if building
windows are closed and about 15 dB with open windows.
The Draft EIR noise analysis considers interior noise levels in order to evaluate impacts on residential receptors.
It does not recommend that people remain indoors to avoid traffic noise as the commenter suggests.
Concerning TNCs, many observers report that such services have increased traffic volumes in San Francisco.
However, there is limited information as to how TNCs affect travel behavior (that is, whether people using these
services are making trips they would not otherwise make, or substituting a TNC ride for a trip they would make
by another mode, such as private auto, transit, taxi, walking, etc.). For example, as discussed in Response TR-7,
a report from the UC Davis Institute of Transportation Studies appears to provide some evidence for the
proposition that TNCs induce vehicular travel. On the other hand, the SFMTA’s 2017 Travel Decisions Survey,
also discussed in Response TR-7, shows that while TNC trips increased from 2 percent in 2014 to 4 percent in
2017, the overall auto mode share stayed between 45 to 47 percent during these years. The U.S. Census Bureau
and other government sources do not currently include TNC vehicles as a separate travel mode category when
conducting survey/data collection; thus, little can be determined from these standard transportation industry
travel behavior data sources. For further discussion of TNCs, see Response TR-7, p. RTC-151.
Concerning noise levels reverberating off buildings, as stated in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description,
p. II-22, the Plan would allow a limited number of high-rise buildings over a relatively large area. While the
commenter does not specifically define what they consider to be a high-rise building, in the Plan, a high-rise
building is considered to be a minimum of 160 feet tall. Most height limits would remain at 85 feet or less. As
shown in Draft EIR Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-19, and Figure II-9, 3-D
dBA = A-weighted decibel, the most common measure of environmental noise, which takes into account human response to
sound; Ldn = the day-night noise level, described in Response NO-1.
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Models of Existing and Proposed Potential Building Height and Bulk, p. II-21, the potential locations of highrise buildings would be dispersed and the resulting urban form would not resemble Rincon Hill or other areas
where high-rise buildings are concentrated. Because the major streets in the Plan Area are typically 82.5 feet
wide, the angle from traffic on the street to upper stories of 85-foot-tall buildings would be relatively flat,
compared to areas with narrower streets, such as the north-of-Market downtown area where streets are less
than 70 feet wide.66 This would limit the ability for reflected sound to reverberate and would permit a greater
percentage of sound energy to dissipate into the atmosphere and limit the potential for reverberation.67

Comment NO-3: Mitigation Measures
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.6
O-CSPO.7
O-CSPO.8
“Page:
“S-29

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-la. Legislation establishing a TDM Program was adopted by the City in
February, 2017. The text of this mitigation measure states that project sponsors shall develop and
implement a TDM Plan as part of approval, the scope of which shall be in accordance with the
Planning Department’s TDM Standards for the type of development proposed. However, the
measure also states that each project's TDM Plan shall ’aim to achieve the maximum VMT rate
reduction feasible.’
These above statements may conflict, as the TDM Standards do not require project sponsors to
achieve a ’maximum VMT rate reduction feasible,’ but instead to implement TDM measures as
necessary to achieve the project’s applicable TDM point targets. The later sentence should be
eliminated, to clarify that this mitigation measure does not require project sponsors to take on greater
TDM Plan obligations than would otherwise be required by the program implemented by the
Planning Department.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.6])

“Page:
“S-30

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b. This mitigation measure requires project sponsors to implement noise
analysis for new development including PDR, Places of Entertainment, or ’other uses that would
potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise … ‘ The Department should
clarify the range of development types to which this measure would likely apply, or indicate how it
will determine whether a potential development qualifies for this ’other uses’ category.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSPO.7])

Street widths obtained from San Francisco Public Works Grade Maps (e.g., Map 320_gm and Map 006_gm),
http://bsm.sfdpw.org/subdivision/keymap/default.aspx, accessed November 18, 2017.
67
Echeverria Sanchez, G.G., et. al., “The Effect of Street Canyon Design on Traffic Noise Exposure Along Roads,” 97 (2016) 96–110;
reviewed November 18, 2017.
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“Page:
“S-31

Comment:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a. This mitigation measure imposes a range of construction noise control
measures. Plan area projects should not be required to exceed requirements of the current San
Francisco Noise Ordinance for construction-related activities.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius &
Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.8])

Response NO-3
The first comment seeks to clarify the discrepancy between the TDM Program and Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. As discussed in
Response LU-2, p. RTC-110, development projects within the Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of
the TDM Program, which became effective March 19, 2017. The adopted TDM Program supersedes Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1a for those projects in the Plan Area for which development applications are submitted after
January 1, 2018. Projects for which an application was filed prior to January 1, 2018, are subject to a reduced
quantitative target under the TDM Program, and such projects in the Plan Area would remain subject to
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a. However, this mitigation would not apply to 100 percent affordable housing
projects. As such, the following text has been added at the end of the fourth paragraph on Draft EIR page IV. E18 to explain why 100 percent affordable housing projects in the Central SoMa Plan Area are exempt from the
requirements of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a (deleted text is shown as strikethrough; new text is double
underlined):
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development
Projects, would reduce traffic noise by reducing traffic volumes generated in the study area. The
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures would encourage drivers to switch to
alternative modes of travel, such as walking, biking, and transit. However, it cannot be stated with
certainty that the reduction in traffic volume would be sufficient to avoid significant impacts to existing
land uses in and near the study area. This mitigation measure would not apply to 100 percent affordable
housing projects. As detailed in the Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification248a,
100 percent affordable housing projects generally do not include much accessory parking and data
indicates that affordable housing reduces VMT. A review of 100 percent affordable housing projects
built in San Francisco between 2006 and 2015 show that 50 of 63 projects were built with little
(20 accessory parking spaces or fewer) to no accessory parking.
In response to the comment on Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a and to further clarify the applicability of this
mitigation measure for subsequent development projects, the following revisions have been made to Mitigation
Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects (deleted text is shown
as strikethrough; new text is double underlined):
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New Development
Projects. To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project
sponsor and subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall
develop and implement a TDM Plan for a proposed project’s net new uses (including net new accessory

Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, “TDM Technical Justification”. January 10, 2018. Accessed March 15,
2018.
248a
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parking spaces) as part of project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the
TDM Plan shall be in accordance with Planning Department’s TDM Program Standards for the type of
development proposed, and accompanying appendices.250 The TDM Program Standards and
accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance
continues. Each subsequent development project’s TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform
to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at
the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h) of the
San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan,
as well as any subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance
(actual VMT), and adjust TDM measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This
measure is applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption
under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure may be is superseded for those projects that are
already required to fully comply with the if a comparable TDM Program Standards Ordinance is
adopted that (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be
developed by the project sponsor for each particular development project, and shall aim to achieve the
maximum VMT rate reduction feasible. The TDM Plan shall be developed in consultation with the
Planning Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in Updating
Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines document published by California Office of
Planning and Research on August 6, 2014, or whatever document supersedes it, and the Planning
Department TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project
Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which
are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual development project TDM measures
shall be applied from the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the
scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail:
1.

Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure
bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for
project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services;

2.

Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project
occupants;

3.

Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants;

4.

Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the
use of sustainable transportation modes by families;

5.

High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus
service;

6.

Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays,
and tailored transportation marketing services;

7.

Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in
underserved areas; and

8.

Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short term daily parking provision, parking cash out
offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.
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Footnote:
250
San Francisco Planning Department, Draft TDM Program Standards, July 2016 February 2017, and accompanying
appendices, which implements the adopted TDM Ordinance (Ordinance No. 34-17, effective March 19 2017), http://sfplanning.org/tdm-materials-and- resources, accessed on September 19, 2016 July 13, 2017.

The second comment seeks further clarification on the range of development types that would require
implementation of noise analysis for new development, as described in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b, Siting of
Noise-Generating Uses. The Planning Department evaluates application of this measure—which has been
included in similar form in other area plan EIRs—on a case-by-case basis, based on a project’s anticipated levels
of noise generation. In response to this request for clarification, the following additions have been made to
M-NO-1b, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses (deleted text is shown as strikethrough; new text is double
underlined):
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts
between existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development including
PDR, Place of Entertainment, or other uses that may require the siting of new emergency generators/fire
pumps or noisier-than-typical mechanical equipment, or facilities that generate substantial nighttime
truck and/or bus traffic that would potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient
noise (either short-term during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Department
shall require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify
potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight-to, the project site,
and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as
to be able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first
project approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or
engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would not adversely
affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed
project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels that would be generated by
the proposed use that the proposed use would meet the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police
Code Article 29. Should such any concerns be present, the Department may shall require the completion
of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to
the first project approval action, and the incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by
the noise assessment prior to the first project approval action.
The third comment contends that subsequent development projects in the Plan Area should not be required to
implement noise controls during construction in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, General
Construction Noise Control Measures, beyond those required under the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.
However, mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a are routinely applied to development
projects that could result in significant noise impacts because compliance with the noise ordinance does not
always ensure that construction-generated noise would not “expose persons to substantial temporary or
periodic increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels” (Impact NO-2, Draft EIR p. IV.E-23).
For example, the noise ordinance exempts impact tools and is also evaluated based on individual pieces of
equipment operating and not the simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of equipment, whereas the Plan
requires consideration of such instances where additional noise mitigation measures may be warranted.
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D.9

Air Quality

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

●

Comment AQ-2: Air Quality Mitigation Measures

Comment AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.20
O-CSN-1.22
O-CSN-1.23
O-CSN-1.55
O-SOMCAN-1.18

“B. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Air Quality Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the
DEIR.
“As discussed by environmental consultants, Matthew Hagemann, C.Hg., and Jessie Jaeger, B.S., [of] Soil Water
Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE), the air quality analysis is woefully inadequate. SWAPE states:
The DEIR concludes that the Plan would have a less than significant air quality impact (p. IV.F-33). This
conclusion, however, is incorrect for several reasons. First, the air quality analysis conducted within the
DEIR is based on outdated baseline data that do not accurately reflect current traffic, air quality,
pedestrian safety, and population within the Plan area. Second, the DEIR fails to account for all major
development projects currently being considered within the area. As a result, the Plan’s net increase in
criteria air pollutants within the area, as well as it’s cumulative air quality impact, are misrepresented.
Due to these reasons, we find the DEIR’s air quality analysis and resultant significance determination
to be inadequate, and require that an updated DEIR be prepared to adequately evaluate the Plan’s air
quality impact. (Exhibit B, p.1).
[Editor’s Note: The preceding paragraph is repeated as Comment CSN-1.55 and is not reproduced a second time
in the interest of brevity.]
“While the DEIR admits that individual projects built pursuant to the Plan may have significant impacts, (DEIR,
p. IV.F-34), it fails to acknowledge that these individual projects are made possible only because of the Plan and
it is therefore the Plan itself that has significant impacts, as well as the individual projects. In essence, the City
acknowledges individual impacts of specific projects, while ignoring cumulative impacts of the Plan.” (Richard
Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.20])
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“2. Plan Exceeds Applicable CEQA Significance Thresholds.
“The DEIR erroneously concludes that the Plan will have less than significant air quality impacts. (DEIR, p. IV.F33). The DEIR bases this conclusion on the allegation that growth in VMT will be less than growth in population.
Id. However, as discussed above, employee VMT will actually increase under the Plan. Therefore, this
conclusion is contradicted by the facts and is arbitrary and capricious.
“a. DEIR Violates SB 743 by Basing Air Quality Impacts on VMT.
“SB 743, expressly states that even if VMT is reduced (which it is not), the agency must still analyze air quality
impacts and pedestrian safety impacts, among others. Pub. Res. Code §21099(b) states:
(3) This subdivision does not relieve a public agency of the requirement to analyze a project’s potentially
significant transportation impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated
with transportation. The methodology established by these guidelines shall not create a presumption
that a project will not result in significant impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact
associated with transportation. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the adequacy of parking for a project
shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this section.17
“The City has done precisely what is prohibited by SB 743. The City concludes (erroneously) that since the Plan
reduces VMT, it does not have significant air pollution impacts. SB 743 prohibits this type of analysis and
requires an independent analysis of air quality impacts. Therefore, the City has failed to proceed in a manner
required by law and has thereby abused its discretion.”
Footnote:
17
OPR Draft Regulations for SB 743, p. III:15 (Jan. 20, 2016) state:
Models can work together. For example, agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip
lengths and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results. Whenever possible, agencies
should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to tailor the analysis to the project location. However, in doing so,
agencies should be careful to avoid double counting if the sketch model includes other inputs or toggles that are proxies for
trip length (e.g. distance to city center). Generally, if an agency changes any sketch model defaults, it should record and
report those changes for transparency of analysis. Again, trip length data should come from the same source as data used to
calculate thresholds, to be sure of an “apples-to-apples” comparison.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.22])

“b. Plan Has Highly Significant Air Quality Impacts Related to Criteria Air Pollutants.
The DEIR acknowledges that the BAAQMD has established CEQA significance thresholds for air pollution, and
that these thresholds apply to the Plan. (DEIR, p. IV.F.1; IV.F-7; IV.F-35).
●

Under BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a CEQA project with more than 510 apartments [or]
condominiums will have significant emissions of the [o]zone precursor, reactive organic gases (ROGs).
(DEIR, p. IV.F-35). The Plan will result in 14,400 new housing units in the Plan area – 28 times above the
BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold!

●

Under the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a project with more than 346,000 square feet of office space will
have significant emission of the ozone-precursor, nitrogen oxides (NOx). (DEIR, p. IV.F-35). The Plan
will allow 10,430,000 square feet of office space – 30 times above the BAAQMD CEQA Threshold.
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“When an impact exceeds a duly adopted CEQA significance threshold, as here, the agency abuses its discretion
if it refuses to acknowledge a significant impact. Indeed, in many instances, such air quality thresholds are the
only criteria reviewed and treated as dispositive in evaluating the significance of a project’s air quality impacts.
See, e.g. Schenck v. County of Sonoma (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 949, 960 (County applies BAAQMD’s ‘published
CEQA quantitative criteria’ and ‘threshold level of cumulative significance’). See also Communities for a Better
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 110-111 (‘A “threshold of significance” for
a given environmental effect is simply that level at which the lead agency finds the effects of the project to be
significant’). The California Supreme Court recently made clear the substantial importance that a BAAQMD
significance threshold plays in providing substantial evidence of a significant adverse impact. Communities for a
Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 327 (‘As the [South Coast Air
Quality Management] District’s established significance threshold for NOx is 55 pounds per day, these estimates
[of NOx emissions of 201 to 456 pounds per day] constitute substantial evidence supporting a fair argument for
a significant adverse impact’). The City has abused its discretion by failing to disclose the Plan’s significant
criteria air pollutant impacts. A recirculated DEIR is required to disclose this impact and propose all feasible
mitigation measures.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.23])

“Failure to Adequately Assess the Plan’s Air Quality Impact”
[See Editor’s Note above in Comment O-CSN-1.20.]
(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.55])

“13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from … Degraded Air Quality….
“Also after construction, the degraded air quality from increased traffic, increased idling from vehicles stuck in
traffic or increased ride-hailing vehicles, or from increased truck traffic will all have detrimental impacts.”
(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-1.18])

Response AQ-1
The comments state that the Draft EIR incorrectly concludes that the Plan would have a less-than-significant impact
on air quality because the analysis is based on outdated baseline data and because cumulative development impacts
were not properly accounted for. The comments also state that the Plan would increase employee vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) as well as increase ride-hailing vehicles and truck traffic, and that therefore, the less-than-significant
conclusion regarding the Plan-level criteria air pollutant analysis is inadequate.
Regarding the baseline data, see Response GC-2 on p. RTC-375 of this document, which demonstrates that the
Draft EIR’s baseline data is adequate.
Regarding the commenter’s statement that “the DEIR fails to account for all major development projects
currently being considered within the area,” see Response CU-3, p. RTC-301, where the commenter expands
upon this comment and a complete response is provided. The response explains the Draft EIR’s approach to
cumulative impacts analysis, noting in particular that, BAAQMD considers criteria air pollutant impacts to be
cumulative by nature, and projects that would exceed project-level thresholds would result in a considerable
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contribution to cumulatively significant regional air quality impacts. Although the Plan itself would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard, subsequent individual development projects that could be permitted under the
Plan could contribute considerably to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
identifies a significant unavoidable impact in Impact C-AQ-1.
The Draft EIR evaluates air quality impacts in accordance with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) methodology for assessing air quality impacts of plans at a program level of analysis under CEQA,
which was published in 2011 and again in 2017, in the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017).
As disclosed on Draft EIR p. IV.F-21, “The Plan is a regulatory program and would result in new planning
policies and controls for land use to accommodate additional jobs and housing. With the exception of the street
network changes and open space improvements, the Plan itself would not result in direct physical changes to
the existing environment. Indirect effects from the Plan could result as subsequent development projects
allowed under the Plan could replace existing residences and businesses, or increase space for residences or
businesses in the Plan Area.”
Therefore, in recognition that the Plan would enable larger and higher-density development projects than
allowed under current zoning, the Draft EIR focuses on the indirect effects of the Plan’s rezoning. The Draft EIR
therefore evaluates the criteria air pollutant effects of the Plan based on BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines using
both the Plan-level analysis methodology for the policy framework and rezoning and the project-level analysis
methodology for assessment of potential subsequent development projects, proposed street network changes,
and open space improvements.68 Impact AQ-2, which the commenter is referring to, contains the program-level
analysis. Impacts AQ-3 and AQ-4 address the air quality impacts of subsequent development projects, street
network changes, and open space improvements at a project-level. Cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts are
addressed under Impact C-AQ-1.

Plan Level Analysis
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines p. 9-2 specifies that, in order to meet the threshold of significance for
operational-related criteria air pollutant and precursor impacts, a proposed plan must demonstrate that the
increase in projected VMT or vehicle trips (VT) (either measure may be used) is less than or equal to its projected
population increase. The BAAQMD, which is the regional agency responsible for air quality planning in the air
basin, has specifically recommended an air quality analysis using VMT as one metric to assess air quality
impacts of plans. The guidelines state that a VMT increase is assessed relative to the plan’s population increase.
If VMT would increase at a lower rate than the plan’s population increase, the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality
The City relies on BAAQMD guidance inasmuch as BAAQMD is the regional agency responsible for air quality planning in the
Air Basin and is the agency with the greatest expertise in air quality analysis. Litigation over the BAAQMD’s 2010 Guidelines that
was resolved by the California Supreme Court and the state Court of Appeal left the BAAQMD significance thresholds intact,
although the Supreme Court ruled that, in general, CEQA does not require analysis of the effects of locating development in areas
subject to environmental hazards unless the project would exacerbate such existing hazards. Moreover, as stated on Draft EIR
p. IV.F-21 (footnotes omitted), the “The thresholds of significance discussed below are based on substantial evidence identified in
Appendix D of the 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and its 2009 Justification Report and are, therefore, used as the basis for
determining criteria air pollutant and odor air quality impacts under CEQA.”
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Guidelines state that criteria air pollutant impacts of the plan are considered less than significant. As shown on
Draft EIR p. IV.F-33, the Plan would result in a VMT increase of 77 percent and a population increase of
154 percent; thus, in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the Plan-level analysis
correctly concludes that criteria air pollutant impacts would be less than significant.
The commenter states that the Central SoMa Plan would have a significant air quality impact because the Plan
would allow for development in amounts that exceed the BAAQMD’s screening criteria for individual
development projects, shown in Draft EIR Table IV.F-7, Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Screening for
Expected Plan Area Uses, p. IV.F-35. Examples cited by the commenter include a project with more than
510 apartments or condominiums or an office project of more than 346,000 square feet. The Central SoMa Plan
is a land use plan (what the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines call a long-range plan), not an individual development
project, and it is, therefore, subject to an evaluation process different from that applicable to an individual
development project to determine if it would have a significant impact. The commenter incorrectly conflates the
BAAQMD screening criteria for individual development projects with the Plan-level significance thresholds
discussed in the preceding paragraph and on Draft EIR p. IV.F-21. As set forth on p. IV.F-21, the evaluation of
significance for the Plan, a program-level document, asks whether:
1.

The Plan would be consistent with the control measures contained in the current regional air quality
plan;

2.

The Plan would support the primary objectives of that air quality plan;

3.

The Plan would not hinder implementation of that air quality plan;

4.

Plan-permitted growth in VMT would not exceed Plan-permitted population growth; and

5.

The Plan would not cause localized CO impacts.

The Plan would not result in a significant impact with respect to air quality because it meets each of the criteria
listed above. The screening criteria cited by the commenter, conversely, apply to individual development
projects in the Plan Area that could be considered following adoption of the Plan. Such projects are discussed
in the following section.
Regarding the comment that the Plan would increase employee VMT within the Plan Area, the commenter
appears to refer to the information presented in Draft EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation. Draft
EIR Table IV.D-6, Average Daily VMT per Capita, SF-CHAMP Model Data, Existing (2012) and 2040 Conditions,
p. IV.D-38, shows that modeled VMT per office job in the Plan Area would increase between without-Plan and
with-Plan scenarios, for both 2012 (existing conditions) and 2040 (cumulative conditions). CEQA requires a
comparison between existing conditions and future conditions with project implementation. Therefore, the
correct impact evaluation under CEQA is the comparison between 2012 (existing) conditions without the Plan
and 2040 conditions with the Plan. (The year 2040 was selected because it is assumed that the Plan Area would
be built out with reasonably foreseeable development by that time.)
As can be seen in Draft EIR Table IV.D-6, VMT per Plan Area office job would decrease from 8.2 under 2012
conditions to 7.1 with the Plan under 2040 conditions, a decline of 13.4 percent. As shown in Draft EIR Table IV-1,
Summary of Growth Projections, p. IV-6, Plan Area employment is projected to increase from 45,600 to 109,200,
nearly a 140 percent increase, and most of the new employment being office jobs. This job growth increase would
likely result in an incremental increase in the Plan Area’s “commute shed,” the area from which employees are
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drawn. This is anticipated to result in the small increase in VMT per Plan Area office job when compared to
conditions in 2040 without the Plan. However, with Plan implementation, the average VMT per Plan Area office
job would be 58 percent below the Bay Area average VMT per office job. Moreover, according to Metropolitan
Transportation Commission modeling data, no transportation analysis zones outside San Francisco would have
fewer than 10.0 daily VMT per capital in 2040.69 Therefore, Plan implementation would result in less office
employment VMT than if the office jobs projected for the Plan Area were accommodated somewhere else in the
Bay Area. This conclusion reinforces the concept, set forth in the Plan, that providing for increased employment in
an area well-served by transit is a key strategy in sustainable development.

Analysis of Subsequent Development Projects
The Draft EIR discloses the potential for subsequent development projects, proposed street network changes,
and open space improvements to result in significant criteria air pollutant impacts during operation
(Impact AQ-3, p. IV.F-34) and construction (Impact AQ-4, p. IV.F-38). The BAAQMD provides screening criteria
by land use type, including those cited by the commenter, to determine when additional air quality modeling is
necessary. An individual development project that exceeds the size of one or more of the screening criteria could
potentially result in a significant air quality impact, and may require additional air quality modeling to
determine whether the criteria air pollutant thresholds (listed on Draft EIR p. IV.F-24) would be exceeded. The
BAAQMD screening criteria are not CEQA thresholds of significance, as stated by the commenter. Rather, as
stated on Draft EIR p. IV.F-34, “A project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality
assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds.” That
is, a subsequent development project within the Plan Area (but not the Plan itself) that exceeds one of the
screening criteria in size could potentially exceed a BAAQMD project-level significance threshold, although
whether that project would exceed a threshold can only be determined through more detailed air quality
modeling. The screening thresholds simply present examples, based on previously conducted air quality
modeling, of the size of various projects that could be expected to exceed one or more BAAQMD project-specific
thresholds for either criteria pollutant emissions. It is noted, however, that land uses in San Francisco typically
generate far less vehicle traffic than a similar land use of comparable size in most other Bay Area locations,
because the City’s relatively higher density and its relatively robust transit service allow for a greater percentage
of trips to be made by modes other than single-occupancy vehicles. This means that the BAAQMD screening
criteria are conservative when applied in San Francisco, because a project in San Francisco must typically be
considerably larger than the applicable screening criterion to result in an exceedance of a BAAQMD significance
threshold. However, as explained above, the screening criteria are not applicable to programmatic analysis of
the proposed Plan. Instead, consistent with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, analysis of a plan’s potential
impacts evaluates whether the plan would be consistent with the applicable regional air quality plan, including
whether the rate of increase in VMT would be less than the rate of increase in population, as stated in the
preceding section of this response.
The analysis in Draft EIR Impact AQ-3, p. IV.F-34, determined that the potential exists for individual
development projects within the Plan Area to generate vehicle trips and other operational emissions, such as
emissions from natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance activities, and painting that would result in a
significant increase in criteria air pollutants. Four discrete mitigation measures are identified to reduce this
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Simulated VMT per Capita by Place of Work, 2040,
analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/PlanBayAreaVmtPerWorker, accessed January 31, 2018.
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significant impact. Despite the mitigation measures, Draft EIR p. IV.F-37 notes that the “feasibility or
effectiveness of mitigation measures identified below is unknown at this time; therefore, air quality impacts
associated with long-term development and proposed street network changes would be considered significant
and unavoidable.” Thus, the Draft EIR fully discloses the significant impact of subsequent development projects
on regional criteria air pollutant emissions.
A similar analysis of subsequent development projects to address construction-related criteria air pollutant
impacts is provided in Impact AQ-4. This analysis finds that construction of subsequent development projects
could result in significant criteria air pollutant impacts. Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a, Construction Emissions
Analysis, and M-AQ-4b, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, are identified to reduce this impact to a
less-than–significant level. The commenters raised no concerns regarding the analysis of subsequent
development projects presented in Impacts AQ-3 and AQ-4.

Cumulative Criteria Air Pollutant Analysis
Cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts are addressed under Impact C-AQ-1, Draft EIR pp. IV.F-54 to IV.F-55.
In accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.F-27, “Regional
air quality impacts are by their very nature cumulative impacts. Emissions from past, present and future projects
contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis, and no single project is sufficiently
large to result in nonattainment of ambient air quality standards.” Therefore, as noted on p. IV.F-27, the
thresholds used in the Draft EIR are “… based on levels at which new sources are not anticipated to contribute
to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, if a project’s
emissions are below the project-level thresholds, the project would not be considered to result in a considerable
contribution to cumulatively significant regional air quality impacts.” Consideration of other major
development projects is unnecessary in determining whether a plan or project would result in cumulative
criteria air pollutant impacts because the Bay Area air basin is already a nonattainment area for ozone and
particulate matter. Instead, a cumulative criteria air pollutant impact already exists and the analysis then
determines whether the plan or project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable.
Similar to the Plan-level analysis discussed above, the Draft EIR finds that the Plan’s policy framework and
rezoning would not contribute considerably to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts because the Plan’s rate of
growth in VMT would not exceed the rate of population growth. However, subsequent development projects have
the potential to exceed the project-level thresholds during operations. Therefore, subsequent development projects
could result in a considerable contribution to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts. This impact was determined
to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation and is disclosed on Draft EIR p. IV.F-54.
In summary, the Draft EIR contained an analysis of criteria pollutant air quality impacts using not only a
BAAQMD-recommended methodology that uses VMT as a metric for assessing significance, but also included
an assessment of the impact of subsequent development projects using BAAQMD methodology that utilizes
emissions thresholds. Significant and unavoidable individual and cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts are
disclosed in the Draft EIR, as such, no changes to the Draft EIR are required based on the comments.
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Comment AQ-2: Mitigation Measures
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.24
O-CSN-1.25
O-VEC.19

“c. Plan Has Highly Significant Air Quality Impacts Related to Toxic Air Contaminants.
“Almost the entire Plan area is already listed as an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ), meaning air pollutionrelated cancer risk already exceeds 100 per million. (DEIR Figure VI.F-1). Under BAAQMD CEQA significance
thresholds, any increase in cancer risk above 10 per million is considered significant. (DEIR, p. IV.F.23). The
DEIR admits that ‘as a result of Plan-generated traffic … excess cancer risk within the Air Pollutant Exposure
Zone would increase by as much as 226 in a million and PM-2.5 concentrations would increase by up to 4.54
µg/m3 at individual receptor points. These levels substantially exceed the thresholds identified in the Approach
and Analysis subsection.’ (DEIR p. IV.F.-48). In other words, the Plan will cause cancer risk to almost triple in
the Plan area, from 100 per million to 326 per million. The increase of 226 per million exceeds the CEQA
significance threshold by 22 times. Of particular concern to the Neighbors is the fact that the property at 631
Folsom, is currently not with[in] the APEZ. (DEIR Figure VI.F-1). However, with Plan implementation, the
property will exceed the cancer risk threshold and it will be re-designated as part of the APEZ. (DEIR, Figure
IV.F-3). This is a particular concern to the Neighbors because the building is not equipped with high efficiency
air filtration (MERV-13), and the DEIR includes no mitigation measure to require retrofitting of existing
buildings with filtration.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.24])

“d. The DEIR Contains Inadequate Air Pollution Mitigation and Alternatives.
“While the DEIR acknowledges that the Plan has significant impacts related to toxic air contaminants (TACs), it
does not impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce such impacts. The DEIR contains only four weak
mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts: 1) electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks at refrigerated
warehouses; 2) low-VOC paints; 3) best available control technology for diesel back-up generators; and 4) ‘other
measures’ to reduce air pollutant emissions.
“i. DEIR Improperly Relies on Deferred Air Mitigation.
“The fourth mitigation measure is a clear example of deferred mitigation that is prohibited by CEQA. CEQA
requires mitigation measures to be clearly set forth in the EIR so that the public may analyze them and their
adequacy. ‘Other’ undefined measures provides [no] specificity. Feasible mitigation measures for significant
environmental effects must be set forth in an EIR for consideration by the lead agency's decision makers and the
public before certification of the EIR and approval of a project. The formulation of mitigation measures generally
cannot be deferred until after certification of the EIR and approval of a project. Guidelines, section
15126.4(a)(1)(B) states: ‘Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.
However, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.’
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“‘A study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on decisionmaking.
Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization of
agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in decisions construing CEQA.’ (Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.) ‘[R]eliance on tentative plans for future mitigation after completion
of the CEQA process significantly undermines CEQA's goals of full disclosure and informed decisionmaking;
and[,] consequently, these mitigation plans have been overturned on judicial review as constituting improper
deferral of environmental assessment.’ (Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184
Cal.App.4th 70, 92 (Communities).)
“The fourth mitigation measure is a clear example of deferred mitigation prohibited by CEQA. A new DEIR is
required to clearly identify specific mitigation measures that will be required to reduce air pollution impacts.
“ii. DEIR Fails to Analyze or Require all Feasible Mitigation Measures.
“There are numerous feasible mitigation measures that should be required to reduce the Plan’s air quality
impacts. The California Attorney General has published a list of feasible measures to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from projects and area plans. (Addressing Climate Change at the Project Level, California Attorney
General’s Office, Available at http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf, Exhibit E).
These same measures would reduce the Plans emissions of NOx, ROGs and TACs. All of the measures in the
Attorney General document should be analyzed in a revised DEIR and imposed a[s] mandatory mitigation
measures. These measures include, but are not limited to:
●

Energy efficiency audits of existing buildings.

●

Energy efficiency upgrades to existing buildings not otherwise required by law, including heating,
ventilation, air conditioning, lighting, water heating equipment, insulation and weatherization (perhaps
targeted to specific communities, such as low-income or senior residents).

●

Programs to encourage the purchase and use of energy efficient vehicles, appliances, equipment and
lighting.

●

Programs that create incentives to replace or retire polluting vehicles and engines.

●

Programs to expand the use of renewable energy and energy storage.

●

Preservation and/or enhancement of existing natural areas (e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands,
wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) that provide
carbon sequestration benefits.

●

Improvement and expansion of public transit and low- and zero-carbon transportation alternatives.

●

Requiring solar photo-voltaic panels on all new and existing buildings.

●

Require Energy Star Appliances in all new buildings.

●

Require energy efficient lighting in all new buildings, particularly LED.

●

Require all new buildings to be LEED certified.

●

Require solar hot water heaters.

●

Require water-efficiency measures.

●

Require energy storage facilities to store solar energy.
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●

Require electric vehicle charging stations to encourage use of the clean cars.

“All of these measures are feasible and should be analyzed in a revised DEIR.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.25])

“With the implementation of the current Central So Ma Plan, Environmental Review identifies that nearly the
entire SoMa neighborhood will be under the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ). This means residents, visitors
and workers will be exposed to harmful air particles, gases and heavy metals that have been proven to cause
cancer, asthma and other chronic health impacts. Although staff have identified that many of the impacts will
be significant and avoidable, efforts to mitigate negative impacts have been focused on vehicular patterns, speed
of travel and reduction of parking. In many new high rise developments, exposure to pollutants can be filtered
out. However, for low income residents, small businesses, nonprofits, park and school users, these mitigations
will be out of reach. Planning needs to look at mitigation efforts that help the entire community. This should
include frequent and accessible educational efforts by air quality professionals, funding for health screenings
and treatments, and capital funds for filtering systems to be added to older developments and public facilities.
“We request that these areas raised here be addressed with proper mitigation measures, identified in the DEIR.
We look forward to working together to reach an amenable resolution, in the most efficient and timely manner.
Please feel free to contact us, if you seek further discussion or comments.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing
Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.19])

Response AQ-2
These comments address the adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR and suggest
additional mitigation measures to reduce project impacts.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation Measures
Draft EIR p. IV.F-37 identifies four mitigation measures to reduce the air quality impact of subsequent
development projects. Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New
Development Projects, requires subsequent development projects to employ TDM measures. Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-3a, Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOCs) Consumer Products, requires sponsors of subsequent development projects to educate tenants on the use
of low-VOC consumer products. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions, requires
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and
Fire Pumps, to reduce emissions associated with diesel generators and fire pumps. This mitigation measure also
requires electrical hook-ups for loading docks, use of low- and super-compliant-VOC architectural coatings and
other measures that may reduce criteria air pollutant emissions either on site or off site. The commenter
characterizes these mitigation measures as “weak” and contends that the portion of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b
that identifies other measures constitutes deferred mitigation. The commenter is mistaken.
The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR under Impact AQ-3 are designed to reduce each of the major
sources of operational emissions of criteria pollutants related to urban development—namely, vehicle exhaust,
VOCs from consumer products and architectural coatings, refrigerated trucks, backup diesel generators, and
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diesel-powered fire pumps—by implementing transportation demand programs to reduce vehicle travel;
educating residential and commercial tenants about low-VOC products; requiring the use of low- and supercompliant-VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings; requiring electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks
with Transportation Refrigeration Units at building loading docks; and requiring that diesel-powered
emergency equipment employ engines that meet specified emissions standards and be fueled with renewable
diesel, R99, if such fuel is commercially available. As such, these mitigation measures would substantially
reduce the operational criteria pollutant emissions (as well as some toxic air contaminants that result in adverse
health effects) of subsequent development under the Plan, satisfying the requirements of CEQA. The commenter
focuses on only one part of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b to support his contention that this measure constitutes
deferral of mitigation, without considering the entirety of the measure. Specifically, the commenter argues that
by including the requirement to implement “[o]ther measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria
pollutant emissions” as the fourth and final provision of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b, the Draft EIR defers
mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b is not a deferral of mitigation because it identifies three well-established and
effective methods to reduce operational criteria emissions before the final “other measures” provision. This
provision is included to require additional criteria emissions reduction techniques and technologies if they are
developed or identified in the future. Including this provision is appropriate for a plan EIR that is intended to
function as the primary CEQA environmental review for subsequent development projects that conform with
the development density established under the Plan for the lifetime of the Plan, as during that time new
measures or technologies may become available that could more effectively, or more efficiently, reduce air
quality impacts, consistent with CEQA. Therefore, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b does not constitute deferral of
mitigation, but rather expands the number of mitigation measures beyond the three, already CEQA-compliant,
measures laid out in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b. Indeed, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b would meet the
requirements of CEQA if the fourth bullet were deleted entirely from the Draft EIR. To provide a specific
example of other types of mitigation measures that could be considered, Draft EIR p. IV.F-37, Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions, fourth bullet, has been revised as follows (deleted text
shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
●

Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions onsite or
offsite (e.g., mitigation offsets) if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB.
Measures to reduce emissions onsite are preferable to offsite emissions reductions.

Mitigation Measures Suggested for Further Consideration
Regarding the comment listing mitigation measures from the California Attorney General’s Office as possible
measures that should be included in the Draft EIR to reduce ROG, NOX, and TAC emissions, it is noted that the
Attorney General’s document that sets forth these mitigation measures states, “the measures can be included as
design features of a project, required as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation (whether undertaken
directly by the project proponent or funded by mitigation fees).” Many of the measures recommended by the
Attorney General’s Office are either implicitly or explicitly incorporated into any proposed project or plan in
San Francisco, including the proposed Central SoMa Plan, as they are already required by existing local
regulations. As they are measures required to be implemented pursuant to state or local regulations (e.g., Green
Building Code), it is not necessary to also require them as mitigation measures in the EIR. As discussed on Initial
Study p. 99, San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions specific to new
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construction and renovations of private developments and municipal projects. These regulations are listed in
San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
The San Francisco Green Building Code effectively addresses the suggested measures from the Attorney
General’s Office that target energy-efficiency audits of existing buildings and energy-efficient upgrades to
existing buildings. Specifically, San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code
Chapter 13C, also known as the San Francisco Green Building Code) requires all renovations and alterations of
existing buildings greater than 25,000 square feet to meet a specified level of green building. All new residential
buildings are required to obtain at least 75 GreenPoints under the GreenPoint Rated system, which includes
points for energy-efficient appliances (including ENERGY STAR appliances), equipment, and lighting. The
GreenPoint Rated system also provides credits for energy storage systems. In addition, the GreenPoint Rated
system has prescriptive requirements for water heating that includes solar thermal systems with a minimum
30 percent solar fraction.
The Green Building Ordinance requires renewable energy generation and/or procurement for larger new
commercial buildings. New mid‐sized commercial buildings must provide onsite renewable energy or purchase
renewable energy credits. The Green Building Ordinance also requires existing buildings proposing commercial
interiors, or major alterations, greater than 25,000 square feet to achieve LEED Gold certification.
With respect to the measure involving charging for electric vehicles, California Green Building Code
Section 4.106.4 requires new residential buildings with 17 units or more to provide electrical capacity and wiring
to accommodate installation of electric vehicle charging spaces for 3 percent of total off-street parking spaces.
Effective January 1, 2018, San Francisco has increased this requirement to apply to 100 percent of off-street
parking spaces in all residential buildings, including single-family dwellings, and to apply to major residential
renovation as well. For non-residential buildings, California Green Building Code Section 5.106.5.3 requires
electric vehicle charging to be available for new construction with 10 or more off-street parking spaces. Effective
January 2018, San Francisco has increased this requirement to apply to 100 percent of off street parking spaces
in all new non-residential buildings and major renovations.
One of the suggested measures from the Attorney General’s Office addresses improvement and expansion of
public transit and low- and zero-carbon transportation alternatives. San Francisco already has a considerably
lower per capita VMT than other Bay Area cities and counties, in part because of its extensive public transit
system and its relatively greater population and employment density. This measure suggested by the Attorney
General’s Office has considerably less relevance for development in San Francisco, which already has
substantial public transit service and also has a relatively high percentage of trips made by non-carbon
alternatives such as bicycling and walking. Moreover, transit is also addressed by Mitigation Measure TR-3a,
Transit Enhancements, p. IV.D-53, which identifies measures that would increase transit frequency and,
therefore, capacity, and would reduce the effect of increased ridership on the Other Lines corridor of the
Southeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines.
The suggested measures from the Attorney General’s Office that address enhancement of existing natural areas
(e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater
recharge areas) would not be applicable to the densely developed urban environment of the Plan Area, nor
would such measures address significant impacts related to criteria air pollutants or TACs.
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As described above, many of the measures suggested in the comment are already required by existing local
regulations. The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR are designed to address the primary sources of
criteria air pollutant measures. Other measures, such as programs to create incentives to replace or retire
polluting vehicles and engines could be required as part of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational
Emissions, p. IV.D-54, during review of subsequent development projects. However, even with implementation
of these measures, for the reasons disclosed in the Draft EIR, it cannot be stated with certainty that each
subsequent development project’s resulting criteria air pollutant impact could be reduced to less than
significant, and thus this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
The commenter correctly notes that nearly the entire SoMa neighborhood would be classified as meeting the
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) criteria with the implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. As noted on
pp. IV.F-9 and IV.F-10:
Areas with poor air quality, termed the ‘Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,’ were identified based on the
following health-protective criteria: (1) excess cancer risk greater than 100 per one million population
from the contribution of emissions from all modeled sources, or (2) cumulative PM2.5 concentrations
greater than 10 µg/m3. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) is expanded in certain geographic
health vulnerable areas of the city, primarily the Bayview, Tenderloin, and much of the South of Market
(SoMa) area, including the northern part of the Plan Area, to be more protective, with the areas included
in the APEZ based on a standard that is 10 percent more stringent than elsewhere in the city (i.e., areas
where the excess cancer risk exceeds 90 in one million or the PM2.5 concentration exceeds 9 μg/m3).
The Draft EIR, in Impact AQ-5 (operational impacts) and Impact AQ-6 (construction impacts), includes a health
risk analysis because Central SoMa is in a health-vulnerable area of the city. This analysis concludes that
operational health risk impacts would be significant and unavoidable, while construction health risk impacts
could be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6a,
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, p. IV.D-73. The Draft EIR identifies a number mitigation measures
that would be feasible for subsequent development projects to implement. These mitigation measures focus on
reducing emissions from individual projects and include:
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire
Pumps. This measure requires all diesel generators and fire pumps to have Tier 4 or a Level 3 particulate
filter as well as to be fueled with renewable diesel.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter (PM2.5), Diesel Particulate
Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants. This measure requires the preparation of an analysis by a
qualified air quality specialist to identify residential or other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of such
project sites and include an estimate of emissions of toxic air contaminants from the source,
identification all of the feasible measures to reduce emissions, and to ensure such measures are
incorporated into the project prior to the first approval action.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c: Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code
Article 38. This measure requires the Department of Public Health to update the Air Pollution Exposure
Zone Map in San Francisco Health Code Article 38, at least every five years.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5d: Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. This measure
requires that sensitive receptors be located as far away as feasible from truck activity areas including
loading docks and delivery areas.
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. This measure requires
that all projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and newly added Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
lots identified in Figure IV.F-2, Parcels Newly Added to Air Pollutant Exposure Zone with Plan
Implementation, comply with a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements. This measure requires
that construction of street network changes and open space improvements adjacent to newly added air
pollution exposure zone lots identified in Figure IV.F-2 to comply with the Clean Construction
requirements for projects located within the APEZ.
Two commenters suggested a mitigation measure to retrofit existing buildings with enhanced filtration and
ventilation systems. However, there are many challenges to retrofitting existing buildings: some buildings
would require substantial upgrades to their heating and ventilation systems; buildings may need to be
appropriately weatherized to ensure that outdoor air intrusion is limited; and existing buildings may face other
environmental conditions that need to be abated, such as mold or lead paint removal.70 As of the publication of
this RTC document, there have been no occupied residential buildings in San Francisco that have been fully
retrofitted to comply with Article 38 requirements.71 Substantial evidence does not demonstrate that it would
be feasible to retrofit an occupied residential building for compliance with Article 38.
In response to the comments received on the Draft EIR, the San Francisco Planning Department conducted
further research to determine whether there are additional feasible measures to reduce health risk impacts to
sensitive receptors. One such measure is identified. The Planning Department has added a new mitigation
measure M-AQ-5e, Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy, to reduce health risk impacts as a result
of Plan implementation (deleted text is shown as strikethrough; new text is double underlined):
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e, Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy. The Central SoMa
Plan is expected to generate $22 million in revenue dedicated to greening and air quality improvements.
A portion of these monies shall be dedicated to identifying and exploring the feasibility and
effectiveness of additional measures that would reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such
emissions to persons whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose residence does not
provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 38. Objective 6.5 of
the Plan calls for improvements to air quality, with specific strategies to support reduced vehicle miles
traveled, increased greening around the freeway to improve air quality and use of building materials
and technologies that improve indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning Department, in cooperation
with other interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions for the Central SoMa
Plan Area with the goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population exposure including, but
not limited to:
●

Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision makers with information
to identify specific areas of the Plan where changes in air quality have occurred and focus air
quality improvements on these areas;

●

Additional measures that could be incorporated into the City’s Transportation Demand
Management program with the goal of further reducing vehicle trips;

Jonathan Piakis, “Re: Central SoMa AQ Mitigation Measures,” Email message to Elizabeth White (SF Planning Department),
October 20, 2017.
71
Timothy Nagata, “Central SoMa – Another request for DBI assistance from Planning Dept,” Email message to Elizabeth White
(SF Planning Department), November 9, 2017.
70
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●

Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sources;

●

Other measures to reduce pollutant exposure, such as distribution of portable air cleaning
devices; and

●

Public education regarding reducing air pollutant emissions and their health effects.

The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air quality
improvements within four years of plan adoption.
Vehicle emissions account for the majority of toxic air contaminants generated from implementation of the Plan
and these emissions are regulated by the state. Implementation of this measure would seek to identify additional
feasible strategies to reduce plan-generated emissions and the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations as a result of the Central SoMa Plan. As shown above, the Draft EIR includes now seven
measures to reduce the health risk impact on sensitive receptors. However, it is unknown whether all of these
measures together would sufficiently reduce the health risk impact to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the
significant and unavoidable impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with the implementation
of M-AQ-5e. The addition of M-AQ-5e after the circulation of the Draft EIR does not result in any inadequacy
of the Draft EIR, does not set forth new information, and does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR because
this measure would not change the level of significance of the air quality impact identified in the Draft EIR,
which was determined to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
The commenter also suggests that the EIR include a mitigation measure that would provide health screenings
to affected populations. Health screenings would not reduce emissions generated by the Plan or exposure of
sensitive populations to those emissions. As stated above, the EIR now includes seven mitigation measures that
would reduce the indirect effects of the Plan’s emissions and associated health risks. In addition, health effects
experienced by people as a result of Plan implementation versus other factors, including exposure to existing
ambient air quality, would be difficult to discern from health screenings because health screenings would assess
whether a person has developed cancer from all causes, not those only as a result of Plan implementation. For
the above reasons, the suggested mitigation measure to provide health screenings was not determined to be an
effective measure for reducing the health risks caused by emissions generated from subsequent development
projects that could be built under the Plan.
Regarding the suggested measure of education about air quality, see above Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e.
Additionally, comprehensive information about existing air quality conditions, health effects of air quality, and
what the public can do to reduce air pollution is available through the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District’s website and public engagement program. For more information, visit www.baaqmd.gov.
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D.10

Wind

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Section IV.G, Wind, in Chapter IV,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR. These include topics related to:
●

Comment WI-1: Dates for Wind Speed Data at 50 United Nations Plaza Building

●

Comment WI-2: Wind Setting

●

Comment WI-3: Wind Methodology

●

Comment WI-4: Westerly Winds Strongly Affect the SoMa Neighborhood

●

Comment WI-5: Wind Analysis

●

Comment WI-6: Address Maximum Building Heights

●

Comment WI-7: Analyze Wind Impacts on Bicyclists

●

Comment WI-8: Impacts of the Plan Wind Conditions on Seniors and the Disabled

●

Comment WI-9: Analyze Wind Impacts on Elevated I-80 Freeway Structure

●

Comment WI-10: Wind Analysis of Subsequent Projects in Plan Area

●

Comment WI-11: Cumulative Wind Analysis

●

Comment WI-12: Establish a Wind Impact Fee to Support a Consistently Updated Wind Study

Comment WI-1: Dates for Wind Speed Data at 50 United Nations Plaza Building
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.13

“What are the dates for the wind speed data collected at old Federal Building at 50 UN Plaza?” (Sue C. Hestor,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.13])

Response WI-1
The commenter asks about the dates of data collection of the historic wind data relied upon in the Draft EIR
wind analysis. The wind speed data collected at the old Federal Building that is the basis of San Francisco windtunnel testing was collected between 1945 and 1950.72 This data source is relied upon for all wind analyses
conducted in San Francisco.

Arens, E., et al., “Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and Environment,
Vol. 24, No. 4, p. 297–303, 1989.
72
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Comment WI-2: Wind Setting
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.16
O-CSPO.17
“Page:
“IV.G-2

Comment:
San Francisco's Existing Climate and Wind Environment. The first paragraph of this Section states
that historic data collected at the San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United Nations Plaza over a
six-year period shows that average wind speeds in the city are highest in the summer and lowest in
the winter. Later in this paragraph, there is a reference to ’over 40 years of record keeping’ used to
document the seasonal times of highest and lowest area wind speeds. It appears likely that this record
keeping exceeds that collected at the 50 United Nations Plaza and may refer to other wind stations in
the area. Please clarify.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.16])

“Page:
“IV.G-3

Comment:
The first sentences on this page read ’Southwest winds are similarly impeded at street level; they also
continue to flow overhead, but they do not flow toward the South of Market (SoMa) area. Both
northwest winds and southwest winds also contribute winds along the east/west oriented streets.’
This language appears to be referencing the fact that street level southwest winds do not flow toward
SoMa due to the misalignment of the street grids. However, the last sentence seems to contradict the
previous sentence. Please clarify.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa
Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.17])

Response WI-2
The comments request clarifications regarding the wind setting presented in the Draft EIR.
The statement concerning “over 40 years of record keeping” does refer to wind data collected at the Old Federal
Building at 50 United Nations Plaza. However, in developing wind-tunnel testing procedures to implement
Planning Code Section 148, only six years of data were converted to digital format for use in post-processing the
raw data that is generated by wind-tunnel testing. Nevertheless, the longer data set confirms that, as stated on
Draft EIR p. IV.G-1 (not IV.G-2, as incorrectly referenced in the comment), “the highest mean hourly wind
speeds (approximately 20 miles per hour [mph]) occur in July, while the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in
the range of 6 mph to 9 mph) occur in November.”
North of Market Street, northwest and southwest winds are impeded by existing buildings, as noted on Draft
EIR p. IV.G-3, and, therefore, do not flow at the pedestrian level from north of Market Street to south of Market
Street, although these winds do contribute to ground-level winds on the east/west-oriented streets north of
Market Street. Wind flows south of Market Street, including the Plan Area, are discussed in the four subsequent
paragraphs on Draft EIR p. IV.G-3.
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Comment WI-3: Wind Methodology
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.18
“Page:
“IV.G-5

Comment:
Methodology. The second paragraph of this section states ‘the approximately four-block area
between Bryant and Townsend Streets from the west side of Fifth Street to the east side of Fourth
Street …’ Assuming that the wind tunnel test area shown in the figure on the next page
(Figure IV.G-1) is correct, this should be revised to read ’from the east side of Sixth Street to the east
side of Fourth Street.’” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.18])

Response WI-3
The comment asks whether the EIR wind section properly describes the area subjected to wind testing. As noted
by the commenter, the Draft EIR misstates the area for which wind-tunnel testing was undertaken. Accordingly,
the second sentence of the last paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV.G-5 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strike-through; new text is double-underlined):
… Wind-tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for two discrete zones (study areas) within the Plan
Area that are proposed to undergo the most extensive increases in height limits—the approximately
fourfive-block area between Bryant and Townsend Streets from the west east side of Fifth Sixth Street
to the east side of Fourth Street, and Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets (just north of
the I-80 freeway) (see Figure IV.G 1, Wind Tunnel Test Areas). …

Comment WI-4: Westerly Winds Strongly Affect the SoMa Neighborhood
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.14

“Planning Code 148, Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts, was adopted in 1985 as part of
the Downtown Plan. Development under Downtown Plan mostly focused development in the eastern part of
the C-3 district, specifically C-3-O, C-3-O(SD), C-3-R. Little attention was paid to the C-3-S and C-3-G and wind
complications there because no significant high-rise housing or office use was projected. Subsequent to the
Downtown Plan a separate more relevant wind study was done focused on westerly winds coming into the
western part of the Central So Ma Plan area. The information from that study is more relevant than Planning
Code 148 to understanding, avoiding and mitigating winds in this area of South of Market.
“That wind study was done for the Redevelopment Agency by Environmental Review. The Agency was in midst
of DONATING the site at southeast 10th & Market to the federal GSA to construct a new federal office building.
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Because of concerns over wind conditions, raised by residents of the Tenderloin, there was serious analysis of
winds coming over the Hayes Street hill. How winds accelerated and created dangerous conditions as they
approached and crossed Van Ness, hit buildings and swarmed onto both Market and areas south of Market.”
(Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.14])

Response WI-4
The commenter suggests that a wind-tunnel analysis undertaken as part of the combined Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the new San Francisco Federal Building is “more relevant
than Planning Code Section 148” with respect to the Plan Area. The comment misconstrues both Planning Code
Section 148 and the protocols developed for compliance with Section 148, as well as the results of the wind
analysis for the Federal Building EIS/EIR.
Planning Code Section 148 establishes criteria for ground-level (pedestrian-level) wind comfort speeds (7 or
11 miles per hour [mph], exceeded 10 percent of the time, for seating and pedestrian areas, respectively) and a
wind hazard speed (26 mph exceeded 1 hour per year). As noted by the commenter, Section 148 is applicable to
the C-3 (Downtown) Use Districts. Other Planning Code sections apply to certain other parts of the city,
including Rincon Hill and the Van Ness Avenue corridor, as well as the Fifth and Mission Special Use District
(the 5M project site). However, as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.G-4, the Planning Department relies on the wind
hazard criterion of Section 148 in its determination as to whether pedestrian-level winds would “substantially
affect public areas” and would, therefore, rise to the level of a significant effect under CEQA.
The Federal Building EIS/EIR, completed in 1997,73 analyzed a potential site for a new Federal Building at 10th
and Market streets, along with an alternative site at Seventh and Mission streets, which is where the building
was ultimately constructed. The wind-tunnel analysis for the Federal Building EIS/EIR study referenced by the
commenter was completed in accordance with the same Section 148 criteria and protocols as were employed in
the wind-tunnel analysis for the Central SoMa Draft EIR. The approach to the wind-tunnel test for the Federal
Building followed a standard Section 148 analysis. As stated in the 1997 EIS/EIR, “Test procedures referenced
in Section 148 (Wind Ordinance) of the City and County of San Francisco Municipal Code were adhered to.”74
The area around 10th and Market streets is known to be very windy. The wind analysis for the 1997 Federal
Building EIS/EIR tested a number of development options, many of which resulted in an increase in both
number of test locations at which the wind hazard speed would be exceeded, as well as the overall number of
hours per year during which the hazard criterion would be exceeded. Through this “sensitivity testing,” the
wind consultant and project architect identified a design concept, referred to in the EIS/EIR, as Option D, that
would result in a substantial improvement in wind conditions, compared to existing conditions.75 In fact, “this
design would cause about 300 hours of hazard criterion at the location points measured, compared to 800 hours
at existing conditions.”76 Additionally, the number of hazard exceedances would have decreased under
United States General Services Administration, San Francisco Planning Department, and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency,
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report: San Francisco Federal Building, City and County of San
Francisco, San Francisco (hereinafter, “Federal Building EIS/EIR”; Case No. 94.157E; State Clearinghouse No. 96042056); Final EIR,
March 21, 1997.
74
Federal Building EIS/EIR, p. 3.14-1. It is noted that the Planning Code is part of the San Francisco Municipal Code.
75
Federal Building EIS/EIR, Appendix H, “Wind Analysis Methodology.”
76
Federal Building EIS/EIR, p. 4.14-4.
73
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Option D, from 14 under existing conditions to 7 under Option D. Therefore, the proposed Federal Building at
10th and Market streets would have considerably improved wind conditions in the vicinity of the 10th and
Market streets location, compared to then-existing conditions.
The 10th and Market streets site vicinity “is, speaking qualitatively, one of the windiest areas in San Francisco.”77
Subsequent wind-tunnel testing for projects including the 10 10th Street (“NEMA”) project (Case
No. 2003.0262E; complete), which was built on the site formerly considered for the Federal Building, expansion
of Fox Plaza (Case No. 2005.0979E; not built), 55 Ninth Street (Case No. 2006.1248E; complete), 150 Van Ness
Avenue (Case No. 2013.0973E; under construction), and others have all confirmed that existing conditions at
this intersection and in the greater vicinity of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue are very windy. As noted by
the commenter, west winds descending the Hayes Street (and nearby) hills, combined with the large widths of
Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, and the change in orientation of the street grid from north of Market Street
to south of Market Street, all contribute to high winds in this neighborhood. Additionally, the limited number
of buildings that are much taller than the majority of buildings in the neighboring area, including the residential
building at 100 Van Ness Avenue (formerly the California State Automobile Association tower) and the Fox
Plaza tower, also contribute to ground-level wind conditions. The latter building in particular, with its
orientation perpendicular to the prevailing westerly winds, affects pedestrian wind conditions at the 10th and
Market streets intersection. Notwithstanding these existing windy conditions, each of the above-noted projects
approved in recent years has had to comply with Section 148 and would not have otherwise been approved.
Therefore, the environmental and planning analysis for each building has included wind-tunnel testing in
accordance with the Section 148 procedures also relied upon in wind-tunnel testing for the Central SoMa Plan.
Relying on the same Section 148 wind test procedures, the wind-tunnel test for the Central SoMa Plan reported
in Draft EIR Section IV.G, Wind, identified existing wind conditions considerably more benign than in the area
around Market Street and Van Ness Avenue. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.G-12, under existing conditions, the
wind hazard criterion is exceeded at three of 47 test points, for a total of 4 hours per year. Under with-Plan
conditions, the wind hazard criterion would be exceeded at five of 47 test points, for a total of 85 hours per year,
with just three points accounting for 81 of those 85 hours. This compares to the Federal Building EIS/EIR, which
reported that 16 of 33 test points exceeded the hazard criterion under existing conditions, for a total of more
than 800 hours, under 1997 existing conditions, with more than 15 hours per year of wind hazard exceedance at
each of 10 separate points.
In summary, the Federal Building EIS/EIR wind analysis referenced by the commenter relied on the same
Section 148 criteria and procedures as were employed in the Central SoMa wind analysis. As such, no revisions
are required to the Draft EIR. The Federal Building EIS/EIR wind analysis identified the potential for substantial
improvement in pedestrian wind conditions around the intersection of 10th and Market streets; and the Central
SoMa Plan Area is less windy than the Market and Van Ness area, including the 10th and Market streets site.

77

Federal Building EIS/EIR, p. 3.14-4.
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Comment WI-5: Wind Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.20
O-CSPO.21
O-CSPO.22
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.G-12 Existing Hazard Conditions. The first paragraph in this section states that three (3) test locations
exceed the wind hazard criterion under current conditions. However, test location 29 appears to be
at or below the hazard criterion, as shown in Figure IV.G-2. Please clarify.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur,
Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.20])
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.G-15 With-Plan Hazard Conditions. The first paragraph in this section states that a new hazard exceedance
would occur at location #59, but this is not shown in Figure IV.G-3. Please clarify.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSPO.21])
“Page:
Comment:
“IV.G-16 Conclusion. This section states that the Plan could result in four (4) new exceedances of the 26-mph
hazard criterion, but Figure IV.G-3 shows only three exceedances. Please clarify.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSPO.22])

Response WI-5
The commenter accurately identifies discrepancies between the text of Draft EIR Section IV.G, Wind, and
Figure IV.G-3, Greatest Increases in Wind Speed, p. IV-G-15. Figure IV.G-3 is incorrect. The corrected version of
this figure, depicting a total of five exceedances of the 26 mph wind hazard criterion, including Locations 29 and
59 in addition to Locations 22, 25, and 43, is included in Section E, Draft EIR Revisions, of this RTC document
and is presented below.
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Comment WI-6: Address Maximum Building Heights
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSPO.19
“Page:
“IV.G-7

Comment:
The first full paragraph on this page states that ’the Plan would also allow for eight towers of between
200 feet and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant street… and for five 160-foot buildings
and about half a dozen buildings of 130 feet in height in much of the area south of Harrison Street…’
This discussion should incorporate the potential for height limits on some sites within the Plan area
to be extended by up to 25 feet, as discussed in Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2 of the current
Draft Central SoMa Plan.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.19])

Response WI-6
The comment states that an additional 25 feet in building height that may be approved for certain sites in the
Plan Area should be accounted for in the Draft EIR wind analysis.
No such analysis is required because an allowance of 25 additional feet in building height would only be allowed
for projects that can demonstrate that the additional 25 feet would not result in significant ground-level wind
hazards. Furthermore, it would be speculative to predict which sites would take advantage of the additional 25foot height increase. Therefore, the wind analysis did not account for these potentially greater building heights.
The Draft EIR wind-tunnel testing was intended “to generally define the pedestrian wind environment that
currently exists, and would exist with Plan implementation” (Draft EIR p. IV.G-5) and to not predict wind effects
of specific projects. As stated on Draft EIR pp. IV.G-7 to IV.G-9, “the pedestrian-level wind environment around
a specific building is highly dependent on the building design … [and] it is anticipated that most individual
subsequent development projects that are proposed at heights greater than 100 feet would undergo projectspecific wind-tunnel testing, consistent with Planning Department protocols.” The generalized level at which
the Draft EIR wind analysis was conducted—with a limited number of test locations and incorporating only
basic building massing models—is appropriate for a program-level EIR for the Plan Area, given that the
pedestrian wind environment is highly dependent upon specific building designs. Moreover, pursuant to
Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area, subsequent development projects
exceeding 85 feet in height would be required to undergo a wind analysis based on the project’s specific building
design. Therefore, for all of the reasons above, it is not necessary to evaluate the potential for an additional
25 feet in building heights as part of the Plan-level EIR analysis, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment WI-7: Analyze Wind Impacts on Bicyclists
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.15
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“IV.G shows that the later study [concerning a 1997 proposal for a new federal building at 10th and Market
Streets, described above in Comment WI-4] has resulted in further analyses of the impacts of development in
Central SoMa. The effect of the differing street grid pattern north and south of Market is discussed. But other
factors not analyzed in this EIR must also be discussed. The effect on BICYCLISTS is important but not
discussed. It is different from effects on people seated or walking - both of which have standards in the EIR.
There is substantial bicycle traffic TO and FROM the Caltrain station at 4th & Townsend. The Central So Ma is
area with and proposed for substantial new construction. Both under Central So Ma Plan and associated with
Caltrain itself. All require analysis in regard to compounded wind hazards in a construction zone. I have seen
bicyclists blown over by gusts of wind. Active bikers have told me of their own experience biking west on
Mission and Market. Winds accelerate when the fog rolls east in the afternoon. The danger to bicyclists must be
discussed. Concerns were raised in that regard by Jason Henderson in comments on the One Oak EIR. Please
consider his comments as raising issues for THIS EIR.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.15])

Response WI-7
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should analyze wind effects on bicyclists. While the Planning Code
hazard (and comfort) criteria are specific to pedestrian wind conditions, which are typically measured on
sidewalks during wind-tunnel testing, the resulting wind speed measurements also reflect wind speeds
experienced by bicyclists. This is because bicycle lanes, where they exist, are typically adjacent to parking lanes;
hence bike lanes are generally within less than 10 feet of the sidewalk. (Even where there are no bike lanes,
cyclists tend to ride to the far right on a street.) This is close enough that wind conditions on a sidewalk are
substantially the same as those in the nearest bike lane. A pedestrian wind hazard may also cause potentially
hazardous conditions for bicyclists in proximate locations, and it can reasonably be expected that the same
winds that would be hazardous to pedestrians would be hazardous to bicyclists. Moreover, as discussed further
below, the 26 mph wind hazard criterion is conservative when compared to a standard used in many other
locations around the world. Finally, as described on Draft EIR p. IV.G-15, the wind-tunnel testing for the Central
SoMa Plan identified three locations—all on Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan streets—where substantial
new wind hazard exceedances—15 hours per year or more at each location—would occur. (This excludes one
location, on Fourth Street, where an existing one-hour hazard exceedance would be shifted about 200 feet south,
from Freelon to Brannan Street, and increase the hours of the hazard exceedance by one hour per year.) As stated
on p. IV.G-15, these three points “are immediately downwind of the Flower Mart site, where a project is
proposed that would develop three buildings at heights of 220 feet to 270 feet. As with other potential
development included in the wind-tunnel testing, the Flower Mart buildings were tested as basic rectilinear
massing models, without articulation that would likely be part of any actual project-specific design. Like all
subsequent development projects that propose high-rise buildings, this project would be subject to more
detailed project-specific wind-tunnel testing, which would be based on detailed, articulated project designs
rather than the simple massing models tested for this Plan analysis.” It is quite possible that, when actual
building designs are considered, none of these three hazard exceedances would occur.
In the United Kingdom and other parts of Europe, some government agencies rely on a set of wind speed
thresholds known as the Lawson Criteria to regulate the wind effects of development projects. Under the
Lawson Criteria, there are two thresholds; one for the “able-bodied” and one for the “general public” (elderly,
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children, and cyclists). The threshold for the able-bodied is a mean-hourly wind speed of 33.5 mph, and the
threshold for the general public is a mean-hourly wind speed of 44.7 mph.78 The San Francisco wind hazard
criterion is an equivalent wind speed of 26 mph. Equivalent wind speed accounts for turbulence intensity,
whereas mean-hourly wind speed does not. The San Francisco wind hazard criterion is lower than either of the
Lawson Criteria thresholds mentioned above, and it accounts for turbulence intensity. For these reasons, the
San Francisco wind hazard criterion is more restrictive and more protective than the Lawson Criteria thresholds,
both for the able-bodied and the general public, including bicyclists. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are
required.

Comment WI-8: Impacts of the Plan Wind Conditions on Seniors and the Disabled
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.16

“13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise, Degraded Air Quality,
Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds
“On page V-3, section V.B.6 ’Wind’ it says that ’Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan
could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.’ Organizations that work with seniors and
people with disabilities in SoMa are concerned that any increase in wind speeds caused by the heights and bulk
of the proposed buildings in Central SoMa will cause a hardship and injury to seniors and people with
disabilities at both public open spaces and in the public rights of way.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.16])

Response WI-8
The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR does not adequately address wind effects on the health of senior
citizens and persons with disabilities who are susceptible to hardship and injury from high winds. The hazard
threshold of Planning Code Section 148 is 26 mph for one full hour per year.79 This wind speed is described as
“dangerous, with the probability of people being blown over, particularly if they are old or infirm” (emphasis
added).80 Therefore, the hazard criterion does account for potential effects on senior citizens and persons with
disabilities. Because it takes about three seconds for the mechanical effect of wind to affect a pedestrian, the

BMT Fluid Mechanics, letter to Barbara W. Sahm, SWCA/Turnstone Consulting, “One Oak Street Project – Wind Microclimate
Studies,” April 26, 2017.
79
The wind hazard criterion is derived from the 26 mph hourly average wind speed that would generate a 3-second gust of wind
at 20 meters per second (the equivalent of approximately 44 mph).
80
A.D. Penwarden, “Acceptable Wind Speeds in Towns,” Building Science 8, 259–267 (1973).
78
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conversion from a three-second (gust) speed of 44 mph to a full hour speed results in the hazard criterion being
set at 26 mph.81
The comment heading also suggests that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the health impacts resulting
from increased noise, degraded air quality, and pedestrian safety hazards. The Draft EIR specifically addresses
each of these environmental effects in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, p. IV.E-9; Section IV.F, Air Quality,
p. IV.F-14; and Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, p. IV.D-56. See also Response PH-2, p. RTC-312,
for further discussion of how the Draft EIR addresses seniors and persons with disabilities. The commenter has
not provided any additional information or evidence as to why these analyses are inadequate in the Draft EIR;
therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment WI-9: Analyze Wind Impacts on Elevated Interstate80 Freeway Structure
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.16

“The other missing discussion of wind impacts is on vehicles on the elevated I-80 freeway running between
Harrison and Bryant Streets. Impacts on seated persons and pedestrians are measured at different heights. As
high-rise buildings are built adjacent to and higher than I-80 freeway, what will be wind effects on vehicles on
the freeway? Explain whether Figure IV.G-2 has information on the elevated level of 1-80 freeway at sites 11, 13,
14.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.16])

Response WI-9
The commenter inquires whether wind conditions on the elevated I-80 freeway were evaluated. All of the windtunnel test points, including points 11, 13, and 14 noted by the commenter, are at sidewalk pedestrian height,
approximately 5 feet above grade. No analysis of wind conditions on the elevated freeway structure was
undertaken. While strong winds can sometimes pose a hazard for motorists, this is most often the case on fully
exposed roadways. In the Bay Area, high wind warnings are most typically issued for bridges that cross San
Francisco Bay, locations where there are no upwind or adjacent buildings to provide any wind buffers, and for
hilltop locations. Even these occurrences are relatively rare and are typically associated with winter storms.
While the Plan would permit heights up to 350 feet immediately north of the I-80 freeway, and buildings
developed pursuant to the Plan would be as much as 270 feet above the height of the elevated freeway structure,
none of the conditions described here with respect to exposed roadways would occur. Accordingly, no adverse
wind effects on vehicles are anticipated; therefore, none of the wind-tunnel test points was associated with
freeway locations. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Lawson, T.V. and A.D. Penwarden, “The Effects of Wind on People in the Vicinity of Buildings,” Proceedings of the Fourth
International Conference on Wind Effects on Buildings and Structures, London, 1975, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
U.K., 605–622, 1976.
81
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Comment WI-10: Wind Analysis of Subsequent Projects in Plan Area
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.19

“IV.G-7 et seq. Please explain in clear language how environmental review as to when wind and other project
specific impacts will be done for future projects in Central SoMa. The discussion states that study will be done.
IV.G-9 says that subsequent future development could alter winds in a manner that substantially affects
public areas. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACT.”
“Since this is EIR for Area Plan, does Planning/Environmental Review expect that the "usual" exemption time
line will be followed? That so long as the Exemption is in hand at the time that the Planning Commission acts, CEQA
requirements are being followed?
“To ensure thoughtful evaluation of project specific impacts, I request that an Exemption for a project requiring
any wind study be approved by the ERO NO LATER THAN 3 weeks before the Planning Commission
hearing + that the availability of the Exemption be part of any notice of hearing + and that any Planning Code
amendment implementing the Central SoMa Plan include language that requires Planning Commission
hearing and approval for a project requiring a wind analysis.”
“Alternatively building heights should be reduced so that heights are kept under 85 feet so that wind speeds do
not accelerate.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.19])

Response WI-10
The commenter asks about the timing for subsequent project-level CEQA review of individual development
projects in the Plan Area with respect to potential wind impacts. The commenter requests that CEQA review of
subsequent development projects that require a wind study be completed at least three weeks prior to
consideration of project approval. Alternatively, the commenter suggests that building heights in the Plan Area
be limited to 85 feet to avoid substantial increases in pedestrian-level wind speeds.
Wind analysis of subsequent individual development projects will be undertaken as part of a subsequent
project’s environmental review, in the same manner that potential wind effects are considered for all proposed
projects in San Francisco. Draft EIR Impact WI-1 (“Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan
could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas”) was determined to be significant and
unavoidable in part because the program-level wind-tunnel testing of Plan Area development was based on
generalized building massing and not on specific building designs. Therefore, it cannot be stated with certainty
that all potential wind hazard exceedances would be avoided. However, as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.G-16:
Building designs can be developed (podium setbacks, awnings, terraces, and other articulations) that
avoid tall flat surfaces square to prevailing winds. These structural features would be expected to reduce
ground-level wind speeds and turbulence. In addition, the presence of large street trees and, potentially,
street furniture could further reduce general wind speeds and would improve wind conditions in the
Plan Area. Without these features included in the wind tunnel model, the test results reported are
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conservative and likely to indicate higher wind speeds than would actually occur. In conclusion, the
landscaping features and building articulation would be expected to eliminate the five hazard criterion
exceedances that were identified in the Plan condition.
Thus, while it is not certain, there is a reasonably high likelihood that exceedances of the Planning Code wind
hazard criterion can be avoided with subsequent development in the Plan Area.
With respect to the procedures for subsequent CEQA review of projects that require wind analysis, including
potential wind-tunnel testing, the comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The
comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
The alternative recommendation to limit Plan Area heights to 85 feet to reduce Plan-level wind impacts
identified in the Draft EIR is not necessary because Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, Wind Hazard Criterion for the
Plan Area, would substantially reduce Plan-level wind impacts on a project-specific basis. Furthermore, an
alternative that limits Plan Area heights to no more than 85 feet would not meet two of the primary objectives
of the Plan, as described on Draft EIR p. II-5, which are to increase the capacity for jobs and housing and facilitate
an economically diversified and lively jobs center. Additionally, limiting the development capacity of the Plan
Area by permitting a maximum height of 85 feet would reduce the amount of fee revenue that could be collected
from subsequent development and would, therefore, decrease the Plan’s ability to meet its other objectives,
including to maintain the diversity of residents; provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes
walking, bicycling, and transit; offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities; create an
environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood; preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural
heritage; and ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city. An EIR need
not evaluate an alternative that would not feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 16126.6(c)). Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment WI-11 Cumulative Wind Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.17

“The wind tunnel tests - IV.G-3 et seq - appear to have been one off analyses of individual projects. Not analysis
assuming construction of ALL of the projects. Please review the language and explain what cumulative
development was in each analysis.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.17])

Response WI-11
The commenter questions whether the Plan Area wind analysis was based on wind tests of individual
development projects and asks what cumulative assumptions were made for the analysis. As stated on Draft
EIR p. IV.G-7, the wind-tunnel test was conducted using a model based on development assumptions
formulated by the Planning Department. This model generally consisted of extruding parcel lines on assumed
development sites within the Plan Area to a base height of up to 85 feet (or the proposed height limit), except

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-226

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

for sites with proposed heights greater than 85 feet. For those parcels, building setbacks were built into the
model along with reasonable assumptions for limited tower floor plates and towers sitting on larger parcels. No
specific development projects or plans for such projects were tested. Thus, the test encompassed all reasonably
foreseeable development within the Plan Area for those locations where the Plan proposes the greatest increases
in height, as shown on Draft EIR Figure IV.G-1, Wind Tunnel Test Areas, p. IV.G-6, but at a level of detail limited
to general building massing. For more information on the Plan-level wind analysis methodology, see Draft EIR
Section IV.G.4, subsections titled “Approach to Analysis” and “Methodology” on pp. IV.G-4 to IV.G-9.

Comment WI-12: Establish a Wind Impact Fee to Support a Consistently Updated
Wind Study
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.18

“DEIR acknowledges that windiest areas are generally along 4th and 5th Streets south of Bryant - one of two
areas proposed for dramatic height increases. Another area with significant height increases is north of the
freeway from 2nd to 4th Street.
“The developers of all buildings over 85 feet - particularly market rate housing and office buildings - should
have to contribute to a fund that allows the Planning Department to maintain and consistently update a wind
study that on-going basis adds all new construction of whatever height in Plan Area.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.18])

Response WI-12
The commenter suggests that the Planning Department maintain and consistently update a “wind study,” with
the costs of such an effort underwritten by development fees. The comment does not address the adequacy or
accuracy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. The comment will be transmitted
to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. For information, it is noted
that it is already the Planning Department’s established practice to account for both existing and reasonably
foreseeable future development within a project area at the time that wind impact analysis is conducted for
proposed projects. Wind-tunnel studies are conducted by consulting firms that maintain and operate their own
wind tunnel facilities. The consulting firms also construct the physical models used in wind-tunnel testing,
based on plans provided by a project development team (in the case of an individual development project) or,
as in the case of the Central SoMa Plan, based on massing assumptions developed by the Planning Department.
The assumptions underlying the wind-tunnel models are reviewed by Planning Department staff prior to the
start of wind-tunnel testing. This review includes ensuring that the baseline (existing) condition is accurately
depicted and that anticipated cumulative development is properly included. The wind-tunnel tests are then
undertaken consistent with protocols developed for implementation of Planning Code Section 148, the wind
hazard criterion on which the Planning Department relies for CEQA analysis. It would be an inefficient use of
time and resources for the Planning Department to own and operate its own wind tunnel, because the major

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-227

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

existing wind tunnels are located outside of the San Francisco Bay Area. Owning and operating a wind tunnel
would require the Planning Department to hire qualified staff, duplicating a role that is already performed by
qualified consultants with years of experience.
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D.11

Shadow

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment SH-1: Potential Shadow on a Possible Park Site

●

Comment SH-2: Conclusion Regarding Shadow Impacts

●

Comment SH-3: Extend Proposition K to Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)

Comment SH-1: Potential Shadow on a Possible Park Site
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-Tishman.2
“Page:
“III-11

Comment:
Recreation and Open Space Element. The second to last paragraph on this page states that Plan height
limits are intended to protect, ‘insofar as is feasible, a potential park [site] identified in the Plan on
the block bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan Streets.’ It should be noted that the
proximity of nearby existing buildings and development anticipated under the Plan for adjacent
parcels will necessarily result in substantial shadow to this proposed park site.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur,
Reuben, Junius & Rose, Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.2])

Response SH-1
The comment notes that existing nearby buildings and anticipated development under the Plan would generate
shadow on the potential park site bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan streets. The design and
configuration of this potential new open space is not known, nor is any potential future programming of the open
space; therefore, it would be speculative to assess how shadow would affect this open space. However, shadow
on this potential new open space is discussed for informational purposes on Draft EIR p. IV.H-39. The discussion
notes that Plan Area development throughout the year would partially shade the open space. In particular:
On the summer solstice, this location would be mostly in sunlight during much of the day (between
about 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.), with substantial sunlight even at 8:00 a.m. and as late at 4:00 p.m.;82 after
that time, shadows from development at newly increased height limits would cover an increasing
portion of the park until, by 6:00 p.m., when it would be nearly fully shaded. At the spring/fall equinox,
there would be substantial sunlight during the midday (10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.), with partial sunlight
until shortly after 3:00 p.m. At 9:00 a.m., new shadow could be cast on the park, while between 3:00 p.m.
and 6:00 p.m., substantial new shadow from Plan-related development could shadow the potential new
park. Very early in the morning (before about 8:30 a.m.) and in the early evening (from 6:00 p.m. on),
the potential park would be largely shaded by existing buildings. On the winter solstice, the park site
82

Before 8:00 a.m., the park would be largely shaded by existing buildings.
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would be at least partially shaded, mostly by development at new height limits, throughout the day,
with the greatest effect of the increased height limits occurring after 10:00 a.m. Until about 9:00 a.m. and
after 3:00 p.m., the potential park would be substantially shaded by existing buildings. However, even
on the winter solstice, nearly half of the park would be in sunlight during the noon hour.
Therefore, discussion for informational purposes with regard to shadow on this new potential park as a result of
existing and anticipated development under the Plan is addressed in the Draft EIR, and no revisions are required.

Comment SH-2: Conclusion Regarding Shadow Impacts
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.30
O-CSN-1.50

“G. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Shadow Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the DEIR.
“The DEIR erroneously concludes that the Plan does not have significant shadow impacts. (DEIR, p. IV.H-21).
This finding ignores the Plan’s inconsistency with the General Plan. As discussed above, The Plan is inconsistent
with the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Policy 1.9: Preserve sunlight in public open
spaces. (DEIR, p. III-11). The DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadow on several parks under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, including South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park and
Gene Friend Recreation Center, as well as several public open spaces. (DEIR, p. III-11). For example the DEIR
admits that the Plan will create new shadows on the only Rec & Park property in the Plan area, South Park, and
‘could increase shadow on portions of South Park during early morning and late afternoon hours from the
spring equinox to the fall equinox (March through September). (DEIR, p. IV.H-35). In other words, the Plan will
cast shadows on South Park for half of the year! Similarly, the DEIR admits that the Plan will cast shadows on
the heavily used privately owned public open space (POPOS) located at 303 Second Street from noon ‘through
much of the afternoon,’ and shading up to one-third of the POPOS. (DEIR p. IV.H-38).
“Given these conflicts with the General Plan, the DEIR’s finding that the Plan has no significant shadow impacts
is arbitrary and capricious. The Reduced Height Alternative would reduce this impact and is feasible and would
achieve all project goals.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.30])

“4. The DEIR Errs in Concluding Project Potential Shadow Effects Will Be Less than Significant
“The Central SOMA Neighborhood (Project area) is currently characterized by mid-rise buildings affording the
neighborhood good natural sunlight and light as compared with the Financial District. The changes proposed
by the Project (Plan) allow for approximately eight towers between 200 and 400 feet in height, five buildings of
160-feet in height and six of 130 feet in height as well as others ranging from 200 to 350 feet in height.
Developments of 100% affordable housing could achieve greater heights by right using the State’s affordable
housing density bonus. DEIR at II-22. According to the Central Soma Plan and DEIR: ‘The proposed height
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limits are intended to minimize shadow impacts on South Park, Yerba Buena Gardens, and the Bessie
Carmichael School schoolyard.’ DEIR at p. II-23.
“Unlike many other topics where the DEIR relies on the Initial Study, in this case, the DEIR addresses the
Project’s potential shadow effects on publicly accessible areas, including public parks, publicly accessible private
open spaces, and sidewalks using computer modeling and detailed graphics displaying shading in DEIR
Section IV.H.26 The conclusion reached concerning shadow impacts is as follows:
‘…development pursuant to the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects the use of existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. Additionally, the specific
massing and design of a subsequent development project would be reviewed to determine whether the
project could have shadow impacts not identified at this programmatic level of analysis. Therefore, the
impact would be less than significant.’ DEIR at p. IV.H-38.
“The DEIR’s own analysis supports a different conclusion. Specifically, the DEIR’s modeling clearly indicates
that the Project will result in significant shading of South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park and Gene Friend
Recreation Center, as well as several other public open spaces and neighborhood sidewalks. See for example,
Figures IV.H-13 and 14 showing shadow on South Park during most of the day during seasons of shorter day
length [when sunlight in the limited open spaces in this neighborhood is even more important]. The DEIR states
in this regard:
‘During the seasons of shorter day length and longer mid-day shadows, the Plan could result in an
increase in shadow on South Park during most of the day. At the winter solstice, small bits of new
shadow could be added to shadow from existing buildings over various parts of the park throughout
the day, as shown in Figure IV.H-13 and Figure IV.H- 14.’
“Contrary to the model results and description of the impact above, the DEIR finds the new shadows, despite
coverage of one of the few public open spaces, of limited extent and therefore less than significant. This
conclusion is laughable given the clear proof in the DEIR that the Project will cast shadows on South Park for
nearly half the year. These impacts are compounded by the fact that the neighborhood is so underserved by
public parks and recreation spaces.
“Similarly, the extent and duration of shadows cast on public sidewalks will increase as taller buildings are
developed, as shown in DEIR Figures IV.H-2 through Figure IV.H-10. Casting shadows for nearly half the year
clearly requires a conclusion of significant impact warranting consideration of mitigation and alternatives.
Mitigation and alternatives that must be considered to reduce these impacts include but are not limited to:
●

Adoption of the reduced height alternative and prohibition of high rises except where immediately
adjacent to transit hubs.

●

Lower height limits on sites where shadow impacts are shown by the DEIR’s analysis to extend into
existing open space, park and recreation areas.”

Footnote:
26
It is instructive that the analysis is qualitative. Specifically, according to the DEIR, the analysis is qualitative and not quantitative
since quantitative analysis is typically required for analysis of individual buildings under Section 295 or as part of a project
specific review. DEIR at p. IV.H-11. A revised DEIR should provide quantitative analysis of the Project as well since numerous
specific development projects listed in the DEIR will proceed with Plan adoption.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.50])
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Response SH-2
The comments can be summarized to express the following concerns:
●

The Draft EIR is inconsistent with General Plan policies protecting sunlight on open spaces;

●

The Draft EIR wrongly concludes that shadow effects of Plan Area development would be less than
significant; and

●

Shadow impacts are significant and, therefore, warrant mitigation and consideration of alternatives.

Inconsistency with General Plan Policies Protecting Sunlight on O pen Spaces
The comment, which alleges that inconsistency with the Recreation and Open Space Element indicates a
significant impact, is incorrect for the following reasons. First, as stated on Draft EIR p. III-2, “A conflict between
a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant effect on the environment
within the context of CEQA.” Rather, a significant environmental effect under CEQA “means a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15382) [emphasis added]. While a project’s conflict or inconsistency with a general
plan policy may indicate the need to investigate a potential physical impact, it does not in itself mean that the
project would have a significant impact on the environment.
With respect to Recreation and Open Space Element Policy 1.9, the policy does not state or imply that absolutely
no new shadow may be considered on public open spaces. Policy 1.9 acknowledges that “shadows created by
new development [near parks] can critically diminish the utility and comfort of the open space,” but also makes
explicit reference to the controls of Planning Code Section 295. Section 295 restricts shadows from buildings
taller than 40 feet “unless it is determined that the impact on the use of the space would be insignificant.” The
text concludes that the City should support protections for all open spaces “to maintain sunlight in these spaces
during the hours of their most intensive use while balancing this with the need for new development to
accommodate a growing population in the City.” Thus, Policy 1.9 does not prohibit new shadow on public parks
and open spaces but calls for limiting such shadow to avoid substantially affecting the use and enjoyment of
parks and open spaces. Accordingly, based on the analysis in the Draft EIR, potential new development
pursuant to the Plan would not conflict or be inconsistent with Recreation and Open Space Element Policy 1.9.
As stated on Draft EIR p. III-2,
…potential conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decision-makers (in the case of a General
Plan amendment, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) independently of the
environmental review process. Thus, in addition to considering inconsistencies that affect
environmental issues, the decision-makers consider other potential inconsistencies with the General
Plan, independently of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or
disapprove a proposed project.
See Response PP-4, p. RTC-96, for further discussion regarding a project’s consistency with plans and policies.

Less-than-Significant Shadow Effects of Plan Area Development
The Draft EIR fully analyzes the potential physical effects of shadow that could be cast by Plan Area
development and concludes that effects related to shadow would be less than significant because the Plan would
not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
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As noted on Draft EIR p. IV.H-21, the massing model used for the shadow analysis, while generally
representative of a reasonably foreseeable outcome of Plan implementation, did not account for individual
building designs, such as articulation in massing, parapets, or rooftop projections, as such details are unknown
at this time. Nor did it consider that one or more buildings may not be built even where rezoning would allow
for greater height than is currently allowed, or where existing height limits permit taller buildings than currently
exist. Therefore, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR is qualitative rather than quantitative. However, the
analysis provides a conservative estimation of the magnitude of shadow effects possible under the Plan because
the model did not incorporate building articulation. Subsequent development projects proposed in the Plan
Area—whether on a site where the height limit would be increased pursuant to the Plan or a site where existing
height limits would not change—would be subject to Planning Code Section 295 (if greater than 40 feet tall), as
well as Section 14783 as applicable; therefore, project-specific shadow impacts would be analyzed at that time.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, further project-level environmental review would be
required if a project-specific shadow analysis demonstrates that a subsequent development project under the
Plan would have a substantial adverse effect on the use and enjoyment of a public open space beyond that
identified in the Draft EIR.
Specifically, with respect to the commenter’s assertion that “the Plan will cast shadows on South Park for half
of the year,” the Draft EIR shows that Plan Area development could add small amounts of new shadow to South
Park throughout the entire year (see Draft EIR Table IV.H-1, p. IV.H-22, and Figure IV.H-11 through
Figure IV.H-14, pp. IV.H-23 to IV.H-26). As shown in the figures, the net new shadow would cover very small
areas of South Park and, as explained on Draft EIR p. IV.H-35, the new shadow would be of limited extent,
particularly during the midday period of heaviest park use. Therefore, Draft EIR p. IV.H-35 concludes, “Because
of the limited extent of potential new shadow, both in terms of area covered and length of time, and because
new shadow would not affect the park during times of heaviest use, new shadow would not be expected to
affect people’s enjoyment of the park substantially.” Additionally, shadow could be more limited than identified
in the Draft EIR as a result of individual projects’ compliance with Planning Code Section 295. Much of the
potential new shadow on South Park would be cast by new development on the block that contains South Park
and, because no changes in height limit are proposed on this block, the shadow would be caused by new
development built to existing height limits. Accordingly, the Draft EIR properly concludes that potential
shadow effects of the Plan on South Park would be less than significant.
With regard to the POPOS in front of 303 Second Street, across Second Street from the Plan Area, as noted on
Draft EIR p. IV.H-38, new shadow from Plan Area development could cast a small amount of new shadow on
the western edge of the POPOS in the mid-afternoon on the summer solstice. On the equinoxes, new shading
would begin around noon, and would continue through much of the afternoon, reaching a peak around 2 p.m.,
when about one-quarter to one-third of the POPOS could be shaded. On the winter solstice, new shading could
increase beginning around 10 a.m., and could continue through most of the afternoon. At its peak, new shading
could cover most of the plaza, especially between approximately noon and 2 p.m. By 3 p.m. on the winter
solstice, most of the plaza is currently shaded. The actual amount of shading would depend on the height and
massing of the building projecting its shadow toward this POPOS, which would be determined as part of a

Section 147. Reduction of Shadows on Certain Public or Publicly Accessible Open Spaces in C-3 (Downtown Commercial
Districts), South of Market Mixed Use, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.
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project-level analysis that would occur for subsequent development projects taller than 40 feet in height. The
Draft EIR concludes:
This plaza is one of the most heavily used POPOS in SoMa because of its seating, landscaping, and
fountain and due to the presence of restaurants in the adjacent office building that face the plaza. Use of
this open space is particularly heavy at lunchtime, when the plaza would remain largely in sunshine
except in late fall and early winter. Because the plaza would remain largely sunny at lunchtime except in
late fall and early winter, this POPOS would be anticipated to remain heavily used.
The Draft EIR finds that the shadow impact on this POPOS would be less than significant because it is
anticipated that the 303 Second Street POPOS would continue to receive sunshine during the lunchtime period
throughout most of the year.
The Draft EIR similarly evaluates physical effects of shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park, Gene Friend
Recreation Center, and Howard Langton Mini Park, as well as on the Alice Street Community Gardens, Yerba
Buena Gardens, Yerba Buena Lane, Jessie Square, Mint Plaza, several nearby POPOS, and sidewalks in and near
the Plan Area, and concludes that effects would be less than significant. The relatively small amounts of new
shadow that would reach the various open spaces over limited portions of the day and year would not
substantially affect the use and enjoyment of these open spaces.
Concerning the potential for added height pursuant to the state density bonus for affordable housing, as
discussed further in Response PD-10, p. RTC-80, the state density bonus could be used in the Plan Area, but it
cannot be known at which locations project sponsors might seek to use the state density bonus. The state density
bonus permits an increase in residential density of up to 35 percent beyond that otherwise allowed, and also
permits a project sponsor to request waivers or modifications of Planning Code requirements, including height
limit, that would physically preclude the permitted density bonus. However, state density bonus law does not
exempt a project from CEQA review. Therefore, any project for which additional height is requested pursuant
to state density bonus law would be evaluated under CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, if
such additional height would result in a significant shadow impact peculiar to the project or project site,
additional environmental review could be required beyond the use of a community plan evaluation.84 The Plan
provides for additional height of up to 25 feet on certain sites where a project sponsor dedicates land in the Plan
Area for creation of affordable housing or parks. However, as explained in Response PD-2, p. RTC-45, this
additional height is likely to be granted only to project sponsors with sites that are large enough to allow
flexibility in site planning and building massing to allow for a portion of the site to be dedicated to affordable
housing or parkland beyond that otherwise required. Additionally, such additional height must not increase
the overall development potential of the Plan and must not result in significant wind or shadow impacts. Any
specific proposal that would increase the Plan’s overall development potential or result in significant wind or
shadow impacts would be ineligible for the 25-foot height limit increase. Therefore, neither the affordable
housing density bonus nor the Plan’s height bonus would be anticipated to result in substantially greater
shadow impacts than those identified in the Draft EIR.
Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, the Draft EIR’s conclusions with respect to shadow impacts are
supported by substantial evidence in the record, and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

A community plan evaluation is commonly used for projects that would be consistent with an area plan and would have no
additional new or substantially more-severe impacts or impacts peculiar to the project or its site.
84

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-234

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

Consideration of Mitigation and Alternatives for Shadow Impacts
The commenter also remarked that shadow impacts warrant consideration of mitigation and alternatives. As
discussed above, the Draft EIR finds that the proposed Plan would not result in significant shadow impacts, and
the commenters have not demonstrated that this conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence. Therefore,
no mitigation measures to address shadow impacts are required and no CEQA alternatives designed to reduce
shadow effects of the Plan are necessary, as CEQA only requires identification of mitigation measures or
examination of alternatives to the Plan where a significant impact is identified. Nevertheless, concerning the
commenter’s preference for the Reduced Heights Alternative, as stated on Draft EIR pp. VI-30 and VI-31, while
this alternative would have similar shadow effects to those of the Plan throughout much of the Plan Area and
nearby, the Reduced Heights Alternative would incrementally reduce new shadow on both South Park and
Victoria Manalo Draves Park. The Draft EIR finds that, like the Plan, the Reduced Heights Alternative would
have a less-than-significant effect with respect to shadow. As such, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment SH-3: Extend Proposition K to Privately Owned Public Open Space
(POPOS)
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.2

“Lastly, we ask the Planning Department to extend Proposition K shadow analysis to POPOS. Shadows impact
the quality and accessibility of open space and we look to the Planning Department to address these concerns
especially if it is recommended that POPOS be used to address the limited open space in the Plan Area.” (Chris
Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.2])

Response SH-3
The comment requests that POPOS in the Plan Area be subject to the analysis methodology used for parks
subject to Planning Code Section 295, which was adopted through voter approval of Proposition K in November
1994. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be
transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
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D.12

Hydrology (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer System)

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the Initial Study (Draft EIR
Appendix B, Section D.15, Hydrology and Water Quality) and Draft EIR Section IV.1, Hydrology (Sea Level Rise
and Combined Sewer System). These include topics related to:
●

Comment HY-1: Plan Effects on the Combined Sewer System During Wet Weather

●

Comment HY-2: Sea Level Rise between Fifth and Sixth Streets Should Be Studied

Comment HY-1: Plan Effects on the Combined Sewer System During Wet Weather
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.14

“Central SoMa’s combined sewage and stormwater drainage system falls within the largest, overused Channel
Drainage Basin (covering the Tenderloin, all of SoMa, the Mission, Potrero Hill, Haight, parts of Pacific Heights,
the Panhandle, Castro and lower Richmond). Although the analysis of the drainage system's treatment facilities
were very detailed, our concern is that many of the plans to upgrade the system by SFPUC were planned to
happen as a result of the growth projected by Eastern Neighborhoods in 2012. Much of the analysis of the
millions of gallons per day was based off of a 10 year PUC study that did not capture the density of growth over
the past five years nor the fact that we have been in a drought. As a result, the review of the plan's impacts on
sewage and storm water drainage were said to be less than significant DURING DRY WEATHER. However,
during wet weather months, the overflow and its effects on the water treatment capacity are significant. When
the wastewater treatment facility is past capacity, sewage/stormwater is strained, mixed with chemical
disinfectants and released into the Bay. We would like to see a full analysis of this process, based on the
frequency of how often this occurs (how many days per months) during wet weather months and what are the
environmental impacts of these waste disinfectants. We would also like to have a detailed cumulative projected
analysis of the millions of gallons per year generated annually by construction related projects, and how much
that amount (what %) contributes to the overall projected analysis.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program
Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.14])

Response HY-1
The commenter requests the Draft EIR include more detailed analysis related to the combined sewer system
during wet weather, and states that the SFPUC study supporting the capacity of the sewer and stormwater
system does not capture the density of growth over the past five years or the drought of 2011–2016. The
commenter appears to reference SFPUC data in footnote 353, Draft EIR p. IV.I-3, which cites a 10-year decline
in wastewater flows due to declining water use from the mid-2000s to 2015. However, water use in San Francisco
similarly declined between 2001 and 2010—before the recent five-year drought—by a total of 15.6 percent and
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by 18.1 percent per capita, despite a 3 percent increase in citywide population.85 The Draft EIR analyzed the
effects of changes in wastewater and stormwater flows within the Plan Area in combination with citywide
growth in Impact C-HY-2 (Draft EIR pp. IV.I-31 through IV.I-35). As discussed in this impact analysis, based on
potable water use projections from the SFPUC’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, citywide wastewater
flows could increase by about 18.1 mgd by 2040. Water use projections in the 2015 Urban Water Management
Plan are based on citywide growth projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments in 2013, which, as
discussed above, are also the basis for other quantitative analysis (e.g., transportation, noise, air quality) in the
Draft EIR. Most of the citywide growth would occur within the city’s bayside, which is served by the Southeast
Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP). With a remaining capacity of 24.5 mgd, the SEP has sufficient capacity to
treat the entire citywide increase in wastewater flows during dry weather, as concluded on Draft EIR p. IV.I-33.
Furthermore, wastewater flows could be less than projected because individual development projects would be
required to comply with San Francisco’s Non-Potable Water program, which requires the developers of
buildings of 250,000 square feet or more to use non-potable water for toilet and urinal flushing. On-site gray
water would be one potential source of non-potable water used for compliance with this program, and reuse of
gray water generated onsite would reduce wastewater flows to the combined sewer system.
The effects of changes in wastewater and stormwater flows on combined sewer discharges (CSDs) during wet
weather are discussed on Draft EIR pp. IV.I-34 and IV.I-35. As concluded in this analysis, the reduction in
stormwater flows as a result of compliance with San Francisco’s Stormwater Management Ordinance and the
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines is expected to offset increases in citywide
wastewater flows. Therefore, there would not be an increase in the frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer
system during wet weather.
Regardless, as discussed on Draft EIR p. IV.I-35, the SFPUC is implementing the Sewer System Improvement
Program (SSIP), a $7 billion, 20-year capital program to proactively address system-wide needs and update the
aging combined sewer system. Specific projects planned under the SSIP will improve the management of wet
weather flows to the Bayside Drainage Basin of the city’s combined sewer system. The Central Bayside System
Improvement Project will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main that transports
flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEP and assist the SFPUC in controlling the number of CSDs from the
Bayside Drainage Basin. This project also includes construction of green and gray infrastructure to reduce
stormwater flows to the combined sewer system. Improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility will
include rehabilitation of the outfall to improve its operational reliability, as well as wet weather pump station
improvements. Green infrastructure projects in the Channel urban watershed include several measures to manage
stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system and reduces the volume of stormwater discharges. These
include integration of bioretention planters and permeable pavement into bulb outs along Fell and Oak streets, as
well as in the parking lanes and alleys along and adjacent to the Wiggle bike path extending from Market Street to
Golden Gate Park. Implementation of these projects would further reduce stormwater flows to the Bayside
Drainage Basin, which would contribute to a reduction in CSDs during wet weather.
Implementation of these projects will ensure that frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system remains in
compliance with the SFPUC’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the SEP, the
North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities. Planning for the development of
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016,
pp. 5-2–5-3, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=9300, accessed August 7, 2017.
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these projects by the SFPUC anticipates the effects of droughts and is ongoing. The development of projects under
the SSIP does not rely on any one specific study. As such, no additional analysis is required to support the lessthan-significant cumulative impact finding under Impact C-HY-2 on Draft EIR pp. IV.I-31 through IV.I-35.

Comment HY-2: Sea Level Rise between Fifth and Sixth Streets Should Be Studied
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-VEC.15

“The DEIR identifies that nearly ⅓ of the plan area will be inundated with 3-8 feet of water due to sea level rises.
However, the SFPUC is undergoing a plan to address sea level rises that will not be complete until 2018. The
idea is to add an adaption plan. However, the Central SoMa plan will begin facilitating new development as
soon as it is adopted. We feel as if the impact of the sea level rising between 5th and 6th Street (halfway in the
middle of the entire neighborhood) has significant impact that should be studied prior to the adoption of this
plan. Many of the community benefits of affordable housing, open space and neighborhood retail were projected
to occur in this area, and with rising flood levels, the cost burden on our community would be tremendous.”
(Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.15])

Response HY-2
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR study the effect of sea level rise on the area between Fifth and Sixth
streets. The Draft EIR examines the potential for the Plan to exacerbate flood hazard conditions and concludes
that the Plan would not. Therefore, in accordance with the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air
Quality Management District case decided by the California Supreme Court in 2015, CEQA does not require lead
agencies to consider how existing environmental hazards or conditions might impact a project’s uses or
residents.86 Nevertheless, the effect of potential sea level rise on the entire Plan Area was analyzed on Draft EIR
p. IV.I-30 for informational purposes. As shown on Draft EIR Figure IV.I-4, Inundation with 36 Inches of Sea
Level Rise plus 100-Year Storm Surge, most of the area bounded by Sixth, Folsom, Fourth, and Townsend streets
would be flooded to depths of at least 2 feet with localized areas being inundated to depths of approximately
8 feet. This 36-inch sea level rise is expected as a likely scenario in the year 2100. While the commenter is correct
in noting that the SFPUC Action Plan would not be completed until 2018, the Action Plan is the first step in the
development of the Citywide Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan.
The area between Fifth and Sixth streets is included in the portion of the Plan Area, which would have an
increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. As indicated on Draft EIR p. IV.I-30, the Plan
includes objectives, policies, and implementation measures intended to “Maximize Flood Resilience.” For
example, Policy 6.6.1 would develop a sea level rise and flood management strategy for the Plan Area aimed at
developing targeted policies and programs to reduce flood risk. Implementation Measures 6.6.2.1 and 6.6.2.2
were created to ensure that new development meets the flood-resistant-building standards of the City’s

86

California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369, December 17, 2015.
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Floodplain Management Ordinance and Building Code and to develop and implement Flood Resistant Design
Guidelines for representative building typologies in Central SoMa.
Additionally, as noted on Draft EIR p. IV.I-26, capital projects that cost $5 million or more that could be
inundated during their lifespan would be required to perform a vulnerability assessment.87 An adaptation plan
would be required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial
consequences. The adaptation plan would focus on aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if
flooded and would include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online and
a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and that the latest science and technology are
being considered. As described on Draft EIR p. IV.I-11, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance
recommends an adaptive management approach, including incorporating risk assessment, for development in
areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050 in recognition of the scientific uncertainty regarding the
rate and magnitude of sea level rise.
Therefore, although the Plan would not exacerbate flood risks due to sea level rise and, thus, would not result
in an impact under CEQA, the Plan includes policies designed to protect new development from future flooding
due to sea level rise. Additionally, pursuant to City policy, certain large-scale capital projects are required to
incorporate an adaptation plan into their design and construction. Therefore, the Plan and existing City policy
address effects of sea level rise in the Plan Area, and no revisions are required to the Draft EIR.

Capital projects are City projects that are divided into even Service Areas: Economic and Neighborhood Development; General
Government; Health and Human Services; Infrastructure and Streets; Public Safety; Recreation, Culture, and Education; and
Transportation. The Capital Planning Committee makes recommendations on capital projects to the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors regarding capital plans, projects, and funding.
87
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D.13

Other CEQA Considerations

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter V, Other CEQA
Considerations. These include topics related to:
●

Comment OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

●

Comment OC-2: Growth from New Development

●

Comment OC-3: Growth-Inducement Analysis

●

Comment OC-4: Homelessness

Comment OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Melgar.1
A-CPC-Richards.2
A-CPC-Richards.4
O-CSN-1.32
O-CSN-1.48
O-FADF.1
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.8
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.13
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.15
O-SOMCAN-Rogge.1
O-UNITE Here.1
O-UNITE Here.3
O-UNITE Here.4
O-VEC.7
O-VEC.12

“…I did want to zero in on Ms. Gomez's comments from HERE. There is -- you know, we're adding jobs, and
we're also displacing jobs, I think.
“You know, I remember seeing a study last year of where folks lived in the Mission who work in the hospitality
industry. And I think those are the members of HERE. And there are very similar patterns in SoMa, I think.
“Much to my surprise, folks actually still lived in the Mission. And the speculation in the research was that folks
actually live close to where they work because they really couldn't afford to commute. Those are the folks who
are walking to work and riding their bikes to work who really couldn't afford to pay for BART.
“So as those housing units disappear, it becomes really difficult to have that workforce here. And, you know,
we already know the hospitality industry is suffering from not having the workforce. And I think that cuts
across all service-industry-related jobs.
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“And so I think that replacing with BMR units is not quite the same population that we're trying to serve. And
I'm really cognizant that, if we're planning for densifying the Central SoMa, that we have to be really careful
about not, you know, causing displacement of folks who live there.” (Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning
Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Melgar.1])

“The woman from Local 2 really had some good comments about what kind of jobs are we going to have because
South of Market is one of the lowest and poorest neighborhoods in the City along with the Mission and
Chinatown. That was done by the -- I think the Federal Reserve.
“And here we have these, you know, high-end -- probably high-wage jobs coming in, and we have to have
support jobs that are needed.
“And I'm worried about displacement as well. We hear this all over the place. And I think here probably
especially true, given the increase in population. Probably like -- I think it's real, and I want to really understand
what the level of housing that's protected, either under rent stabilization or kind of -- what that looks like here,
so we're not dropping a neutron bomb in the neighborhood on housing.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.2])

“But also the price ranges related -- with the housing, which is already I think in short supply, to the level base
wage, something SEIU 2 said.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.4])

“I. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Displacement Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the
DEIR.
“The DEIR erroneously concludes that displacement is not an environmental impact under CEQA. (DEIR, p. V10). As a result, the DEIR does not analyze this impact. As discussed by Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, the
Plan is likely to result in the displacement of large numbers of low and moderate income residents of the Plan
area. These residents will be forced to move elsewhere, perhaps replacing short current commutes with long
commutes to distant suburbs. This is an environmental impact that must be analyzed under CEQA.
“CEQA requires the lead agency to determine whether the ‘environmental effects of a project will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly,’ (PRC § 21083(b)(3), (d)), and to ‘take
immediate steps to identify any critical thresholds for the health and safety of the people of the state and take
all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such thresholds being reached.’ See PRC §21000 et seq.
“CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XII provides that a project will have significant impacts where it will:
●

Induce substantial population growth or concentration of population in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new housing or businesses), or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure);

●

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere; or
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●

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere. See CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XII.

“Therefore, contrary to the DEIR’s position, displacement is an environmental impact that must be analyzed
under CEQA. See also, See Kalama D. Harris, Attorney General, ‘Environmental Justice at the Local and
Regional Level,’ May 8, 2012, http://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/pdfs/environment/ej_fact_sheet_final_050712.pdf.
(Exhibit E).
“Here, the Plan is likely to displace numerous residents and commuters who currently live, work, commute,
and recreate in the area. These residents will move to other areas, resulting in longer commutes and suburban
sprawl. This impact must be analyzed in a revised DEIR. Mitigation measures should be considered, such as
requiring additional low income housing.
“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, concludes that the Plan will displace low-income current residents. Watt
states:
The Project will inevitably lead to the displacement of low and moderate income residents because of
the incentives provided through zoning and other mechanisms for new non-residential development in
the Project area. Currently over 10,000 people live in the Central SOMA neighborhood or Project area
in approximately 7,800 housing units. These residents are among the most ethically and economically
diverse in the City with about 60% of residents people of color.21 Although the median household
income is slightly higher than the City average, the neighborhood has one of the highest levels of
poverty with 31% of the population living at or below 200% of the poverty threshold.22 Yet, the DEIR
concludes that the Project (Plan) would not displace a large number of housing units or necessitate
construction of replacement housing outside the Plan area finding this impact less than significant. DEIR
Appendix B, Initial Study at page 86. The DEIR reaches this conclusion despite acknowledgement that
the Project (Plan) could require the demolition of existing housing units within the Plan Area. The basis
of the DEIR’s conclusion is in short:
‘From the perspective of the City’s housing stock, the loss of housing units as a result of
development under the Plan would be offset by the production of up to approximately 13,200 net
new housing units (Initial Study page 86) within the Plan area in addition to residential
development elsewhere in San Francisco as has been occurring and is expected to occur in the
future, in addition to the fees paid for the jobs/housing linkage program and Inclusionary
Affordable Housing.’ DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at pages 86-87.
“The Initial Study contradicts this statement at page 85, noting that the project demand for housing created by
the Project would be about 19,900 units, far surpassing the potential addition of about 11,700 units projected to
be created in the Plan area by 2040. The current Project is projected to produce fewer housing units –
approximately 7,500 -- resulting in an even larger gap between new employees in the Project area and new
housing units. There is no question the Project will generate a demand for housing beyond that proposed by the
Project. A revised DEIR must acknowledge this impact and provide further evidence housing need will be met
and where.
[Editor’s Note: The preceding three paragraphs are repeated as the first three paragraphs following the bullet
at the start of the next comment (O-CSN-1.48). They are not repeated below in the interest of brevity.]
“For these reasons the approach the DEIR takes to analysis of this potential impact falls short of CEQA’s
requirements for analysis, facts and evidence to support conclusions concerning impact significance.”
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Footnotes:
21
SF Dept of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central Corridor Plan, page 6
(11-30-12).
22
Id. p. 21

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.32])
●

Would the project displace substantial number of existing housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?

[See Editor’s Note above in Comment O-CSN-1.32.]
“The Initial Study also argues that the potential number of units that could be displaced by the Project (Plan) as
too speculative and not necessary to concluding impacts would be less than significant, reasoning that the Plan
is intended to promote additional density along with Planning Code requirements for replacement and
conservation would offset displaced units, a. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 87. The number of units or
range of units potentially displaced by the Project is not speculative. In fact, the information exists to determine
the possible range of housing units in the Project area that could be displaced as demonstrated by detailed
modeling supporting the shadow discussion in the DEIR and the equally detailed development scenarios
presented in the Financial Analysis. Subsequent development projects that ‘would occur under the Plan’ listed
at pages IV-8 to IV-10 plus cumulative projects listed at IV-11 to IV-12 also provide a basis for determining the
potential range of units displaced by the adoption and implementation of the Project.
“For these reasons the approach the DEIR takes to analysis of this potential impact falls short of CEQA’s
requirements for analysis, facts and evidence to support conclusions concerning impact significance. A revised
analysis in a dedicated DEIR section must be completed and recirculated with the following elements:
●

A map and text displaying the location, number and affordability (e.g., affordable, deed restricted and
senior) housing units in the Project area. This information should disclose the number of affordable
units that could revert to market rate due to limited duration of the affordability of those units under
agreement or other terms.

●

An overlay of proposed zoning indicating potential incentive new development [sic] overlap or conflict
with existing housing units.

●

An analysis of potential (worst case) displacement of units broken down by market rate, affordable and
deed restricted based on the two inputs above. In addition, estimate of the total number of residents
potentially displaced.

●

Description of how specifically City planning policies and code provisions would result in avoidance
(conservation) or replacement of units displaced by new development and neighborhood gentrification
due to a likely rise in the number of high income wage earners occupying the new jobs.

“The DEIR’s failure to adequately evaluate the Project’s impacts on population, employment and housing
constitutes a serious flaw. In this case, it is clear the Project will displace housing in the Project area. The revised
DEIR must address how much, where and whether housing displaced is affordable or serving special needs.
The revised DEIR must also describe specifically how these units will be replaced if displaced and where. The
DEIR should be revised to include a comprehensive analysis of these impacts and identify effective and
enforceable mitigation for those impacts that are determined to be significant. In addition, a revised DEIR must
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identify feasible mitigation measures to address the likely significant impacts associated with the demand for
new housing affordable to the new workforce and with the provision of new services. See above discussion of
feasible mitigation measures that should be considered in a revised DEIR.”
Footnotes:
21
SF Dept of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central Corridor Plan, page 6
(11-30-12).
22
Id. p. 21
23
The Central SOMA Plan would create only 7,500 housing units.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.48])

“We appreciate the Planning Department’s support of SOMA Pilipinas – SF’s Filipino Cultural Heritage District.
As you know, the Central SOMA Plan includes half of SOMA Pilipinas, and some of the most important cultural
assets in our cultural district including the Gran Oriente Filipino Masonic Lodge in South Park which is a historic
site, the Filipino Education Center, the Lapu Lapu Mural, Bonifacio Mabini, Tandang Sora, and Rizal Streets,
the Mendelson House and San Lorenzo Ruiz Center and many other buildings and alleyways that is home to
the Filipino community. We also appreciate the SF Planning Department’s commitment to working on the
landmark designation of Filipino historic sites in San Francisco as part of SF’s Historic Preservation program.
“However, we are concerned that the Central SOMA rezoning will have significant impacts not only on our
neighborhood and streets in the zoning area, but also in the immediate area which comprise the rest of our
cultural district in regards to traffic, pedestrian safety, increased real estate value, and corresponding pressure
and negative impacts on the affordability of housing and rental space for community serving non-profits and
small businesses.
“Many of the long time Filipino community members who currently reside in the Central SOMA are seniors on
fixed income and working families who are vulnerable to rising rents and eviction. Like our Manongs and
Manangs in the I-Hotel they have felt the pressures from the tech boom and fear that with the rezoning and
building of so many more office space, it will mean their eventual displacement.
“One of the main goals of SOMA Pilipinas is the preservation and stabilization of the long-standing Filipino
community and we ask you to look at the impact of this rezoning on the vulnerable populations of Central
SOMA, not just the Filipinos but also all of our long-time friends and neighbors in the SROs and apartment
buildings.” (Bernadette Sy, Filipino-American Development Foundation, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-FADF.1])
[Editor’s Note: The preceding comment is repeated as Comment O-SOMCAN-Rogge.1 and is not reproduced a
second time in the interest of brevity.]

“5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR
“Regardless of the assertions in the DEIR, there are environmental impacts due to displacement of residents
from their homes or small businesses in SoMa, especially when considering the huge increase in ’Vehicle Miles
Traveled’ that will result with this proposed Central SoMa Plan.
“There are several ways that the Central SoMa Plan encourages displacement in an area already suffering from
increased no-fault evictions and skyrocketing rents. A UC Berkeley study in collaboration with UCLA shows
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that SoMa is undergoing ’advanced gentrification.’7 Gentrification happens when more affluent people replace
less wealthy people. The DEIR encourages luxury, high end housing in SoMa, which in turn encourages the
price of other housing to increase. Landlords of adjacent properties begin to charge more rent to cash in on the
new populations in the nearby luxury condos or new high-end shops.
“The DEIR upzones large swaths of Central SoMa. Upzoning of property increases the values of the underlying
land, which leads to increased costs for residential and commercial tenancies and increased sale prices.
Therefore existing residents or small businesses that are paying less than the new market rate will be forced out.
Upzoning incentivizes tearing down existing housing and existing small businesses so that developers can
maximize the new build-out potential of that property. Coupled with the relaxing of local controls and push to
have less local approval hearings, there will be less incentive for developers to provide ’right to return’ or
provide increased levels of affordability to existing residents or businesses that will be forced out when the
buildings are torn down.
“There are no new protections being implemented by the DEIR for existing tenants and community serving
institutions and businesses. Other than the push to preserve certain historic areas and buildings, there are no
new protections in place to prevent displacement that the City knows will occur due to the new development
that will be incentivized by this Central SoMa Plan (as exhibited in Plan Bay Area ’Communities of Concern’).
As shown in a University of California Berkeley report on transit oriented development and gentrification8,9,
areas in the Bay Area that have convenient access to transit are areas most likely to suffer gentrification and
displacement, including SoMa.10 The Central SoMa Plan talks about increasing land values as a primary reason
for the underlying elements of the Central SoMa Plan, yet it does not adequately take into account the fact that
increased land values cause speculation and displacement. The increased land values presented in the Central
SoMa Plan’s various ’menu’ options is a recipe for massive displacement of existing residents and small
businesses.
“Large-scale displacement creates a significant environmental impact when considering CEQA’s ’Vehicle Miles
Travelled’ standard. Working class and lower income households get displaced outside San Francisco and their
commutes increase, increasing their ’Vehicle Miles Travelled.’ When people who work in SoMa are displaced,
they will often retain their employment in SoMa, therefore their ’Vehicle Miles Travelled’ will increase. Many
existing residents in SoMa can not afford the luxury homes that are and will be built in SoMa and access to
affordable housing is extremely limited, so if for any reason they need to move out, it’s highly unlikely they will
move be able to stay in the neighborhood.
“Furthermore, much of the luxury housing that gets built doesn’t provide housing even though it’s approved
by Planning to be residential housing units. When these units are used as ’pied-a-terres’ or ’short term rentals’
or ’corporate rentals’ or ’student housing’, they are not helping to alleviate any housing shortage, because
although they are approved by Planning as residential use, they are not in fact used for residential purposes.
Therefore people are being displaced and commuting farther for work, meanwhile the new housing units aren’t
necessarily supporting residents being able to live in homes close to their work.
“Replacing low income residents with higher income residents replaces a population with lower car ownership
with a population that has a higher rate of car ownership.11 12 More affluent people are also more likely to use
ride-hailing/TNC services than public transit. They have access to the smartphone-based apps and can pay more
for a ride than public transit riders. This puts more single vehicles on the road that are idling and circling in
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their competition for fare-paying customers. There are also tech shuttles that service SoMa residents to take
them to their offices on the Peninsula. The impacts of the increased ’Vehicle Miles Travelled’ caused by the new,
more affluent populations which is encouraged in the DEIR is not considered in the document.
“This means that gentrification has a ’quadruple’ environmental impact by lengthening the commute times of
people working in SoMa from their new place of residence outside of San Francisco; replacing these people with
a population more likely to own and use automobiles; increasing the number of people living in SoMa as a
’bedroom’ community for their commute on a shuttle to the Peninsula; and increasing use of ride-hailing/ TNC
services whose vehicles constantly idle and circle in competition for rides. None of these impacts of
gentrification on the environment have been studied, which a significant flaw in the DEIR.”
Footnotes:
7
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf
8
http://ucconnect.berkeley.edu/transit-oriented-development-and-commercial-gentrification-exploring-linkages
9
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf
10
http://communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification-Report.pdf
11
http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~raphael/BerubeDeakenRaphael.pdf
12
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0965856400000185

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.8])

“10. There is No Proof that the Plan will Accomplish its Goal of Alleviating Housing Prices or Maintaining
a Diversity of Residents
“The Plan states as one of its main goals accommodating housing demand and addressing such demand to
alleviate housing prices. The Plan, however, does not provide any studies or figures that support the claim that
new development will drive down housing costs. As a result, the goal of the Plan of maintaining the diversity
of residents, here in terms of socioeconomic makeup, appears empty. The Plan would cause a greater increase
in the number of people living and working in the area than would be seen without the Plan, as shown in the
DEIR. As the DEIR states on page V-10, ’what effect development under the Plan would have on housing
affordability is a matter of considerable controversy,’ and that ’the influx of real estate investment and higher
income, residents may increase gentrification of a neighborhood, with displacement of households being a
negative outcome.’
“Further study must be done regarding what effects new housing development will have on housing prices if
the Plan is serious about its commitment to maintaining a diversity of residents in the area. If new housing
development under the Plan -- the majority of which is market-rate -- cannot be proven to bring down housing
prices, the Plan will then only work to exacerbate the gentrification and displacement crisis in the area. Studies
must be done to address these facts if the Plan is to move forward in meeting its core goals, especially as they
relate to affordability and maintaining a diversity of residents.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community
Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.13])

“12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit Organizations
“The Central SoMa Plan has no provision for stabilizing nonprofit organizations in the neighborhood. As
studied by Supervisor Kim, MOHCD, and the Northern California Community Loan Fund, the escalation in
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property values, and the lack of commercial rent control has put nonprofit organizations at imminent risk of
displacement.18,19
“By encouraging the construction of a second financial district, commercial rents will become increasingly more
expensive placing nonprofit organizations even more at risk. Low income and immigrant communities in So
Ma rely on many of these nonprofit organizations for basic services and to be able to survive in the community.
Without these organizations, SoMa residents will be further at risk for displacement.
“As noted elsewhere in this letter, displacement does result in environmental impacts. Therefore, the DEIR is
deficient in that it does not recommend strategies for stabilizing nonprofit organizations in SoMa.”
Footnotes:
18
https://www.ncclf.org/npdmitigation/
19
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=2730532&GUID=77CFF0CE-7AC6-4569-ACEE-02568711018F

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.15])

“Thank you so much for your support of our Filipino Cultural Heritage District.”
[See Editor’s Note above in Comment O-FADF.1.]
(Andrew Rogge, South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[O-SOMCAN-Rogge.1])

“We have general concerns about the plan. I’ll only touch briefly on concerns about incentivization for
displacement of SRO residents who live in the DEIR -- in the Central Plan Area and are urging that further study
be done of what the impact of all this up-zoning may be and what incentives will get created.” (Cynthia Gómez,
UNITE Here, Local 2, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-UNITE Here.1])

“We think there should be an analysis and breakdown of the kinds of jobs that are projected to be created by
this Plan and specifically by income level and wage. And also of the kinds and types of housing, the price range
of these types of housing and, in particular, the kind of family-friendly housing that may be expected to be
created, especially in light of recent analysis that there is a terrible shortage of family-friendly housing in San
Francisco. In particular, the greenhouse gas analysis, traffic analysis, and public transportation demand analysis
should all be redone in the light of this more detailed study.” (Cynthia Gómez, UNITE Here, Local 2, Hearing
Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-UNITE Here.3])

“And, finally, we also -- as I mentioned, there are concerns about displacement in terms of residents and
particularly vulnerable groups. We’re also concerned that the structure of this Plan incentivizes creation of a
great deal, at least 67 percent, of high-end market-rate housing, many of which ends up as second housing or
investment properties, which then, in turn, very often end up advertised as illegal short-term rentals.” (Cynthia
Gómez, UNITE Here, Local 2, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-UNITE Here.4])
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“E. Office Space and Housing
Office:
The DEIR indicates that Central SOMA Plan corresponds to the Plan Bay Area’s planning in which it estimates
“approximately 92,000 additional housing units and 191,000 additional jobs would be added in San Francisco
by 2040” (II-4), however Plan Bay Area also indicates it “also does not mandate any changes to local zonings,
general plans and project review”2. VEC is very concern that this plan will create a second Financial District and
that much of the regional growth will be very much concentrated within the area plan, from 2nd St to 6th St,
rezoning of, including but not limited, to residential areas into office developments. The DEIR did not mention
how the rezoning will impact the residential areas into office developments as seen in Figure II-3 where there
are areas specifically starting from 3rd St and Folsom St to 6th St and Folsom St are homes to our clientele e.g
the San Lorenzo Ruiz Center. The DEIR did not also map the current affordable housing buildings within the
area plan. This analysis should be included in the DEIR and how those current residents will be impacted into
the rezoning of this area.”
Footnote:
2
http://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/0-Introduction.pdf

(Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.7])

“Although DEIR mentioned numerous areas of controversies that need to be resolved such as potential
displacement to residences and businesses or its socioeconomic impacts, it did not exactly incorporate the
potential socioeconomic impacts to be preventative. As the DEIR explains that the Central SoMa Plan is in
accordance to Plan Bay Area goals, there are situations in the neighborhood that are already problematic and
that Central SOMA Plan may fail to address the exacerbating displacement and affordability crisis. For example,
South of Market are already seeing conversions of SROs into co-op for housing for tech workers. The DEIR fails
to address the practices or scenarios that are already prominent in the neighborhood that leads to greater
displacement and homelessness.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.12])

Response OC-1
Some of the comments about gentrification and displacement address the Plan and its merits, and include the
following:
●

Concerns that the Plan would result in displacement of existing service jobs within the Plan Area by
high-wage jobs or existing residents within the Plan Area by “high-end” housing, and a corresponding
disjunction between workers presently living in the Plan Area and new jobs that would be developed
under the Plan;

●

A request for clarification regarding the level of housing that would be “protected” under the Plan
within the Plan Area, by rent stabilization or other means;

●

Concerns that the Plan encourages the development of luxury and/or high-end housing in the Plan Area,
which would have the effect of increasing the price of housing on adjacent properties, increasing costs
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for residential and commercial tenants, accelerating residential and commercial displacement, and
eliminating incentives for developers to produce more affordable housing;
●

Concerns that housing that would be developed within the Plan Area would not alleviate the effects of
the housing shortage because the housing would be used as short-term rentals, corporate rentals, or
student housing;

●

Concerns that the Plan would create a second financial district by converting residences into office
developments, thereby displacing residents;

●

A request to map affordable housing buildings in the Draft EIR;

●

Concerns that the Plan would not accomplish the goals of alleviating housing prices or maintaining a
socioeconomic diversity of residents;

●

Concerns that the Draft EIR does not address existing conditions resulting in displacement, such as
conversion of single-room-occupancy (SRO) residential buildings into co-op for housing for tech
workers;

●

Concerns that escalation in property values and a lack of commercial rent control could displace
nonprofit organizations that low-income and immigrant communities rely upon for basic services,
putting these communities at further risk for displacement; and

●

Concerns regarding the preservation and stabilization of the longstanding Filipino community in the
Plan Area (displacement).

These comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comments will be transmitted
to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. Specifically concerning
the comment regarding the loss of SRO units under existing conditions, the Draft EIR addresses effects of the
proposed Plan and not of existing conditions. It is noted, however, that the Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection have a number of open enforcement cases, both in the Plan Area and
elsewhere in the city, regarding potentially unlawful conversion of residential hotels or other residential uses to
short-term or group housing use.88
Other comments about gentrification and displacement address the environmental impact analysis in the Draft
EIR. These include:
●

Concerns that environmental impacts related to gentrification and displacement of residents and small
businesses were not analyzed in the Draft EIR;

●

Displacement resulting in impacts related to traffic (an increase in VMT);

●

A request that the greenhouse gas analysis, traffic analysis, and public transportation analysis in the
Draft EIR be re-done to account for a breakdown of the kind of jobs projected to be created by the Plan,
by income level and wage, as well as by the kinds and types of housing; and

●

General concerns about the Plan’s effects on traffic and pedestrian safety in the Filipino Cultural
Heritage District.

The Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition Ordinance (HCO), Chapter 41 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code, adopted on June 26, 1981, seeks to preserve affordable housing by preventing the loss of residential hotel units through
conversion or demolition, and to prevent the displacement of low income, elderly, and disabled persons.
88
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Environmental Impacts Resulting from Gentrification and Displacement
The focus of CEQA is on physical environmental impacts, such as impacts of a project on air quality, water
quality, or wildlife habitat. In general, socioeconomic effects are beyond the scope of the CEQA environmental
review process unless a link can be established between anticipated socioeconomic effects of a proposed action
and adverse physical environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), CEQA Section 21082.2). To
establish this link with respect to the Plan, a two-part analysis is necessary. The first part would examine
whether the Central SoMa Plan would cause additional gentrification89 and displacement90 at a level over and
above what would occur without adoption of the Plan. If the analysis determines that the Plan would cause or
contribute to gentrification or displacement effects, the analysis must then consider a second question—would
the economic or social effects attributable to the Plan result in a significant adverse physical impact on the
environment?
The Draft EIR conducted this two-part analysis to determine whether the Plan would result in indirect
displacement above levels that would occur without the Plan. The Draft EIR addresses concerns related to
gentrification and displacement on Draft EIR pp. V-7 to V-10. The Draft EIR finds that the Plan would increase
the capacity for jobs and housing. Specifically, “Goals 2 and 3 address the socioeconomic concerns related to
PDR jobs and affordable housing by (a) protecting PDR space within the Plan Area and the larger SoMa area
while also allowing for a substantial amount of new office jobs and (b) setting affordability requirements for the
Plan Area in an effort to ensure that 33 percent of new housing is affordable to very low, low, and moderate
income households” (Draft EIR, p. V-9). The EIR concludes that, “There is no evidence that the Plan would result
in potential social and economic effects that would indirectly result in significant effects to the physical
environment and are therefore beyond the scope of this EIR. Changes to the physical environment as a result of
the Central SoMa Plan are addressed in the appropriate environmental topics in this EIR and the accompanying
Initial Study (Appendix B)” (Draft EIR, p. V-10). Thus, the EIR did analyze the potential for the Plan to result in
social and economic effects that could in turn result in environmental effects. With regard to addressing the
effects of the Central SoMa Plan on gentrification and displacement, the Planning Department is informed by a
socioeconomic analysis conducted as part of a response to a CEQA appeal of a project located at 2675 Folsom
Street. Additional information from this study is provided below.
The Central SoMa Plan Area is within the larger area of the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans, in which the
2675 Folsom Street project is located. As part of its appeal response, the Planning Department conducted a
review of the relevant academic literature to evaluate whether gentrification and displacement of existing
residents or businesses could be attributed to market-rate residential and mixed-use development. This study
is incorporated by reference herein in its entirety and represents the Department’s findings. 91 The study was
directed by the Planning Department, including development of the scope of work, and review of the report for

Gentrification is a process associated with increased investment in existing neighborhoods and the related influx of residents of
higher socioeconomic status and increased property values.
90
Displacement refers to the process by which businesses and households are forced to move. Two types of displacement may
occur: (1) direct displacement, such as demolition of a building; and (2) indirect displacement, such as increased rents driving
households to move.
91
San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Department Response to the Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for 2675 Folsom
Street Project, Case No. 2014.000601ENV, March 13, 2017. See also a memo to the Board of Supervisors, “ARB|Chapple Study and
Planning,” May 2, 2017, https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5147164&GUID=A02B19F7-5F3F-43AD-8DC7-347EB15FAD11,
accessed March 12, 2018.
89
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accuracy, objectivity and completeness. The study concluded that the literature does not establish empirical
evidence supporting the position that market-rate development is responsible for residential or commercial
displacement. The study cites a 2016 case study analysis in New York City, which indicates that “displacement
is no more prevalent in the typical gentrifying neighborhood than in non-gentrifying neighborhoods.”
The study also concluded that the relevant literature indicates that new housing production does not result in
increased costs of the existing housing base, but instead helps maintain existing home prices and rents. The
study also concluded that new housing production suppresses price appreciation and has the effect of actually
reducing housing displacement (although the rate at which this occurs in small, localized areas requires further
analysis). Another way of describing these findings is that construction of both new market-rate and new
affordable housing has an attenuating effect on housing displacement on a relatively large scale (larger than the
census block group level, for example). As described in the study, the Planning Department undertook further
research to examine whether market-rate development has caused displacement at a finer-grained scale (such
as at the census tract level) between 2000 and 2015, and it found no evidence to support such a displacement
effect. In addition, the Program EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans concluded that by increasing
housing supply relative to demand, more housing choices, and more (relatively) affordable housing units would
be developed than without the rezoning, and that the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would require
below-market-rate units to be developed in conjunction with market-rate projects.92
In addition, an economic analysis included in the Planning Department’s study evaluated the specific effects of
development anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans on retail supply and
demand within the neighborhood surrounding the 2675 Folsom Street project.93 The results of this analysis
indicated that demand for new retail services generated by new residential development within the study area
would not result in substantial pressure on the existing retail base in the area.
The Eastern Neighborhoods study determined that gentrification and displacement would take place within the
planning area, but that displacement effects would be more severe without the land use changes encouraging
the development of more housing, as envisioned in that Plan. It is similarly reasonable to assume that
gentrification could also take place within the Central SoMa Plan Area after implementation of the Plan, and, as
the Initial Study acknowledges, some housing units would likely be demolished under implementation of the
Plan, resulting in displacement of housing. While development under the Plan might result in the demolition of
a small number of housing units, removal of housing units is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under
Planning Code Section 317. As stated on Initial Study p. 87, Section 317 also requires replacement of demolished
residential buildings. Accordingly, the Plan would result in a substantial net increase of housing units in the
Plan Area. In addition, one of the main goals of the Plan is to create affordable housing; to that end, the Plan is
expected to result in the creation of affordable housing at a rate of approximately 33 percent of total units
produced after Plan adoption, as opposed to the current inclusionary housing rate, which varies between 12
percent to 33 percent for projects with an environmental application filed after January 12, 2016.
Draft EIR p. V-10 states, “what effect development under the Plan would have on housing affordability is a
matter of considerable controversy.” By the same token, it is not possible at this stage of the planning process to
San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR, Case No. 2004.0160E, August 7,
2008, http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/3991-EN_Final-EIR_Part-1_Intro-Sum.pdf, accessed March 12, 2018.
93
ALH Urban & Regional Economics, “Socioeconomic Effects of Market‐Rate Development on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural
District,” pp. 41-110.
92
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determine with certainty the extent and nature of new housing or commercial uses that would be constructed
under the Plan, or the nature or extent of displacement that could occur as a result. The Plan proposes broad
zoning controls that allow for multiple types of uses. The Planning Department predicted the type of
development that would occur based on reasonable assumptions detailed in the Overview section of the Draft
EIR, pp. IV-4 to IV-7. As specific development proposals are introduced for sites within the Plan Area, these
projects will be subject to public review and environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA at the time they
are proposed, as applicable. It would be speculative at this stage to attempt to predict in the Draft EIR the exact
nature of development within the Plan Area, and CEQA does not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145). Regardless, as discussed above, existing evidence does not indicate that development
of new housing and commercial uses within the Plan Area would lead to gentrification and displacement at a
rate greater than would otherwise occur and instead indicates that such development could help result in the
maintenance of existing home prices and rents, as well as in the suppression of home price appreciation. As
such, the second paragraph under the heading “Housing” on Draft EIR p. V-10 is revised as follows (deleted
text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
The City Office of the Controller – Office of Economic Analysis determined that new market-rate
housing in San Francisco has the effect of lowering, rather than raising, housing values at the local and
citywide level.413,414 Research also indicates that at the regional scale, producing more market-rate
housing will result in decreased housing prices, and reduce displacement pressures (although not as
effectively as subsidized housing). However, at the local level, market rate housing would not
necessarily have the same effects as at the regional scale, due to a mismatch between demand and
supply.415 The influx of real estate investment and higher income, residents may increase gentrification
of a neighborhood, with displacement of households being a negative outcome. The Central SoMa Plan
could, however, help ameliorate pressure on housing prices alleviate this effect through policy goals
aimed at ensuring that 33 percent of new housing in the Plan Area is affordable to very low, low, and
moderate-income households.
Footnotes:
413
City and County of San Francisco, City Office of the Controller – Office of Economic Analysis, Potential Effects of
Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission, September 10, 2015.
414
The analysis further determined that locally imposing limits on market-rate housing in the city would, in general,
place greater upward pressure on city housing prices, and reduce affordable housing resources to a greater extent than if
no limit on market-rate housing were imposed.
415
Berkeley Institute of Governmental Studies (IGS), Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the
Relationships, May 2016.

Regarding concerns that the Plan will create a second financial district by converting residential areas—in
particular, areas that are largely occupied by affordable housing—into areas of primarily office development,
which could lead to displacement of existing residents, many of them lower-income, Draft EIR p. II-8 states that
the Plan would actually retain existing zoning that supports capacity for new housing, as well as for new
employment. The Plan would increase the proportion of the Plan Area where new housing would likely be
developed by eliminating the Service/Light Industrial (SLI) Use District, which permits only 100 percent
affordable housing, and rezoning existing SLI areas as Mixed Use Office (MUO), which permits office and
residential development as principal uses, along with a limited amount of retail space.
The Draft EIR also states that the Plan would replace existing zoning that restricts capacity for residential and
commercial development with zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing. In particular, the
allowance of office uses under the zoning proposed in the Plan along Folsom Street from Third to Sixth streets
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would not necessarily lead to the displacement of affordable residential uses because the height limits would
generally remain unchanged in this area, thereby reducing the incentive for redevelopment pursuant to the
Plan. The primary exception is the north side of Folsom Street between Fourth and Fifth streets, where the height
limit on most of the block frontage would increase from 55 feet to 130 feet, and from 130 feet to 160 feet at the
corner of Folsom and Fourth streets. However, most of this block face is non-residential, and the 160-foot height
limit at the corner of Fourth and Folsom streets is proposed on a site where affordable housing is also proposed
for development atop the planned Central Subway Moscone Center Station. It is also noted that most of the
existing affordable housing buildings in this area are owned by nonprofit providers of affordable housing and
are, therefore, not at risk of conversion to other uses.

Effects of the Plan on VMT Arising from Gentrification and Displacement
Comments addressing growth-inducing impacts and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) state that an increase in VMT
could occur under the Plan if lower-income workers are displaced from the area and are required to commute
further, or could occur as more affluent residents who own cars, who use ride-hailing services, or who travel in
commuter shuttles displace lower-income residents who drive less and who use ride-hailing services less
frequently. As noted above, the determination of whether a socioeconomic impact would result in an adverse
effect on the environment is a two-part analysis. The first part examines whether the Plan would result in
gentrification or displacement over and above what may already be occurring in the Plan Area, and the second
part determines if that gentrification or displacement would result in an adverse environmental impact. As also
noted above, the Planning Department conducted this analysis in response to a CEQA appeal for a market-rate
residential project at 2675 Folsom Street. That analysis determined that market-rate development did not cause
gentrification or displacement. Nevertheless, the analysis went on to address the second question—even if the
project at 2675 Folsom Street were to result in gentrification or displacement, is there evidence that such
gentrification and displacement would result in adverse environmental effects? The analysis concluded that
local and regional transportation modeling, census data, and traffic counts at representative intersections did
not support the claim that increased commute distances by displaced workers, increased vehicle use and VMT
from higher income individuals, or increased use of ride-hailing services are causing significant cumulative
transportation impacts beyond those anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.
Many factors affect travel behavior, including land-use density and diversity, design of the transportation
network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development scale, demographics, and
transportation demand management. Typically, low-density development located in areas with poor access to
non-private vehicular modes of travel (i.e., transit) generates more automobile travel compared to development
located in urban areas, where a higher-density mix of land uses and travel options other than private vehicles
are available. Given these factors, San Francisco has a lower ratio of VMT per household than the San Francisco
Bay Area regional average.
The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the SF-CHAMP model to estimate VMT by private
automobiles and taxis for different land use types. The SF-CHAMP model assigns all predicted trips within,
across, and to or from San Francisco onto the roadway network and the transit system by mode and transit
carrier for a particular scenario. Based on the model inputs, which include development in the Planning
Department’s pipeline, both regional average and local San Francisco VMT are expected to decrease in the
future.
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Regardless of the model assumptions, some households will move from San Francisco and have increased
commute distances, while others may change jobs and have decreased commute distances. However, the model
indicates that overall aggregate regional growth is expected to reduce the average distance that a typical worker
travels between home and work. The Transportation Authority estimates that existing average VMT per
household is 17.2 for the region. VMT per household is expected to decrease to 16.1 for the region by 2040.94
Employment data show that the share of Bay Area residents living more than 10 miles from their employer
increased from 2004 to 2014; over the same period, the absolute number of individuals living more than 10 miles
from their employer increased. As such, a larger number of individuals are likely driving alone to work across
longer distances. This does not, however, translate into a higher share of individuals driving alone to work; the
regional drive-alone commute mode share is at its lowest point since 1960, based on census data. The Draft EIR
anticipates traffic impacts due to increased vehicle trips associated with population growth.
The comment contends that gentrification and displacement are also resulting in increased traffic and related
impacts because higher income correlates with higher private car ownership and driving rates. However, the
claim that development under the Plan would result in higher rates of use of personal vehicles, ride-hailing
services, or employee shuttles that would lead to an increase in VMT is not supported by the available evidence.
With regard to personal vehicle use, a study of the Mission district between 2000 and 2014 conducted by the
Planning Department indicated that, although median annual household income in the district increased
substantially during this period (from $67,000 to $74,000), automobile availability on a per capita basis did not
increase over the same period.95 Similarly, the share of Mission residents commuting to work by driving alone
also remained steady during this period. Review of comparable data for the census tracts that comprise most of
the South of Market neighborhood west of Third Street—and, thus, most of the Plan Area—shows an even
greater increase in income between 2000 and 2016, particularly in the eastern and southern portion of the
neighborhood, with average household income overall having more than doubled and median household
income having also more than doubled, except in the northwestern portion of SoMa. Auto ownership increased
area-wide, with the percentage of households without access to a car having declined from 66 percent to
58 percent. Despite these changes, the percentage of workers who live in SoMa and drive alone to work declined
slightly between 2000 and 2016, from 20 percent to 18 percent. Under implementation of the Plan, population in
the Plan Area is anticipated to increase, resulting in an increase in vehicles and more people driving alone
compared to baseline conditions; however, the Draft EIR transportation impact analysis (presented in Section
IV.D, Transportation and Circulation) accounts for this growth in its discussion of potential impacts. Moreover,
this does not mean that the share of people driving alone would increase; on the contrary, Draft EIR Table IV.D3, p. IV.D-34, shows that the percentage increase in people traveling by transit and other non-auto modes would
increase by a greater amount than would the share of trips by auto, meaning the share of trips by driving would
decrease.
With regard to the use of commuter shuttles, studies conducted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) in 2016 concluded that the regulated use of commuter shuttles in the city would not have
significant environmental impacts, and that the availability of commuter shuttles in fact reduces regional VMT.96

Schwartz, Michael, and Drew Coper, Quantification of Impacts under CEQA following New Guidelines from the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research, February 2016. Kosinski, Andy, VMT Analysis for 2675 Folsom Street, Case No 2014-000601, April 2016.
95
San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Department Response to the Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for 2675 Folsom
Street Project, Case No. 2014.000601ENV, March 13, 2017.
96
San Francisco Planning Department, Case No. 2015-007975ENV, October 22, 2015.
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Concerning TNCs, many observers report that such services have increased traffic volumes in San Francisco.
However, there is limited information as to how TNCs affect travel behavior (that is, whether people using these
services are making trips they would not otherwise make, or substituting a TNC ride for a trip they would make
by another mode, such as private auto, transit, taxi, walk, etc.). The U.S. Census Bureau and other government
sources do not currently include TNC vehicles as a separate travel mode category when conducting survey/data
collection; thus, little can be determined from these standard transportation industry travel behavior data
sources. The transportation study performed as part of the analysis related to the 2675 Folsom Street project,
while not counting TNC vehicles specifically, did not find levels of congestion at studied intersections higher
than levels projected by the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR (and in many cases, congestion levels were lower than
anticipated when the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR was certified in 2008). For further discussion on TNCs, refer
to Response TR-7, p. RTC-151.
These conclusions regarding displacement are generally borne out by a recent U.C. Berkeley study by the same
authors whose work is cited by one of the commenters. In “Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing
Potential Displacement,” prepared for the California Air Resources Board and California Environmental
Protection Agency, researchers confirm that that transit-oriented neighborhoods in general are seeing significant
gentrification and displacement of lower- and middle-income households in both the Bay Area and Los Angeles.
However, while the study concludes that there is a positive correlation between proximity to rail transit and
gentrification, there is little evidence showing that new residential development is causing displacement of
existing resident.97 Moreover, “a policy that reduced market-rate housing development in locations that
encourage lower auto use, even if the policy reduced displacement and preserved affordable housing, would
likely result in a net regional increase in VMT compared to a policy that increased the production of (dense)
housing near transit.”98
In summary, comments contending an increase in VMT could occur under the Plan are not supported by
substantial evidence. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Analysis of Plan Effects Based on a Detailed Breakdown of Types of Jobs and Housing
One comment requested that the greenhouse gas analysis, traffic analysis, and public transportation analysis in
the Draft EIR be re-done to account for a breakdown of the kind of jobs projected to be created by the Plan, by
income level and wage, as well as by the kinds and types of housing.
As discussed above, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the SF-CHAMP model to assess
traffic and transportation impacts. This model assigns all predicted trips within, across, and to or from
San Francisco onto the roadway network and the transit system by mode and transit carrier for a particular
scenario. For example, the 2040 SF-CHAMP model run assigns trips to and from each of the 981 transportation
analysis zones across San Francisco based on the land use development that is projected. Trips that cross

Karen Chapple and Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris, “Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement,”
prepared for the California Air Resources Board and California Environmental Protection Agency, ARB Agreement No. 13-310;
April 26, 2017, https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/13-310.pdf, accessed July 27, 2017.
98
Ibid., p. 180.
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San Francisco but do not have an origin or destination in the city are projected using inputs from the regional
transportation model. SF-CHAMP models travel behavior based on the following inputs:
●

Projected land use development (based on the Planning Department’s pipeline) and population and
employment numbers—as provided by the Planning Department, based on the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) Projections (currently the Projections 2013 Sustainable Communities Strategy);

●

Observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010–2012;

●

Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows; and

●

Observed vehicle counts and transit boardings.

Neither SF-CHAMP nor the regional travel model99 explicitly link workers living in one area with jobs in another
area; this level of analysis is generally considered to be more fine-grained than is appropriate for regional travel
forecasts. Instead, household-job links are established using existing research on typical commute patterns and
distances, including the distribution of workers living in a given area who travel longer distances to work, and
so forth.100 Based on the model inputs, which as noted above include development in the Planning Department’s
pipeline, both regional average and local San Francisco VMT are expected to decrease in the future.
Regarding the greenhouse gas analysis in the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B), as stated on p. 96, adoption
and implementation of the Plan would not directly result in greenhouse gas emissions, although
implementation of subsequent development projects in the Plan area would indirectly result in greenhouse gas
emissions. However, the Plan includes goals and objectives that would apply to development within the Plan
Area, and these policies are generally consistent with the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. As stated on Initial Study p. 96:
The Plan would support reductions in [greenhouse gas] GHG emissions by providing for additional
medium- to high-density mixed-use development in an area with an extensive array of transit service
and would expand non-auto modal (e.g., bicycle and pedestrian) facilities. With regard to the GHG
reduction sectors listed in the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (i.e.,
Transportation, Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy, Waste, and Environment/Conservation), many
of the Plan objectives would reduce GHGs resulting from transportation, by increasing more flexible
zoning and designated growth-oriented zoning locations, to allow for the creation of a more ”transitrich area” and enhance worker-access to jobs (through workplace growth), and by maintaining a
diversity of land uses, increasing levels of affordable housing, and where appropriate, increasing
building densities. Other objectives encourage adaptive building reuse and infill development.
Additionally, a series of transportation improvements are also planned that would directly discourage
auto-oriented uses of the Plan area, and encourage the use of transit and other non-auto modes.
The Initial Study also explains that San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce GHG emissions
specific to new construction and renovations of both private and public projects, and the City’s sustainable
policies have resulted in the measured reduction of annual GHG emissions. Additionally, San Francisco has met
Assembly Bill 32’s GHG reduction goals for the year 2020, and the City’s GHG reduction goals are consistent
with, or more aggressive than, the state’s long-term goals. Finally, San Francisco’s Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions meet the CEQA and BAAQMD requirements for a qualified Greenhouse Gas
SF-CHAMP is built using the regional travel model, and adding additional detail to TAZs located within San Francisco.
For additional detail on the process of developing the travel model, see the MTC documentation,
http://mtcgis.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/Development.
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Reduction Strategy, which the BAAQMD indicates in its May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is an
appropriate significance threshold for determining that a proposed plan would not result in a significant
operational impact with respect to GHG emissions. Accordingly, projects that are consistent with
San Francisco’s GHG regulations would not contribute significantly to global climate change.
If implemented, subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would be consistent with the City’s GHG
regulatory framework, including the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Therefore,
subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. Moreover, subsequent development
projects implemented under the Plan would be required to comply with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Compliance
Checklist for Private Development projects to ensure that projects are consistent with the City’s greenhouse gas
reduction strategies.
The Draft EIR traffic, transit, GHG, and air quality analyses are based on conservative assumptions regarding
potential buildout of the Plan Area, as well as on reasonable assumptions regarding the jobs and housing that
would be developed, as set forth in the growth projections included under “Analysis Assumptions,” Draft EIR
p. IV-4. It would be speculative and unnecessary for the Draft EIR to attempt to predict the exact nature of
development within the Plan Area, especially to a level of detail that predicts job income level, and CEQA does
not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).

Traffic and Pedestrian Safety in the SoMa Pilipinas – Filipino Cultural Heritage District
The comments also addressed potential impacts related to traffic and pedestrian safety within the area of the
SoMa Pilipinas – Filipino Cultural Heritage District. Traffic and pedestrian safety impacts are discussed in Draft
EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, and mitigation measures to address these impacts are also
included in this section. Additional information concerning traffic impacts can be found in the Response TR-6,
p. RTC-149, while additional information concerning pedestrian safety impacts can be found in Response TR-9,
p. RTC-167, of this document.
Overall, for reasons discussed herein, the comments about gentrification and displacement with regard to the
environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR do not require revisions to the Draft EIR, and these comments
will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment OC-2: Growth from New Development
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-UNITE Here.2

“But I want to mostly focus on the jobs-housing imbalance that is presented in the Draft Plan as it is and as
discussed in the DEIR and a statement in the DEIR that only a portion of employees or residents of a given
building will be likely to relocate to the area based on their employment or housing.
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“Again, that’s from the DEIR. There’s no substantiation given for this claim, but it’s used to underpin the DEIR’s
assertion that protection from displacement will be provided for Central SoMa residents. And this should not
be presented without further data or analysis.
“And it also belies San Francisco’s recent history. We’ve all seen advertisements for high-rise high-end housing
developments that advertise their proximity to Twitter and ZenDesk and other tech companies as an incentive.
So we believe it’s just not accurate to say that these kinds of developments will not have -- will not cause
migration and movement to the area.” (Cynthia Gómez, UNITE Here, Local 2, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[O-UNITE Here.2])

Response OC-2
The comments express concern regarding the “jobs-housing imbalance” presented in the Plan and request
substantiation of the statement in the Draft EIR that only a portion of employees under the Plan would relocate
to the Plan Area (i.e., express concerns regarding displacement, especially when taking into account the current
market for housing that is located in proximity to tech industry companies in San Francisco). For a discussion
of gentrification, displacement, and socioeconomic effects in general, see Response OC-1, p. RTC-248.
The Plan proposes broad zoning controls that allow for multiple types of uses. The Planning Department
predicted the type of development that would occur based on reasonable assumptions detailed in the
“Overview” section of the Draft EIR on pp. IV-4 to IV-7. It would be speculative to assign precise numbers to
the effect of the Plan on the City’s overall jobs-housing ratio due, in part, to the long timeframe for buildout of
the Plan. As discussed in previous responses, CEQA does not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145). Nonetheless, this response addresses comments about jobs-housing ratios and
balance for informational purposes.
Calculating jobs-housing ratios may be useful for understanding the nature of urban development and commute
patterns. An effective balance—i.e., one that leads to less travel—depends on several factors, including how
many workers live in a “typical” household. However, jobs-housing ratios are functions of complex
transportation system dynamics and are best considered from a sufficiently broad geographic perspective, such
as at the regional and multi-city scales, and are much less relevant at a neighborhood scale.101
Using job and household data presented in Table RTC-4, City of San Francisco Anticipated 2010–2040 Growth,
2015–2040 ABAG “Projections 2013” Regional Projections, and Plan Bay Area PDA Projections, 2010–2040,
buildout of the Plan in and of itself represents a jobs-housing (i.e., jobs-households) ratio of approximately 5.2
for projected 2040 conditions within the Plan Area, as compared to an existing jobs-housing ratio of
approximately 6.7 within the Plan Area (ABAG 2013).

San Francisco Planning Department, Memo to the Planning Commission re: Informational Overview of San Francisco JobHousing Balance Trends 1985–2015, February 22, 2017,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Memo%20to%20CPC_2Mar2017_InfoHearing_JobHousingTrends.pdf, accessed August 1,
2017.
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TABLE RTC-4

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO ANTICIPATED 2010–2040 GROWTH, 2015–
2040 ABAG “PROJECTIONS 2013” REGIONAL PROJECTIONS, AND
PLAN BAY AREA PDA PROJECTIONS, 2010–2040
2010

2040

Households

6,800

21,200

Jobs

45,600

109,200

6.7

5.2

Households

345,811

447,350

Jobs

568,720

759,500

1.6

1.7

Plan Area: Projected Growtha

Jobs per Housing Unit

Citywide: Projected Growthb

Jobs per Housing Unit
NOTES:
a.

Table IV-1 of the Draft EIR, p. IV-6.

b.

ABAG, Projections 2013.

A jobs-housing ratio of 5.2 reflects that the increment of Plan growth would provide more employment than
housing; however, when compared to the existing jobs-housing ratio of 6.7, it can be seen that development
under the Plan would also represent an overall increase in households per job that are expected to be established
within the Plan Area by 2040. More importantly, the current jobs-housing ratio for the city as a whole is
approximately 1.64, and is expected to increase by about 4 percent through 2040. (In its Projections 2013, ABAG
projects a 2040 jobs-housing ratio of 1.70 for the city.) These numbers reflect the reality that, although the jobshousing balance in discrete neighborhoods and areas of the city may reflect far more housing than jobs or, as in
the case for the Plan Area, generally more jobs than housing, the existing and projected jobs-housing ratio for
the city as a whole is anticipated to change to a lesser degree. The City has undertaken a concerted effort to add
new housing capacity and accelerate the development of housing in the city, and has succeeded over the past
25 years in substantially increasing its planned housing capacity.102 While the Plan includes more development
of employment uses than housing, this does not detract from other City initiatives to increase housing in other
parts of the city, including, for example, the Downtown area, which is located in proximity to the Plan Area.
Therefore, the comment that the Plan represents a jobs-housing “imbalance” is not accurate from the appropriate
city-level or regional perspective.
The comments also express concern regarding substantiation of the statement in the Draft EIR that only a portion
of employees under the Plan would relocate to the Plan Area. As presented in the Initial Study for the Central
SoMa Plan (Draft EIR Appendix B), the statement that a demand for an estimated 19,900 new dwelling units
would be created by new employment under the Plan is supported by evidence presented in the nexus study
prepared for the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (Planning Code Sections 413 et seq.). This statement is further
supported by using the existing proportion of employees who both live and work in San Francisco, as well as
an estimate of workers per household also based on existing City data. This estimate uses the estimated Planrelated increase in employment (up to 58,900 employees, as of the writing of the Initial Study) multiplied by the
fraction of San Francisco employees who currently also live in the city (55 percent). The resulting approximate
102
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number of Plan-related employees who would live in the city (32,400) was then divided by the average number
of workers in households where workers reside (1.63), resulting in the estimated housing demand of about
19,900 units (58,900 x 0.55 ÷1.63 ≈ 19,900). Since the Initial Study was written, the estimated amount of Planrelated employment was increased, for the purposes of the Draft EIR analysis, to approximately 63,600. Using
the same method used in the Initial Study, the estimated demand for new dwelling units would be slightly
larger, at approximately 22,000 rather than 19,000.
Regardless, and as stated on Draft EIR pp. IV-4 through IV-7, development under the Plan would not stimulate
new population or job growth within San Francisco that is not already projected by the City to occur, as well as
regional growth forecasts and regional air quality planning efforts. As stated in the Draft EIR, the potential
housing demand generated by expected office development would be offset by new housing development
forecast both within the Plan Area and for the city as a whole, as well as through the City’s affordable housing
programs (Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and Jobs-Housing Linkage Program). Therefore, revisions
to the Draft EIR to address the comments are not required. The comment will be transmitted to City decision
makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment OC-3: Growth-Inducement Analysis Is Inadequate
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.27
O-CSN-1.46

“D. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Growth-Inducing Impacts that are Inadequately Analyzed in the
DEIR.
“CEQA requires that an EIR include a detailed statement setting forth the growth-inducing impacts of a
proposed project. Pub. Res. Code Section 21100(b)(5). A proposed project is either directly or indirectly growth
inducing if it: (1) fosters economic or population growth or requires additional housing; (2) removes obstacles
to growth; (3) taxes community services or facilities to such an extent that new services or facilities would be
necessary; or (4) encourages or facilitates other activities that cause significant environmental effects. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(d). While growth inducing impacts of a project need not be labeled as adverse, the
secondary impacts of growth (e.g., traffic, air pollution, etc.) may be significant and adverse. In such cases, the
secondary impacts of growth inducement must be disclosed as significant secondary or indirect impacts of the
project. The analysis required is similar in some respects to the analysis required to analyze impacts associated
with population and housing.
“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, explains that the DEIR contains a discussion of Growth Inducement at
Section V.D. The discussion acknowledges the proposed zoning changes under the Project would expand the
Plan Area’s capacity for growth through a planning horizon year of 2040, during which time up to an additional
14,500 residential units and up to an additional 63,600 jobs could be accommodated in the Plan Area. The
discussion provides no analysis of the Project’s potential to induce growth in accordance with CEQA, nor does
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the discussion reach any conclusions as to the significance of growth inducing impacts instead relying on the
assertion that the growth allowed by the Project is simply an accommodation of growth projected for the region.
Watt states:
There is no question the Project will allow substantial growth in the Central SOMA neighborhood; more
than an increase of 450 percent for jobs and at least 300 percent for housing. Due to the Project’s high
employment to housing ratio regardless of which jobs growth assumption, the Project will result in
additional demand for housing in the Project area or beyond. In addition, substantial new nonresidential and residential growth will require additional public services, likely including expansion
and therefore construction of facilities in the neighborhood or adjacent neighborhoods. Yet the DEIR
neither discloses or analyzes these impacts. CEQA requires that if new construction of housing will
occur to accommodate the Project’s employees or services expanded, then the EIR must analyze the
environmental impacts of that construction. The appropriate components for an adequate analysis
include: (1) estimating the amount, location and time frame for growth that may result from the
implementation of the Project (e.g., additional housing); (2) considering whether the new population
would place additional demands on public services such as fire, police, recreation, emergency, health,
childcare or schools; (3) applying impact assessment methodology to determine the significance of
secondary or indirect impacts as a result of growth inducement; and (4) identifying mitigation measures
or alternatives to address significant secondary or indirect impacts. CEQA Guidelines Appx. G Section
XIII(a). The DEIR must be revised to provide this analysis.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F.
Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.27])

“1. The DEIR’s Analysis of the Project’s Growth-Inducing Impacts is Flawed
[Editor’s Note: The following paragraph is quoted above in Comment O-CSN-1.27, with the exception of the
underlined phrase, but the text is repeated here in the interest of continuity in this Comment O-CSN-1.46.]
“CEQA requires that an EIR include a detailed statement setting forth the growth-inducing impacts of a
proposed project. Pub. Res. Code Section 21100(b)(5). A proposed project is either directly or indirectly growth
inducing if it: (1) fosters economic or population growth or requires additional housing; (2) removes obstacles
to growth; (3) taxes community services or facilities to such an extent that new services or facilities would be
necessary; or (4) encourages or facilitates other activities that cause significant environmental effects. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(d). While growth inducing impacts of a project need not be labeled as adverse, the
secondary impacts of growth (e.g., displacement of households, demand for additional housing and services,
traffic, air pollution, etc.) may be significant and adverse. In such cases, the secondary impacts of growth
inducement must be disclosed as significant secondary or indirect impacts of the project. The analysis required
is similar in some respects to the analysis required to analyze impacts associated with population and housing.
“The DEIR contains a discussion of Growth Inducement at Section V.D. The discussion acknowledges the
proposed zoning changes under the Project would expand the Plan Area’s capacity for growth through a
planning horizon year of 2040, during which time up to an additional 14,500 residential units and up to an
additional 63,600 jobs could be accommodated in the Plan Area.11 The discussion provides no analysis of the
Project’s potential to induce growth in accordance with CEQA, nor does the discussion reach any conclusions
as to the significance of growth inducing impacts instead relying on the assertion that the growth allowed by
the Project is simply an accommodation of growth projected for the region.12
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“The DEIR presents growth assumptions at page IV-5 as follows:
“Citywide growth forecasts prepared by the Planning Department are part of the basis of the analysis
in this EIR. The Department regularly updates citywide growth forecasts that are based on Association
of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) regional projections of housing and employment growth. The
Department allocates the regional growth forecasts to 981 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in San
Francisco by first accounting for in-city growth that is already anticipated (both individual projects and
planning efforts) in the so-called development pipeline, subtracting pipeline growth from the City’s
share of the regionally forecast growth, and allocating the residual amount of ABAG-forecast growth
on the basis of weighting factors developed from analysis of both development capacity and existing
development. To establish baseline numbers for the Plan, the Planning Department relied on a 2010
Dun & Bradstreet database for employment numbers and the 2010 Census and the Department’s
Land Use Database for existing housing units. It is noted that the growth forecasts for the No Project
condition (2040 Baseline) and for the Plan differ somewhat from those shown in the Initial Study
due to modifications to the Plan since the Initial Study was published. Footnote 60.
Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth assumed
in the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (“buildout year” or “planning
horizon”). This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households, approximately 25,500
additional residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. A certain amount of development
and growth in the Plan Area would be expected to occur even without implementation of the Plan. In
many cases, existing development does not reach its full potential under current building height limits,
and those parcels could be developed regardless of future changes in land use policies and zoning
controls. Development that could occur without project implementation is shown in the table below
under the No Project scenario.” DEIR at page IV-5.
“Footnote 60 explains: “Since publication of the Initial Study, Plan development assumptions have been
modified to add development capacity to a portion of the block bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth
Streets (location of the San Francisco Flower Mart) and allow for approximately 430 units of affordable housing
at Fifth and Howard Streets. In addition, development forecasts were adjusted to move the approved 5M Project
and the under-construction Moscone Center Expansion from Plan-induced growth to cumulative growth. These
modifications to the growth assumptions would not result in substantial or more severe physical impacts for
topics evaluated in the Initial Study.” [DEIR at page IV-5]
“Vastly different growth assumptions are presented elsewhere in the Central SOMA Plan, DEIR, Appendices
and Policy Papers. For example, the Central SOMA Plan states: “With adoption of the Central SOMA Plan, there
would be potential to build space for approximately to 45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units. The Plan therefore
represents an increase in development capacity of 450 percent for jobs and 300 percent for housing.” Central
SOMA Plan at page 7.
“The Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s Central Soma Plan13 (December 2016) is based on different growth
assumptions than presented in DEIR, Initial Study and Plan: “The vision of the Central Soma Plan is to create a
sustainable and vital neighborhood in the area immediately surrounding the Central Subway (expected to open
in 2019) in San Francisco’s South of Market District. The Plan is projected to bring 40,000 jobs and 7,500 housing
units to the area over the next 25 years.”
[Editor’s Note: The following paragraph is quoted above in Comment O-CSN-1.27, with the exception of the
underlined sentence, but the text is repeated here in the interest of continuity in this Comment O-CSN-1.46.]
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“The[re] is no question the Project will generate substantial growth in the Central SOMA neighborhood; more
than an increase of 450 percent for jobs and at least 300 percent for housing. Due to the Project’s high
employment to housing ratio, regardless of which jobs growth assumption is used, the Project will result in
additional demand for housing in the Project area or beyond. In addition, substantial new non-residential and
residential growth will require additional public services, likely including expansion and therefore construction
of facilities in the neighborhood or adjacent neighborhoods of a myriad of services. Yet the DEIR neither
discloses or analyzes these impacts. CEQA requires that if new construction of housing will occur to
accommodate the Project’s employees or services expanded, then the EIR must analyze the environmental
impacts of that construction. The appropriate components for an adequate analysis include: (1) estimating the
amount, location and time frame for growth that may result from the implementation of the Project (e.g.,
additional housing); (2) considering whether the new population would place additional demands on public
services such as fire, police, recreation, emergency, health, childcare or schools; (3) applying impact assessment
methodology to determine the significance of secondary or indirect impacts as a result of growth inducement;
and (4) identifying mitigation measures or alternatives to address significant secondary or indirect impacts.
CEQA Guidelines Appx. G Section XIII(a). The DEIR must be revised to provide this analysis and based on this
analysis, to revise other environmental analyses including but not limited to population and housing,
transportation, air quality, among other topics where impacts are derived in part from direct and indirect
growth assumptions.”
Footnotes:
11
Growth directly allowed by the Project is equivalent in scale to a new town, small suburb or city. Under no reasonable
interpretation could the growth proposed by the Project be considered insignificant and therefore, by extension, the impacts of
that growth – on services, housing demand, air quality, etc. -- are also significant.
12
It goes without saying that even if the growth reflects projected growth for the region, that growth had the potential to
significantly impact the Project area; impacts not adequately considered or analyzed in the regional plans and accompanying
environmental documents.
13
The Financial Analysis is intended to implement the Plan’s public benefits and as such it is of critical importance it be based on a
stable and finite Project description that is consistent throughout the Plan, DEIR and other related documents. That is not the case
and as such, a revised DEIR and revised policy papers and financial analyses must be completed based on a consistent, stable,
complete and finite Project description.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.46])

Response OC-3
The comments address the discussion of growth-inducement in the Draft EIR and express concern that the Draft
EIR provides inadequate analysis of the Plan’s potential to induce growth in accordance with CEQA, and does
not provide a conclusion regarding the significance of growth-inducing impacts, and that the Plan would result
in additional demand for housing and public services, the impacts of which are not disclosed or analyzed in the
Draft EIR. The comments also state that the growth assumptions in the Plan, Draft EIR, Appendices, and Policy
Papers (such as the Financial Analysis) are inconsistent.
The Draft EIR includes a brief summary evaluation of the potential growth-inducing impacts of the Plan in
Section V.D, Growth Inducement, starting on p. V-5 of Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations. The entire Draft
EIR evaluates the effects of growth that would occur as a result of adoption and implementation of the Central
SoMa Plan. That is, the projected increase of 63,600 jobs and 14,500 housing units are the basis of the
environmental analysis contained in every topical section of the Draft EIR and the Initial Study. As
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acknowledged in Draft EIR Section V.D, adoption and implementation of the Plan could be seen as removing
an impediment to future population and employment growth forecasted for San Francisco. However, given the
access to transit, the Plan would serve to accommodate this growth in a way that is more sustainable than if
such employment growth were to be diverted to more outlying portions of the Bay Area with less density and
less access to local and regional transit. Furthermore, there are numerous connections between the Plan Area
and adjacent areas, roadways, and freeways; therefore, there are no obstacles to future development that
implementation of the Plan would affect.
As discussed above under Response OC-2 and shown in Table RTC-4, City of San Francisco Anticipated 2010–
2040 Growth, 2015–2040 ABAG “Projections 2013” Regional Projections, and Plan Bay Area PDA Projections,
2010–2040, p. RTC-258, implementation of the Plan would not result in increased growth relative to that
anticipated by the City’s growth projections and 2040 projections by ABAG. In other words, the Plan would not
create new jobs or new demand for housing in San Francisco or the Bay Area, but it would serve to concentrate
a higher portion of anticipated growth in the Plan Area than would otherwise occur. Pursuant to ABAG
projections, the same level of employment and population growth would occur in San Francisco with or without
the Plan. Without adoption of the Plan, however, this growth would be more dispersed (see Draft EIR Appendix
B, Initial Study, p. 82). Thus, development under the Plan would direct a higher portion of projected
development to two designated regional Priority Development Areas (PDAs), within which the Plan Area is
located. Consistent with Plan Bay Area, development under the Plan would accommodate a large part of the
city’s share of anticipated regional growth in jobs and housing, and would reduce greenhouse gas emissions
per person. In addition, increasing intensity of uses over the longer term in this part of the city can support a
broader range of public transportation options, including buses and Muni, which would reduce reliance on
vehicles, thereby further reducing corresponding per capita greenhouse gas emissions citywide. As discussed
in Draft EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, the density of uses proposed under the Plan would
result in a lower average VMT than both the regional and San Francisco average VMT, indicating the efficiency
inherent in the Plan and its success in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. That is, the effects of this growth are
analyzed in all topical sections in the Draft EIR and Initial Study.
In addition, as discussed above under Response OC-2, development under the Plan would not stimulate new
population or job growth within San Francisco that is not already projected to occur. As stated in the Draft EIR,
the potential housing demand generated by expected office development would be offset by new housing
development forecast both within the Plan Area and for the city as a whole, as well as through the City’s
affordable housing programs (Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and Jobs-Housing Linkage Program).
Specifically, with respect to public services, which one comment states would require expansion and
construction, the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B) analyzes the effects of new and expanded public services
required to serve anticipated growth within the Plan Area under Recreation (Section D.10, p. 101), Utilities and
Service Systems (Section D.11, p. 180), and Public Services (Section D.12, p. 118). As stated on Initial Study
p. 121, should the Fire or Police Department determine that new facilities were required in the future, “any
potentially adverse effects from new fire facilities would be similar to those anticipated by development under
the Plan, such as noise, archeological impacts, air quality impacts such as emissions of dust and other pollutants,
including diesel exhaust, and temporary street closures or other traffic obstructions.” As such, the Initial Study
finds that effects on public services would be less than significant. One aspect of Utilities and Service Systems—
cumulative effects of Plan Area growth, combined with other growth on the potential for combined sewer
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discharges—is evaluated in Draft EIR Section IV.I, p. IV.I-31, and the effects thereof are also found to be less
than significant. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.
Concerning the comments regarding varied growth assumptions, see Response PD-6, p. RTC-77. See also
Response PS-2, p. RTC-336, for additional discussion of impacts related to public services.

Comment OC-4: Plan Does Not Address Homelessness
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; the comment is quoted in full below:
O-VEC.13

“The DEIR also did not address the issue of homelessness where there is a shelter within the area plan (i.e MSC
South) and some encampments within the area plan. The DEIR should provide study of where people live or
stay and how will they be affected by this proposed area plan.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans
Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.13])

Response OC-4
The comment states the Draft EIR should address the issue of homelessness and provide a study of how the
homeless currently living in shelters or encampments within the Plan Area would be affected by development
under the Plan. As acknowledged in the Plan, the Plan Area includes a homeless population and services for
the homeless, including the large Multi-Service Center (MSC) Shelter located at Fifth and Bryant streets,
operated by the St. Vincent de Paul Society, with funding from the City. Under the Plan, this site would be
rezoned from a Western SoMa Service, Arts, and Light Industrial Use District to a Western SoMa Mixed-Use
Office Use District, and the height limit would increase from a maximum of 55 feet to 130 feet. In theory, these
changes would increase the potential for subsequent development to occur on the site. However, inasmuch as
this site is owned by the City, it is not considered reasonably foreseeable that the Plan would result in imminent
displacement of the existing shelter.
Services, shelter, and housing for the homeless are provided through city-wide programs overseen by the
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, which was formed in 2016. The City is actively pursuing
a goal to reduce the number of homeless and chronically homeless through increased funding for supportive
services and the creation of homeless facilities, such as the three Navigation Centers (shelters providing housing,
healthcare, and employment services) established in the city since March 2015.
As noted in the Draft EIR, the Plan is a regulatory program that would, if adopted, result in new planning
policies and controls for land use to accommodate additional jobs and housing. The Plan itself would not result
in direct physical changes to existing land uses. Indirect physical effects could result because specific
development projects allowed under the Plan could replace existing residences and businesses, or increase space
for residences or businesses in the Plan Area. Physical changes resulting from the secondary developmentrelated effects of the Plan that could result in impacts on homeless communities would be even less directly
attributable to the Plan itself. Furthermore, these impacts are uncertain and unknown, which prevents the City
from completing an informed and meaningful evaluation of any such potential effects. In addition, there is no
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evidence that impacts related to homeless encampments or relocation result in significant adverse
environmental impacts that would not be otherwise addressed by existing City and regional services, with the
possible exception of effects related to homeless encampments located in riparian areas.103 The commenter has
not provided any additional information or evidence of how the Plan could affect the homeless population in a
manner that could result in further physical environmental effects not disclosed in the Draft EIR. The comment
will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

One study has evaluated the impacts of trash and riparian zone alterations associated with a homeless population located in
the area of the Guadalupe River in San Jose California, and it showed that areas of the riparian zone heavily inhabited and/or
traveled by homeless individuals or groups are more impacted by trash, streambank alterations, and wildfire than those areas less
heavily used and inferred that this was likely to cause an adverse impact to the environment (White, Courtenay, Impacts of
Homeless Encampments, School of Environment and Sustainability, Royal Roads University, British Columbia, November 19, 2013).
103

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-266

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

D.14

Alternatives

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives.
These include topics related to:
●

Comment AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

●

Comment AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative Analysis

●

Comment AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR

Note: As stated in Section D.1, Project Description, comments stating that the Plan should facilitate more
residential development than is proposed are responded to in this Section D.14, Alternatives, along with like
comments calling for alternative(s) with more housing.

Comment AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.4
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.22
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.24
I-Brennan-1
I-Camp.1
I-Domalewski.1
I-Ferro, A.3
I-Ferro, M.1
I-Rosenberg.1
I-Rosenberg.4
I-Schwark-1.1
I-Schwark-2.1
I-Su.1
I-Weel.1
I-Whitaker.1
I–Whitaker.4

“In the alternative, the Neighbors request that the City consider an alternative that would modify the proposed
Plan to eliminate the proposed changes that would allow extremely tall buildings in the block bounded by I-80
and Folsom and Second and Third Streets (including the tallest buildings on Harrison that go up to 350 feet).
These buildings are inconsistent with the Plan’s own goals to limit taller buildings to areas near BART and
Caltrain. These properties are close to neither BART nor Caltrain, but are at the foot of the Bay Bridge access
ramps. Development would therefore encourage automobile usage, not public transit, violating the
fundamental Project goals. These properties should be limited to no more than 130 feet, which would still allow
for substantial development on the properties, but maintain the mid-rise character of the neighborhood.”
(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.4])
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“Going forward, a version of the Central SoMa Plan that creates a family-friendly neighborhood would be
SOMCAN’s preferred alternative. We are recommending that Planning study a new alternative that supports
growth of SoMa in a way that supports the needs of current and future youth, families and seniors. None of the
alternatives currently outlined in the plan supports this vision or these needs, and instead will reshape SoMa to
be San Francisco’s second Financial District with little regard to the protection of the environment of existing
residents, small businesses, non-profits and PDR spaces. (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action
Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.22])

“Despite SOMCAN’s history in engaging with a diverse and large constituency in SoMa, SOMCAN was not
provided an opportunity to participate in TODCO’s ‘community alternative’, and therefore we can not endorse
this alternative. While the Mid-Rise Alternative has intriguing elements, it does not come close to being a vision
that we can embrace. The changes in boundaries, the brief public comment on the published DEIR all make it
impossible for the SOMCAN, its members and the larger SoMa community to adequately assess the Plan or any
of its proposed alternatives.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.24])

“I would like for the Central SoMa Plan to include more housing. I appreciate the number of jobs the plan
permits, and I think transit-oriented, dense housing would be a great compliment to those jobs. I want more
housing at all income levels. Please consider adding more housing to the plan, or creating an alternative plan
that allows for more dense, infill housing.” (Nicole Brennan, E-Comment, February 13, 2017 [I-Brennan-1])

“My name is Daniel, and I wanted to quickly send in my comments on the Central SOMA Plan. I am a San
Francisco resident who works in SOMA. While I appreciate that the current plan seeks to accommodate the
rapid job growth the Bay Area has seen in recent years with a large amount of new office space, I am extremely
concerned about the lack of housing relative to said job growth.
“If we choose to accommodate a large amount of jobs/office space in this area, we MUST also build new housing
for the workers to live in. Failing to do so will only increase housing costs in the immediate area (which are
already extremely expensive), and force workers + existing residents to seek housing in other areas. Every
person who is displaced from the housing market in this area will be one more body clogging our mass transit
systems or freeways; this plan in its current form is socially and environmentally irresponsible.
“In summary, I support keeping the amount of jobs/office space the same, but strongly urge you to increase the
number of housing units. The EIR for the Central SOMA Plan should analyze an alternative scenario that include
more housing.” (Daniel Camp, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Camp.1])

“My name is Armand Domalewski. I live in the Tenderloin; every day I witness the human price of generations
of bad city planning. Folks who might have afforded to cling onto an SRO with their social security checks just
a few years ago are rotting on our street, and the lucky ones amongst us who can go to sleep with a roof above
our head and food in our bellies are [all] live in the constant fear that we are just one bad week away from
joining our neighbors in the street.
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“You don’t need me to tell you that, despite recent progress, the housing situation in San Francisco is bad.
“Really bad.
“What you do need me to tell you, apparently, is that the zoning changes you are proposing represent a
continuation of the dangerous thinking that lead us to where we are today. For decades, we have approved
more office space than housing---we have encouraged the gap to grow and grow, to the point that displacement
is wrecking the community that I love and traffic is ensnaring the streets we adore.
“Enough is enough. Add more housing to this plan.” (Armand Domalewski, Email, February 13, 2017
[I-Domalewski.1])

“I and other property owners in the area request a new alternative with two variants to be included in the EIR.
This alternative will:
“Variant I
●

Increase the height of Block 3778, lots 16, 17, 18, 19, 51, 22, 23, 25, 26, 52 to 67 and 32, 68-87, 16, 46, 46,
46D, 46E, 46F, 46G, 46H on the south side of Bryant Street or fronting on Sixth Street and/or Morris
Street from the existing 40/55X or 65-X to 85’;

●

Reclassify of the entire block of 3778, and lots 48 and 49 of block 3777 to MUO;

●

Decrease the proposed 270-CS to 160-CS in Block 3778 so that the height of the taller buildings will
increase as they get closer to the Caltrain Station on Townsend Street. This change will allow for tall
buildings on Townsend Street between Fourth and Sixth Streets that overlook the Caltrain station; and

●

Incorporate NCT zoning along Fourth, Sixth and Folsom Streets.

“Variant 2
“This Variant will be the same as Variant 1 except that the 270-CS portion of the flower Mart site would remain.
Finally, residential buildings up to 85’ high under the Planning Code are less costly to construct than high rise
structures resulting in new housing units that are more affordable.” (Angelo Ferro, Letter, January 26, 2017
[I-Ferro, A.3])

“We feel that there’s some additional land use proposals that can be done along Sixth between Fifth --between
Bryant and Brannan, and also along Bryant between Sixth and Fifth. And we’d like to submit those comments
in writing to you today for your review.” [This comment is referring to the comment submitted by Angelo Ferro
above.] (Mike Ferro, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Ferro, M.1])

“Overall, the Central SoMa plan needs to accommodate for far more people than it currently does. A height
limit of 120-200 feet in most places simply isn’t enough to handle the demand of living in So Ma. I would like to
see the height limit increased to at least 300-600 feet in most places.” (Isaac Rosenberg, E-Comment, January 23,
2017 [I-Rosenberg.1])

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-269

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

“Overall, this plan was started in 2011. Since then, San Francisco has added over 200,000 jobs. Yet this plan only
zones for an additional 45,000 jobs. This simply isn’t enough. We need policies that are in touch with the times
that we live in.
“We need policies that enable the creation of safe, affordable homes at a meaningful scale.” (Isaac Rosenberg,
E-Comment, January 23, 2017 [I-Rosenberg.4])

“I’m writing today to express my extreme disappointment in the Central SoMa Plan and it’s EIR. I live at 6th
and Market near the edge of the plan area, and also write as a member of the SF Bay Area Renters Federation
and SF YIMBY Party.
“The most critical paragraph in the Central SoMa plan for understanding why it must be sent back to the
drawing board for a thorough reconsideration is this:
“‘Under existing city rules, there is potential to build space for approximately 10,000 jobs and 2,500 housing
unit. With the adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, there would be potential to build space for approximately to
45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units. The plan therefore represents an increase in development capacity of 450%
for jobs and 300% for housing’ - Central SoMa Plan
“I don’t call for a thorough reconsideration lightly. Last year we witnessed a coordinated PR campaign by socalled housing ‘advocates’ in the city to dub the AHBP a ‘displacement bomb’. AHBP solely sought to create
more housing units (perhaps around 15,000) without greatly increasing jobs. Despite the negative propaganda
attack, in truth it would have eased displacement overall. On the other hand, looking at the numbers for Central
SoMa, we can see the true displacement bomb is actually right now above our heads.
“It is an abdication of your civic duty to ignore this.
“In the absence of a surplus of developable housing over developable and planned office space/jobs in other
parts of the city, and generously allowing for 2 workers per unit, Central Soma will result in the additional
displacement pressure of 30,000 people. I am confident that under close inspection, you will find no such surplus
of developable housing exists in the other area plans and neighborhoods of the city. If someone tells you such a
surplus exists, ask to see the citywide numbers for both housing and jobs.
“Central Soma is short about 14,000 housing units (total 22,500), just to make it do no harm.
“I believe we should specifically ask the planning department for:
1.

An EIR option that is Jobs-housing balanced at the same level of office space creation as currently in the
plan, and

2.

An option that allows for 2x as many people housed as employed.

“It is a failure of our process that in our current housing shortage Planning thought it was politically acceptable
present only plans that made our housing crisis worse or much much worse.
“I don’t think we should micromanage the planning department by telling them how to arrive at plan that
doesn’t displace 30,000 people, and I would like to stress that I do believe we need the commercial space zoned
in the plan, and would prefer we allow developers to convert airspace into housing.
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“That said, if we can’t resolve the jobs/housing balance issue with just adding more housing, and we were to
push some office development to other areas in order to create more housing, that is also better than the current
plan. For instance, if we pushed office development to Oakland, the EIR doesn’t really look at potential lower
VMT numbers and transit efficiencies due to workers from the East Bay not needing to take the bridge or tunnel
into the City. Less office in Central Soma would also or create a better development environment for office
projects in Mission Rock and Eastern Neighborhoods areas that are depending on commercial space to fund
affordable housing creation, parks etc.
“The city controller has estimated that all else being equal, an increase in 1% in the housing stock of the city will
translate to about 1% decrease in housing prices. Applying this principle, the current plan’s shortage of 15k
units represents about a 4% rent hike for everyone. Imagine if we matched and then doubled the housing need
created in the plan, building 45,000 housing units in Central SoMa. The increased housing capacity would create
an 8% decrease in housing prices instead.
“We are not obliged to approve an area plan EIR in the same way we are an individual project EIR just because
it touches on and mitigates all relevant EIR criteria. If the upzoning is passed however, projects must be
approved if they meet the zoning and other policies, regardless of their impacts on the housing crisis. This is
our last best chance to fix the displacement and social issues caused by new development in the plan area.” (Jon
Schwark, San Francisco Bay Area Renters Federation, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Schwark-1.1])

“Probably the main thrust of my comment today is going to be jobs-housing balance. We’ve seen this happen in
so many plans in San Francisco where we say -- we kick the can down the road and say that, oh, other
neighborhoods are going to pick up the slack. The other neighborhoods, the Mission, the Haight, Western
Division, they’re not wanting to pick up the slack.
“So I think it’s kind of responsible for us, when we add a whole new big Area Plan, to think within that Area
Plan what is the jobs-housing balance? When you look at Central SoMa, it’s about six-to-one. So we have created
so much incentive to build more office and so much disincentive -- and we all know what we’re talking about - to build more housing.
“I’d really like it if we could send this back to the Planning Department and ask them to create more incentives to
new housing, including maybe density bonuses, and maybe more disincentives or asks from office developers.
“I don’t think that necessarily pushing office development to Oakland is a bad thing at this time because, as far
as the transportation goes, we have a bottleneck crossing the bay. And more jobs available in Oakland means
less people crossing the bay as opposed to here.
“But what we do have is a massive housing shortage compared to the number of people wanting to live in San
Francisco because they have jobs here. So I’m not against development. I know all -- everybody always says
that. But I’m actually not. Those of you who know me know that I’m almost always in support of the projects.
“But let’s get it right at the big, wide-scale planning stage, and let’s get more incentives to put housing here as
opposed to only office.” (Jon Schwark, San Francisco Bay Area Renters Federation, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [I-Schwark-2.1])
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“I’m a Central Soma resident living at 673 Brannan. I’m part of a newly formed District 6 Coalition for Housing, a
group of D6 residents who are pro-housing - our main comment on the EIR is that we would like to see an Increased
Housing Alternative. The ratio of 7,500 housing units and 50,000 jobs is a poor housing to jobs ratio - even with the
33% affordable requirement (which is great), this housing to jobs ratio will only continue to push out the lower class,
middle class, students, and elderly across the city, especially in the areas in or close to Central Soma.
“We realize this plan was formulated several years ago - the Bay Area housing crisis is even more acute now
and receiving national media attention. Together we must put in greater efforts to provide opportunity to
everyone who wishes to live in San Francisco. We would not like to see the # of jobs reduced - we also do not
want an entirely new plan or new EIR process to start - we simply want an alternative for more housing (e.g.
20,000 housing units?) to be presented in the plan and EIR.” (Justin Su, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Su.1])

“I read much of the EIR, and I generally like what’s going on, though as you probably guessed, I wouldn’t have
bothered writing a comment if there weren’t a ‘but’’. Just as background here, my concern here is with the
housing shortage. Lots of people want to live in the Bay Area, either because they’re from around here, or
because it’s an economically successful and well diversified region with lots of interesting and lucrative jobs, or
because of the region’s cultural dynamism, or the comparatively inclusive attitude toward those whose
ethnicity, sexual orientation, &c are considered too eccentric elsewhere. But amid all that acceptance and
tolerance, there’s one thing we don’t do, and that’s actually build housing for all the people that want to live
here, and I think that’s a shame. The plan would add a lot of potential housing, and that’s good.
“The draft EIR has nearly 1000 pages of documentation on how all of this upzoning is not some sort of
environmental disaster in the myriad ways that California considers things to be potential environmental
disasters, including such apparent catastrophes as shadows on existing condos. You convinced me. It’s not an
environmental disaster.
“In fact, quite the opposite. Dense mixed use neighborhoods have much less environmental impact than people
commuting in from Tracy or Stockton or Gilroy, which is realistically what you get only even more of when you
change nothing. And that’s where I’m ambivalent about the EIR as an EIR.
“What bugs me about the report is the alternatives analysis. Sure, the document demonstrates that the higher
density alternative is not appreciably worse than building nothing, or than building less. But how does it
compare to building more? Especially given the switch from Level of Service to Vehicle Miles Traveled, it seems
that isn’t necessarily a foregone conclusion. Shouldn’t we be considering the possibility that a higher density
alternative has LESS environmental impact?
“After all, with less housing in SOMA, we have more people driving cars in from elsewhere. If for a minute we
set away the details of point-by-point impact review, I think that allowing more urban housing has less
environmental impact. Not just less than some other plan for regulatory change, but also less than the zero-build
alternative. Because zero-build doesn’t mean zero-change. Business may have its ups and downs, but the
structural economic advantages of prime metro areas like ours aren’t going away. The region will continue to
attract a lot of people. The default is not that everything stays as it is now. The default is that people move
further and further away from the jobs centers until they find a place they can afford. When it comes to
professionals like me, zoning restrictions may just be a way to transfer money from our wallets to that of the
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landowners, but there many people who work here whose wallets aren’t big enough for that. I’ve spoken to
people who commute from as far as Sacramento!
“I think there are good arguments to be made that the housing shortage is not just a socioeconomic problem,
but also an environmental problem. The alternative to more housing in San Francisco is more sprawl elsewhere.
Even if we don’t consider the incentive we create for ADDITIONAL sprawl to be pushed for elsewhere,
densification can happen regardless, simple because more people pack into a housing unit, and that can
definitely happen in Stockton just as well as it can happen in San Francisco. And having lots and lots of people
commute in from elsewhere has all sorts of impacts on Vehicle Miles Traveled and climate change.
“Or, if you aren’t allowed to consider the effects of things that happen elsewhere, since environmental damage
that we can help avoid elsewhere is harder to incorporate into this type of analysis than damage caused directly
by the changes, then think of it as additional mitigation. The plans have some impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled
and on climate change. Having more density means less traffic, and also people living in an urban environment
that is generally less impactful to the environment in numerous ways than living in lower density areas. This is
not a potential future thing. It’s something that’s already happening. And adding more housing, including in
the blocks that are weirdly set aside for PDR, helps mitigate the environmental impact of the project. Better than
any of the alternatives under consideration.” (Jaap Weel, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Weel.1])

“There is a primary problem with the Draft EIR document in that it throws its hands up and resigns to the notion
of what is called ‘Unavoidable project-level and/or cumulative impacts related to land use, cultural and
paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, and wind.’
“There are ways to avoid the impacts related to land use, transportation and circulation, and air quality by
tossing out the idea that Central SoMa needs more high-rise office space instead of more housing. We have a
housing crisis in San Francisco and an unemployment rate of less than 3% - in other words, the addition of office
space only increases the demand for housing by people who will fill these new jobs and who live outside of San
Francisco, but sure would like to live in San Francisco.
“This is complete nonsense that we cannot avoid more traffic congestion that is very obviously increased when
we add office space instead of housing downtown. These impacts are totally avoidable by adding housing whereby helping to deal with the problem that Planning has already created with so many office buildings, and
that is decreasing the demands on oversubscribed regional transportation infrastructure such as BART and the
Bay Bridge.
“By increasing office space, an avoidable land use choice, we are also killing San Franciscans by shortening their
lives via increased air pollution from increased traffic congestion in and around South of Market and nearby
areas. This is a cardinal sin to be knowingly increasing traffic volumes in an area that already kills people
prematurely due to air pollution from the highways that run through SoMa - and is already acknowledged by
our Department of Public Health and the Planning Department via Article 38 in the San Francisco Health Code.
While Article 38 helps by requiring post-2008 residential developments to include air filters, we do have such
air filtering on older buildings such as my condo building, BayCrest Towers, which were built prior to 2008.
Also, we’d like to have some added parks at some point for the hundreds of kids and seniors whose mental
health and socialization depends on community public spaces. If the Central SoMa Plan is utilized to focus on
housing instead of office, you can rest easy that the City is not knowingly shortening its citizens lives through
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increasing traffic congestion and related air pollution/particulate matter. The air pollution increases from adding
office are totally avoidable by adding housing instead. Please don’t shorten my life - and don’t open the City to
a class action lawsuit by residents of So Ma affected negatively by this plainly avoidable environmental impact
on our public health.” (James Whitaker, Email, February 12, 2017 [I-Whitaker.1])

“Please do not punt and say these environmental impacts which include shorting the live[s] of San Franciscans
in SoMa. That is an alternative fact, so-to-speak, because they can be avoided to a high degree with greater
requirements for mitigations and a refocused Central SoMa Plan to build housing - not more unnecessary office
space for a population already fully employed (less than 3% unemployment rate!).” (James Whitaker, Email,
February 12, 2017 [I–Whitaker.4])

Response AL-1
In general, these comments state dissatisfaction with the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR and address
the Plan and its merits, and include the following:
●

A statement that preparation of the Draft EIR, along with changes in the Plan itself, including a change
in the Plan Area boundary, did not sufficiently allow for public input, and that the public comment
period for the Draft EIR was not sufficient for SOMCAN and the larger SoMa community to adequately
address the Plan or its alternatives;

●

A statement that SOMCAN cannot endorse TODCO’s “community alternative” because SOMCAN was
not provided an opportunity to participate in the formulation of the alternative;

●

A statement that SOMCAN also cannot support the Mid-Rise Alternative;

●

A request that the City evaluate a Plan alternative that creates a family-friendly neighborhood that
supports the needs of current and future youth, families, and seniors;

●

Statements that the Plan should provide for more housing (Increased Housing Alternative), either in
addition to the Plan’s proposed employment growth or in place of a portion of forecasted Plan Area
employment;

●

A statement that residential buildings up to 85 feet high under the Planning Code are less costly to
construct than high-rise structures, construction of which could result in new housing units that are
more affordable; and

●

A request that the City consider an alternative that would limit building heights to 130 feet in the block
bounded by I-80, Folsom Street, Second Street, and Third Street because the proposed heights for this
block would be inconsistent with the Plan’s goals to limit taller buildings to areas near BART and
Caltrain, and would encourage automobile transit rather than public transit.

In addition to noting preferences for specific alternatives and requesting additional alternatives be analyzed,
the first comment suggests that the public review period for the Draft EIR was too brief and not enough time
was provided to allow adequate review of the document. The Draft EIR public review process is discussed on
p. RTC-2 of this document. A typical Draft EIR public review period is from 30 to 45 days, and the state CEQA
Guidelines stipulate that the public review period for a draft EIR shall not be longer than 60 days “except under
unusual circumstances” (Section 15105). Administrative Code Section 31.14(b)(1) similarly requires public
review of a draft EIR for not more than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. The public review period
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for the Draft EIR was 60 days, from December 14, 2016, through February 13, 2017. See Response GC-3,
p. RTC-383, for further discussion of the CEQA process.

The Draft EIR Evaluated a Reasonable Range of Alternatives
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must address a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that
feasibly attain most of the project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the
project (Section 15126.6). An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project but instead “must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and
public participation.” An EIR, however, does not have to identify and analyze alternatives that would not meet
most of the project sponsor’s basic objectives, nor does it have to discuss every possible variant or permutation
of alternatives, or alternatives that do not further reduce or eliminate significant impacts of the project. Under
the “rule of reason” governing the selection of the range of alternatives, the EIR is required “to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).
The Draft EIR identifies and analyzes five alternatives to the Plan, including (1) the CEQA‐required No Project
Alternative, (2) the Reduced Heights Alternative, (3) the Modified TODCO Plan, (4) the Land Use Variant, and
(5) the Land Use Plan Only Alternative. The Draft EIR also discusses an alternative (initial TODCO Plan
proposing higher height limits) that was considered for analysis and explains why this additional alternative
was ultimately rejected from further analysis.
Alternatives were developed with the intention of reducing the Central SoMa Plan’s significant and unavoidable
impacts while still meeting most of the basic objectives. The Draft EIR identifies significant and unavoidable
impacts that are generally tied to the Plan’s overall intensity of development, street network changes, and height
limits, and include effects related to historic architectural resources; transit capacity and delay; pedestrian
overcrowding in crosswalks; on-street commercial loading and related hazardous conditions or delay that may
affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians; hazardous conditions and interference with pedestrian,
bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility due to construction; traffic noise (including a related General
Plan Noise Element conflict); construction noise; emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants;
and pedestrian-level wind. See Table RTC-5, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts for the Central SoMa Plan,
for a complete list of all of the significant and unavoidable impacts. While some alternatives may also
secondarily reduce the severity of other already less-than-significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR, CEQA
only requires the analysis of alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant impacts.
TABLE RTC-5

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS FOR THE CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

A. Land Use and Land Use Planning
Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would conflict
with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.
Specifically, the Plan could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom streets) that
exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element
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TABLE RTC-5

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS FOR THE CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative land use impact.
Specifically, the Plan, under both the one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard streets, could make a considerable
contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels which would exceed the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection
Element.

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of individually identified historic
architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet
unidentified resources, a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5.
Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, could result in demolition and/or alteration of historical resources, thereby contributing considerably to significant cumulative
historical resources impacts.

D. Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would
result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a
substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.
Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would not
result in pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial overcrowding on sidewalks or at corner locations, but would result in
overcrowding at crosswalks.
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would
result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger loading and a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply
such that the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply,
would impact existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that may affect
transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. [See staff-initiated text change to this impact statement on p. RTC-464.]
Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would result in substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.
Impact C-TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transit impacts on local and regional transit providers.
Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.
Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street network changes, , and the
associated increased demand of on-street loading, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading impacts. [See staff-initiated text change to this impact
statement on p. RTC-470.]

E. Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would generate noise that would result in
exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above existing levels.
Impact NO-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space improvements, would
result in construction activities in the Plan Area that could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increases in noise levels
substantially in excess of ambient levels.
Impact C-NO-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space improvements, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in cumulative noise impacts.
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TABLE RTC-5

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS FOR THE CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

F. Air Quality
Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Plan Area and street network changes, but not
proposed open space improvements, would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation,
and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under
an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.
Impact AQ-5: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, would result in operational emissions of fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
Impact C-AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open space improvements, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would
contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts.
Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, but not open space improvements, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would result in exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air contaminants under 2040 cumulative conditions.

G. Wind
Impact WI-1: Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public
areas.

The five alternatives considered included some aspect of reduced density, elimination of the proposed street
network changes, and/or lesser height limits because the identified significant and unavoidable impacts of the
Plan are related to its proposed development intensity, street network changes, and building heights. The Land
Use Plan Only Alternative, which would not implement the street network changes proposed by the Plan, was
identified as the environmentally superior alternative because, although it would result in some significant and
unavoidable impacts, as compared to the Central SoMa Plan and the other alternatives, it would avoid six
associated significant and unavoidable effects of the Plan related to traffic noise and on-street loading, while
still meeting most of the basic project objectives.
The alternatives described in Chapter VI, Alternatives, include sufficient detail to compare and contrast the
impacts that would occur relative to the Plan. According to CEQA, an EIR “shall include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).
The basic purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis is to identify options that would avoid or reduce physical
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of a proposed action. Though implementation
of the Plan could result in social or economic impacts, such impacts are generally not evaluated in an EIR, unless
evidence shows that social or economic impacts would result in a corresponding physical environmental impact.
As discussed in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, no such environmental impacts that correspond to socioeconomic
impacts have been identified for the Plan. Per the requirements of CEQA, an alternative specifically designed
around social or economic conditions to support youth, families, and seniors is not required to be analyzed in
the EIR. In summary, the Draft EIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the Plan and provides
sufficient detail about these alternatives to identify the potential impacts that would result.
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Family-Friendly Plan Alternative
Regarding the request to evaluate a Plan alternative that creates a family-friendly neighborhood that supports
the needs of current and future youth, families, and seniors, the commenter does not specify the overall
development program that would be considered under such an alternative or how these elements would be
achieved. Furthermore, it is unclear how such an alternative would be considerably different from the
alternatives already analyzed in the Draft EIR, or what significant impact identified in the Draft EIR that the
alternative would address, and if such an alternative would be feasible or meet the Plan’s basic objectives.
Therefore, no analysis of such an alternative is possible or warranted.

Increased Housing Alternative
Regarding the comments that state the Plan should provide for more housing (Increased Housing Alternative),
either in addition to the Plan’s proposed employment growth or in place of a portion of forecasted Plan Area
employment, to the extent that the comments simply support additional housing, the comments do not address
the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. See Response PM-1, p. RTC-356, for further discussion regarding the
merits of the Plan. See Response PD-10, p. RTC-80, for further discussion of the state density bonus program.
Additionally, as explained in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, the 75,000 housing units already planned for in San
Francisco could accommodate a substantial portion of the housing demand from new employees in Central
SoMa who desire to live in San Francisco. Regardless, because these comments support the provision of an
alternative that includes additional housing in the Plan Area, they are responded to here. All of these comments
will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. One
comment states that the Draft EIR should include an alternative that is “Jobs-housing balanced at the same level
of office space creation as currently in the plan,” and an alternative that allows for twice as many people housed
as employed. Some comments indicate that an alternative that provides more housing could reduce
environmental impacts overall by allowing more workers within the Plan Area to live closer to their jobs,
thereby reducing VMT and related impacts.
The selection and analysis of Plan alternatives is discussed above. For a discussion of jobs-housing balance in
general, see Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, which explains that, while this measure is useful in a citywide or
region-wide context, it is not particularly relevant within the context of a relatively small area, such as the Plan
Area. The commenter is also referred to the analysis of the No Project Alternative in the Draft EIR (Chapter VI,
Alternatives), which evaluates a reasonable scenario of likely growth within the Plan Area under existing
regulations and policies, and which includes both a higher ratio of housing to jobs and a smaller total number
of jobs than the other alternatives assessed in the Draft EIR.
Regarding the comments that alternatives that provide more housing could reduce environmental impacts overall
by reducing VMT, the Draft EIR includes a number of alternatives that would do this. The vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) analysis in the Draft EIR is based on the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s SF-CHAMP
travel demand model, which estimates existing average daily VMT on a per capita [emphasis added] basis for traffic
analysis zones (TAZs). VMT per capita is then used to measure the amount and distance that a resident, employee,
or visitor drives and is compared to the Plan Bay Area VMT per capita reduction target 2040 goal, which is
10 percent below the Bay Area 2005 regional average VMT for residential development (no VMT per employee
target was set). Based on the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation,
pp. IV.D-35 through IV.D-38), VMT per person would decrease, both in the Plan Area and throughout the Bay
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Area, if more housing were provided within the Plan Area. However, this only holds true if the housing were in
addition to office employment proposed in the Plan Area. While the VMT analysis shows that the Plan would
incrementally increase VMT per office job within the Plan Area by its increase in office jobs, these office jobs would
still result in far less VMT per office job on a regional basis, assuming that the regional office employment total
would remain constant. This is because office jobs in the Plan Area, and in San Francisco in general, generate
substantially lower VMT per job than do office jobs elsewhere in the Bay Area, given the Plan Area’s proximity to
other regional transportation modes. While decreased office employment in the Plan Area could incrementally
reduce VMT within the Plan Area itself, it may increase VMT regionally by forcing those jobs to occur elsewhere
and in less-efficient VMT per capita settings, which is the key metric for greenhouse gas reduction. Accordingly,
increasing housing by reducing employment, relative to the Plan proposals, could have greater impacts than
would be the case with the Plan. The Plan’s emphasis on providing space to accommodate employment within the
Plan Area is explained in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, on p. II-4:
While the City has planned for more than 75,000 new housing units, its efforts have been less focused
on the spatial planning needed to accommodate anticipated employment sector growth, especially
office growth. Since adoption of the Downtown Plan in 1985, relatively few Downtown building sites
remain to support continued job growth into the future. According to Plan Bay Area projections,
remaining space in Mission Bay and new space added in the Transit Center District would not be
sufficient to meet growth needs in the long run. Current low-vacancy rates and high rents in SoMa
indicate that this is an area in high demand, and given access to available space, it is anticipated that
companies in the information technology and digital media industries would increasingly seek to locate
in this area, due to its central location, transit accessibility, urban amenities, and San Francisco’s welleducated workforce.
Therefore, based on the foregoing discussion, adding another alternative that would reduce VMT is not
necessary.
Regarding comments requesting the EIR include an alternative with more housing to reduce air quality impacts,
it is not clear how such an alternative would reduce air quality impacts. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes
five alternatives, four of which—the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Heights Alternative, the Modified
TODCO Plan, and the Land Use Variant—would reduce air quality impacts. As such, the Draft EIR provides a
reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA; therefore, adding another alternative that would reduce
air quality impacts is not necessary.

Limiting Heights for Residential Buildings and Changes to Zoning on Specific Parcels
The comments include a statement that residential buildings up to 85 feet high under the Planning Code are less
costly to construct than high-rise structures, which could result in new housing units that are more affordable.
This statement does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR; therefore, no changes to the Draft
EIR are required.
The comments include a request for a new alternative with two variants identifying changes to bulk heights and
zoning for specific parcels to be evaluated in the EIR. These comments do not provide evidence that the two
suggested additional alternatives would meet the Plan objectives, nor that the alternatives would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant effects of Plan implementation; as such, these alternatives need not be
analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comments include a request that the City consider an alternative that would limit
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building heights to 130 feet in the block bounded by I-80, Folsom Street, Second Street, and Third Street. The
comments also include a statement that the proposed heights for this block would be inconsistent with the Plan’s
goals to limit taller buildings to areas near BART and Caltrain, and would encourage automobile transit rather
than public transit. These comments pertain to the merits of the Plan and provide no evidence that the suggested
alternative would reduce or eliminate any significant and unavoidable impacts of the Plan. The Draft EIR
already includes an evaluation of the No Project alternative, a scenario that assumes building heights in the
block in question are limited to 130 feet, as requested in the comments. The comments will be transmitted to
City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.37
O-CSN-1.58

“VIII. THE DEIR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS IS LEGALLY DEFICIENT.
“The DEIR’s alternatives analysis is legally deficient because it fails to acknowledge that the Reduced Height
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The Reduced Height Alternative would reduce almost
all of the Plan’s significant impacts, while still achieving all of the Plan’s objectives. It is therefore the
environmentally superior alternative.
“An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the Project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. ‘An EIR’s discussion
of alternatives must contain analysis sufficient to allow informed decision making.’ (Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d
at 404.) An EIR must also include ‘detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to
understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.’ (Id. at 405.)
“One of CEQA’s fundamental requirements is that the DEIR must identify the ‘environmentally superior
alternative,’ and require implementation of that alternative unless it is infeasible. (14 Cal.Code Regs.
§1526.6(e)(2); Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act §15.37 (Cont. Educ.
Of the Bar, 2008).) Typically, a DEIR identifies the environmentally superior alternative, which is analyzed in
detail, while other project alternatives receive more cursory review.
“The analysis of project alternatives must contain an accurate quantitative assessment of the impacts of the
alternatives. In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 733-735, the court found
the EIR’s discussion of a natural gas alternative to a coal-fired power plant project to be inadequate because it
lacked necessary ‘quantitative, comparative analysis’ of air emissions and water use.
“A ‘feasible’ alternative is one that is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. (Pub. Res.
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Code § 21061.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15364.) California courts provide guidance on how to apply these factors
in determining whether an alternative or mitigation measure is economically feasible.
“The lead agency is required to select the environmentally preferable alternative unless it is infeasible. As
explained by the Supreme Court, an environmentally superior alternative may not be rejected simply because
it is more expensive or less profitable:
The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the
alternative is financially infeasible. What is required is evidence that the additional costs or lost
profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed with the project.
“(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1180-81; see also, Burger v. County of
Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d 322 (county’s approval of 80 unit hotel over smaller 64 unit alternative was not
supported by substantial evidence).)
“The expert consultants at SWAPE conclude that the Reduced Heights Alternative is environmentally superior
in that it reduces almost all of the Plan’s significant impacts while still achieving all project goals. (SWAPE
Comment, pp. 9-10). SWAPE includes a chart of impacts:
“A summary of the impacts and percent reduction (if applicable) the Alternative would result in are provided
in the table below.
Reduced Heights Alternative Impact Reductions
Impact
Percent Reduction from Proposed Plan
Transit Ridership
(8%)
Pedestrian and Bicycle Operations
(8%)
Pedestrian Crowding in Crosswalks
Significantly Reduced
Bicycle Travel
Significantly Reduced
Demand for Off-Street Freight Loading Spaces
Significantly Reduced
On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces
Significantly Reduced
Curb Space for Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones
Significantly Reduced
Parking Demand
(10%)
Construction Activities
Significantly Reduced
Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants, Greenhouse Gases (GHGs),
Significantly Reduced
and Traffic-Generated Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
“We have prepared the analysis below showing that the Reduced Heights Alternative is environmentally
superior to all other alternatives. The chart relies on the DEIR’s own conclusions for each impact.
DEIR: S-55
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“Since the Reduced Heights Alternative reduces most Project impacts, while achieving almost all Project goals,
the DEIR is arbitrary and capricious for failing to identify the Reduced Heights Alternative as environmentally
superior.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.37])

“Reduced Heights Alternative Would Reduce Plan’s Significant Impacts
“As discussed in the sections above, our analysis demonstrates that the Plan would have a significant impact on
air quality, pedestrian safety, and traffic. Therefore, in an effort to reduce these impacts to a potentially less than
significant level, alternatives to the Plan should be considered.
“The Reduced Heights Alternative, for example, would permit fewer tall buildings south of the elevated
Interstate 80 freeway than would be allowable under the Plan (p. VI‐16). The Reduced Heights Alternative

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-283

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

would include the same street network changes and open spaces improvements that are proposed under the
Plan. This alternative assumes the same sites would be developed as under the Plan, although at a lower
intensity, resulting in marginally less development than that assumed under the Plan. Growth projections for
the Reduced Heights Alternative estimate an increase of 12,400 households and approximately 55,800 jobs,
reflecting 14 percent fewer households and 12 percent fewer jobs than the Plan. Total floor area developed under
the Reduced Heights Alternative would be about 13 percent less than with implementation of the Plan (see table
below) (p. VI‐3, VI‐16).
TABLE VI-1

DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALTERNATIVES TO THE CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Household Growth (Increase from Baseline)b
Difference from Plan
Population Growth (Increase from Baseline)c
Difference from Plan
Residential Square Feet (Increase from Baseline)
Difference from Plan
Employment Growth (Jobs) (Increase from Baseline)
Difference from Plan
Office Square Feet (Increase from Baseline)
Difference from Plan
Non-Office Square Feet (Increase from Baseline)
Difference from Plan
SOURCES:

Central
SoMa Plana

No Project
Alternative

Reduced
Heights
Alternative

Modified
TODCO
Plan

Land Use
Variant

14,400

9,200

12,400

12,700

12,900

—

(5,200)

(2,000)

(1,700)

(1,500)

25,500

16,300

21,900

22,500

22,800

—

(9,200)

(3,600)

(3,000)

(2,700)

17,280,000

10,800,000

14,880,000

15,240,000

15,480,000

—

(6,480,000)

(2,400,000)

(2,040,000)

(1,800,000)

63,600

27,200

55,800

56,700d

66,200

—

(36,400)

(7,800)

(6,900)

2,600

10,430,000

5,000,000

9,151,000

9,299,000e

10,857,000

—

(5,430,000)

(1,279,000)

(1,131,000)

427,000

4,007,000

1,900,000

3,515,000

3,572,000

4,171,000

—

(2,107,000)

(492,000)

(435,000)

d

164,000

San Francisco Planning Department, 2013, 2016; TODCO, 2013; ESA, 2016.

NOTES:
Values rounded to nearest 100; some columns and rows do not add due to rounding.
Values in parentheses represent a reduction from the Plan.
The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would have the same growth and building development characteristics as that presented for the Plan in this table. See
text for additional discussion.
a.

The 2016 Central SoMa Plan is contained entirely within the boundaries of the 2013 draft Plan Area. The Department analyzed projected growth in
employment and residential uses for the 2013 draft Plan and determined that 95 to 97 percent of this projected growth is anticipated to occur in the
2016 draft Plan Area. Thus, the numbers presented in this table, are conservative (i.e., higher) and would not substantively alter the conclusions
reached in this EIR. These modifications to the growth assumptions would not result in substantial or more severe physical impacts for topics
evaluated in the Initial Study.

b.

Assumes 95 percent occupancy of housing units.

c.

Assumes 1.77 persons per household.

d.

Based on same factors as in Planning Department projections.

e.

From TODCO Plan, p. 9, with addition of Planning Department projected growth north of Folsom Street (primarily in C-3 use districts).

“As you can see in the excerpt above, the Reduced Heights Alternative would have 14 percent fewer households,
12 percent fewer jobs, and would have a total floor area of about 13 percent less than the proposed Plan. This
slight decrease in development would reduce the Project’s traffic, air quality, and pedestrian safety impacts, and
in some cases, this Alternative would reduce the Plan’s significant impacts to a less than significant level. For
example, as stated in the DEIR, the Reduced Heights Alternative would reduce the Plan’s transit ridership by
about eight percent (p. VI-24). This relative reduction in ridership would avoid the Plan’s significant impact on
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Muni capacity utilization on some screenlines and corridors under existing plus Plan and 2040 cumulative
conditions (p. VI-24). Similarly, in terms of pedestrian and bicycle operations, the Reduced Heights Alternative
would result in about eight percent less travel by these modes in 2040, compared to the Plan, and would
implement the same proposed street network changes, including new bicycle lanes and cycle tracks, widened
sidewalks, and new mid‐block crosswalks (p. VI-25). With incrementally less development in the Plan Area by
2040, the Reduced Heights Alternative would significantly reduce the Plan’s significant impacts with respect to
pedestrian crowding in crosswalks under existing plus Plan and 2040 cumulative conditions. Bicycle travel
would also be incrementally less frequent under the Reduced Heights Alternative, compared to conditions with
the Plan, and the facilities that would be provided would be similar (p. VI-25).
“The Reduced Heights Alternative would result in less growth in demand for off‐street freight loading spaces,
on‐street commercial loading spaces, and curb space for passenger loading/unloading zones, and would reduce
the Plan’s parking demand by 10 percent (p. VI‐25, VI‐26). Furthermore, the construction activities for this
Alternative would be less intensive than the proposed Plan, due to the fewer tall buildings that would be
constructed (p. VI‐26). This reduction in construction activities would significantly reduce the air quality and
traffic impacts when compared to the proposed Plan. Finally, as stated in the DEIR, ‘emissions of criteria air
pollutants, GHGs, and traffic‐generated TACs would be incrementally reduced within the Plan Area, compared
to those with the Plan, because the Reduced Heights Alternative would result in about 14 percent less residential
growth and about 12 percent less employment growth in the Plan Area by 2040 than is assumed under the Plan
(p. VI‐27, VI‐28). A summary of the impacts and percent reduction (if applicable) the Alternative would result
in are provided in the table below.
Reduced Heights Alternative Impact Reductions
Impact
Percent Reduction from Proposed Plan
Transit Ridership
(8%)
Pedestrian and Bicycle Operations
(8%)
Pedestrian Crowding in Crosswalks
Significantly Reduced
Bicycle Travel
Significantly Reduced
Demand for Off-Street Freight Loading Spaces
Significantly Reduced
On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces
Significantly Reduced
Curb Space for Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones
Significantly Reduced
Parking Demand
(10%)
Construction Activities
Significantly Reduced
Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants, Greenhouse Gases (GHGs),
Significantly Reduced
and Traffic-Generated Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
“Our analysis demonstrates that the Reduced Heights Alternative would significantly reduce many of the Plan’s
air quality, traffic, and pedestrian safety impacts. While this Alternative proposes less development, it would
still satisfy all of the Plan’s eight goals. In fact, due to the Reduced Heights Alternative’s reductions in air quality,
traffic, and pedestrian safety impacts, it can be reasonably assumed that this alternative would better satisfy
these eight goals when compared to the proposed Plan. This Alternative would still ‘increase the capacity for
jobs and housing,’ but would better ‘provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking,
bicycling, and transit,’ and would create a more ‘environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood’ when
compared to the proposed Plan (p. II‐5, II‐6). Due to these reasons, we find that implementation of the Reduced
Heights Alternative would significantly reduce the Plan’s air quality, traffic, and pedestrian safety impacts, and
would better satisfy the Plan’s goals and objectives. Therefore, this Alternative should be considered in an
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updated DEIR in order to reduce the severity of the Plan’s significant and unavoidable impacts.” (Richard Drury,
Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.58])

Response AL-2
The comments include a statement that the Reduced Heights Alternative would satisfy all of the Plan’s eight
goals better than the proposed Plan. This statement addresses the merits of the Plan, and it does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.
The comments also include a statement that the Draft EIR analysis of alternatives should identify the Reduced
Heights Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative for the reasons presented in the comment,
including a statement that the Reduced Heights Alternative would significantly reduce air quality and traffic
impacts when compared to the proposed Plan; would specifically avoid the Plan’s significant impacts on Muni
capacity utilization under some cumulative conditions; and would significantly reduce the Plan’s significant
impacts with respect to pedestrian crowding in crosswalks under some conditions

Selection of Environmentally Superior Alternative
As discussed above in Response AL-1, p. RTC-274, an EIR must analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project that would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6). The comments include a table summarizing the differences between the Central SoMa Plan
and the Draft EIR alternatives; in some cases, this summary does not accurately characterize the reduction in
impact that certain alternatives represent. The table describes the impacts associated with alternatives as less
than, similar to, or greater than the impacts that would be associated with the Plan pursuant to the descriptions
in Draft EIR Table S-3, Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of the Plan to the Impacts of Alternatives,
p. S-58. While many of the impacts associated with the Central SoMa Plan would be reduced under the Reduced
Heights Alternative, none of the Plan’s significant and unavoidable impacts would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level under the Reduced Heights Alternative. The table incorrectly shows that the Reduced Heights
Alternative would reduce significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant for the following topics:
transit; pedestrians; loading; construction-related transportation impacts; cumulative transit, pedestrian, and
loading impacts; traffic noise; construction noise; cumulative traffic noise; criteria air pollutants; PM2.5 and
TACs; cumulative criteria air pollutants and PM2.5 and TACs; and wind. As shown in Table S-3, the significant
and unavoidable impacts for these topics would remain significant and unavoidable under the Reduced Heights
Alternative.
Overall, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would result in the greatest level of avoidance and substantial
reduction of significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the Plan among the alternatives evaluated
and was, therefore, identified as the environmentally superior alternative. Whereas the Reduced Heights
Alternative would not reduce any impacts that would be significant and unavoidable under Plan development
to a less-than-significant level, under the Land Use Plan Only Alternative, six impacts that would be significant
and unavoidable under Plan development (related to traffic noise and on-street loading) would be avoided (i.e.,
reduced to a less-than-significant level). As stated on Draft EIR p. S-78, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative
would result in incrementally higher VMT than the Plan and incrementally greater potential for
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traffic/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts than the Plan. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would also result in other
significant effects related to transit and pedestrians that would require implementation of mitigation measures.
In addition, the comments cite two court cases that address the analysis of EIR alternatives (Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors [1988] 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1180-81; and Burger v. County of Mendocino (1975) 45
Cal.App.3d 322) to support the statement that an agency must approve the environmentally superior alternative
unless the alternative is infeasible. However, neither of these two court decisions supports this contention. In
Citizens of Goleta Valley, the court held that, where the EIR did not contain substantial evidence supporting a
conclusion that an alternative project was economically infeasible, the agency improperly found that alternative
to be economically infeasible. Similarly, in Burger, the court held that a county board of supervisors improperly
approved a project without considering the environmental concerns raised in the EIR and without making
findings of overriding social or economic concerns, and where there was no substantial evidence showing that
the smaller alternative project was infeasible. Neither case required an agency to adopt the environmentally
superior alternative. CEQA does not require the lead agency to select and implement the environmentally
superior alternative. While CEQA states that “it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects,” nevertheless, “in the event specific
economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures,
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof” (CEQA Section 21002).
An EIR does not and cannot implement a proposed project or an alternative. Rather, the EIR is an informational
document. Adoption or rejection of a proposed project or an alternative is within the jurisdiction of the decision
makers (in this case, the Board of Supervisors, upon the recommendation of the Planning Commission). The
decision makers will determine whether any of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR are feasible, based on
“specific economic, social, or other conditions.” The decision makers must adopt specific findings in support of
their determination, based on substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Section 21081; CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091).

Impacts of the Reduced Heights Alternative
The comments state the Reduced Heights Alternative would avoid the Plan’s significant impacts on Muni
capacity utilization on some screenlines and corridors under the existing plus Plan and the 2040 cumulative
conditions; would significantly reduce the Plan’s significant impacts with respect to pedestrian crowding in
crosswalks under existing plus Plan and 2040 cumulative conditions; and would significantly reduce air quality
and traffic impacts as compared to the proposed Plan. These comments do not accurately characterize the
significance of impacts described in the Draft EIR, nor do they provide evidence or analysis to support different
conclusions from those presented in the Draft EIR. The comments are correct regarding the Reduced Heights
Alternative’s avoidance of the Plan’s significant impacts on Muni capacity utilization under some conditions;
however, as stated on Draft EIR p. VI-25, the Reduced Heights Alternative would also result in delays for Muni
buses under the same existing plus Reduced Heights Alternative and 2040 cumulative conditions. Therefore,
although the Reduced Heights Alternative would reduce some aspects of the Plan’s significant and unavoidable
transit impacts, impacts on transit would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation under this
alternative, as they would under Plan implementation. The comments also do not accurately characterize
impacts with respect to pedestrian crowding in crosswalks. Under the existing plus Reduced Heights
Alternative and 2040 cumulative conditions, the Reduced Heights Alternative would not avoid the Plan’s
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significant and unavoidable impacts, as discussed on Draft EIR p. IV-25. Similarly, other impacts related to
traffic and air quality would be incrementally reduced under the Reduced Heights Alternative, but all impacts
on traffic or air quality that would be significant and unavoidable under the Central SoMa Plan would also be
significant and unavoidable under the Reduced Heights Alternative. Therefore, for the reasons discussed above
and on Draft EIR pp. VI-67 and VI-68, the Draft EIR identifies the Land Use Only Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative.

Comment AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Moore.3
O-CSN-1.1
O-CSN-1.3
O-CSN-1.39
O-CSN-2.1
O-CSN-2.3
O-SFRG-2.2
I-Margarita.3
I-Meader.1
I-Patterson.1

“And I’d like the discussion of views to be augmented by discussion on urban form, particularly reflecting on
the guidelines of the Downtown Plan.
“The work we have done prior to 2013 and in preparation for today’s EIR indeed spoke about a mid-rise
solution. And it is in the smorgasbord that Mr. Wertheim discussed several times in front of us, where people
were layering it up and ultimately, I assume the response we’re seeing is the high-rise alternative which I believe
has push back on many more than one front.
“And the Urban Design Plan and the modeling of the alternatives in the larger context of the Urban Design Plan
are personally very important for me and require further vetting in this plan.” (Kathrin Moore, San Francisco
Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore.3])

“I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors (CSN) and SFBlu concerning the draft environmental
impact report (DEIR) for the Central SoMa Plan. CSN and SFBlu (collectively, ‘Neighbors’) urge the Planning
Commission to adopt the Reduced Height Alternative, (known as the Mid-Rise Alternative in the Central
Corridor Plan). The Mid-Rise Alternative would allow for a dramatic increase in residential and office
development in the area, while still maintaining building heights of 130 feet or less (with some exceptions at
transit hubs), thus retaining a pedestrian scale, livability, access to light, air and open space, and creating a
family-friendly neighborhood. By contrast, the High-Rise alternative (identified simply as the ‘Plan’ in the DEIR
(‘Plan’ or ‘Project’)), would create vastly higher building heights of up to 350 feet, which would be out-of-scale
with a mixed-use residential neighborhood, casting shadows, blocking views, creating wind tunnels and
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essentially transforming the neighborhood into a second financial district. As longtime residents of Central
SoMa, the Neighbors urge the Planning Commission to adopt the Mid-Rise Alternative since it protects
neighborhood character, while allowing for almost as much job growth and housing as the High-Rise
Alternative.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.1])

“The Mid-Rise (Reduced Height) Alternative is superior to the High-Rise Alternative in almost every respect. It
will create a family-friendly environment with access to light and air. It will create less traffic congestion, and
therefore less air pollution and related health effects, and less traffic-related pedestrian injuries. It will allow tall
buildings, but clustered near BART on the north side and Caltrain on the south side of the neighborhood,
thereby encouraging use of public transportation. The Mid-Rise Alternative would also have reduced
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts since recent research shows that mid-rise buildings are generally more energy
efficient than high-rise. By contrast, the High-Rise alternative includes extremely tall buildings (350 feet) on
Harrison Street, between Second and Third Streets, which is not close to the Caltrain or BART stations, but is
close to the Bay Bridge freeway ramps – thereby encouraging automobile commuting rather than public transit.
This contradicts the Plan itself, which ‘would seek to retain the character of the mid-rise district, limiting the
presence of high-rises to areas near transit stations.’ (DEIR, p. IV.B-34).
“The Mid-Rise Alternative allows for almost as much growth as the High-Rise Alternative. The Initial Study for
the Central SoMa Plan (p. 81) shows that the Mid-Rise Alternative is projected to add 52,300 new jobs by 2040,
while the High-Rise option is projected to add 56,400 new jobs. The difference in the additional population
increments is even smaller, 22,700 versus 23,400 (a 3% difference). Although the DEIR presents slightly different
projections, there is still only about a 12-14% difference between the Reduced Height Alternative and the Plan
(population growth of 21,900 versus 25,500; job growth of 55,800 versus 63,600). (DEIR p. VI-2, VI-16, IV-6).
Thus, the Mid-Rise Alternative would achieve about 90% of the jobs and housing growth, while maintaining
the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise community with access to light and air, avoiding wind-tunnels, and
promoting a more family-friendly environment.
“Indeed, in 2013 when the Plan was known as the Central Corridor Plan, City Planning staff articulated all of
the right reasons for supporting the Mid-Rise Alternative. The Central Corridor Plan stated:
‘Urban design experience shows that people feel most comfortable on urban streets where the height of
buildings is between ¾ and 1 ¼ times the width of the street, creating an “urban room” that has a
pleasing, but not overwhelming, sense of enclosure and intimacy. The Plan proposes that the base height
limits along all major streets in the Plan area should be 85 feet, lowering to 65 feet toward the western
edge of the Plan area and in historic areas, such as the South End and near South Park. While in some
areas the Plan proposes to allow buildings to rise above the 85-foot base height (generally to 130 feet),
these upper stories would be required to set back by at least 15 feet in order to maintain the perception
of the lower streetwall…. This scale is also consistent with both the traditional form and character of
SoMa’s significant commercial and industrial buildings as well as aligning with the desire for larger
floorplate, open floorplan, mid-rise buildings most desired by contemporary new economy companies.1
‘PRINCIPLE 2: The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the
presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.
‘The South of Market sits at a critical location in the city’s landscape. SoMa is a large expanse of flat land
at the center of the east side of the City, sitting as an important balance and counterpoint to the dramatic
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hills that surround it, including the man-made “hill” of the downtown high-rise district, creating a
dramatic amphitheater.
‘With relatively low buildings in comparison to the hills and high-rises around it, the South of Market
allows expansive and cherished views to extend across it to and from the surrounding hills, districts
and the major features of the region beyond. In order to preserve this essential characteristic and
preserve views across the area, height limits taller than 130 feet are generally kept to the southern
portion of the Plan Area (Brannan Street southward), limited in distribution and widely spaced. It is
important to note that mid-rise buildings are not necessarily synchronous with low densities… Because
the number of potential buildings taller than 130 feet is limited to strategic locations adjacent to transit
stations and their locations generously spaced, these buildings will be prominent from all directions
and serve as local landmarks.2
“The Neighbors agree entirely with the opinions set forth by City Planning Staff in 2013 in the Central Corridor
Plan. ‘The predominant character of SoMa as a midrise district should be retained, and the presence of highrises reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.’ The Mid-Rise Alternative creates an urban
neighborhood ‘that has a pleasing, but not overwhelming sense of enclosure and intimacy.’ The Mid-Rise
Alternative achieves almost all of the housing and job growth, while maintaining a family-friendly, livable
neighborhood. We urge the Planning Commission to direct staff to revise the DEIR to select the Mid-Rise
(Reduced Height Alternative) as the environmentally preferred alternative, consistent with the staff opinions
set forth in the Central Corridor Plan only three short years ago.”
Footnotes:
1
Central Corridor Plan, p. 30.
2
Id. p. 32.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.3])

“CONCLUSION.
“The DEIR is woefully inadequate. A revised and recirculated draft EIR will be required to remedy the myriad
defects in the document. The revised draft EIR should identify the Reduced Height (Mid-Rise) Alternative as
the environmentally superior alternative, and consider it on equal footing to the Plan, as was done in the Central
Corridor Plan. The City should also consider an alternative that limits building height to no more than 130 feet
in the block bounded by I-80 and Folsom, and Second and Third Streets, and places a park at the current parking
lot located at 350 Second Street. This modification will make the Plan much more consistent with the goals to
limit tall buildings to the area near Caltrain and BART, while maintaining the mid-rise character of the rest of
the neighborhood, and increasing much needed open space.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.39])

“We urge the Planning Commission to reconsider this EIR to favor the mid-rise alternative rather than the highrise alternative. And I want to emphasize, our -- the Central SoMa Neighbors are not opposed to development.
The mid-rise alternative would allow approximately 90 percent of the job growth and housing growth as the
high-rise alternative but maintain a livable, family-friendly community on a pedestrian scale with access to light
and air and open space, all the things which make this neighborhood attractive today.” (Richard Drury, Central
SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-CSN-2.1])
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“Now, I want to emphasize, the mid-rise alternative still allows some tall buildings, but they’re clustered at the
north and the south end of the development area, around the BART station and the Caltrans Station. This both
allows high-rise development where it’s appropriate for offices, but also it encourages the use of public
transportation rather than putting high rises on Harrison Street, which is not readily accessible to major public
transit routes.
“We think that it’s important for this neighborhood to retain a family-friendly character as Supervisor Yee is
now promoting. And this area, although it is one of the most ethnically and economically diverse in the City, it
has one of the highest indices of ethnic diversity, it has slightly higher incomes than the average for the City but
also about twice the level of poverty.
“It faces challenges like high crime rates, the least open space in the City, pedestrian safety issues, and about
twice the level of air pollution as the average for the City and about twice the level of asthma. The mid-rise
alternative addresses all these issues far better than the high-rise alternative. And we urge the Planning
Commission to direct staff to emphasize the mid-rise alternative rather than high-rise development in this area.
Thank you.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-CSN-2.3])

“Now, our Community Plan would require that the eight major development sites, the big commercial sites in
Central SoMa, all be required to have on-site childcare facilities included in those projects for both their workers
and residents.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[O-SFRG-2.2])

“Thankfully, the Draft EIR also explores the impacts of the mid-rise option now renamed ‘Reduced Height
Alternative.’
“To my dismay, it also dismisses it as an inferior environmental option, even though it meets all criteria and
will develop the neighborhood at the right scale and with less environmental consequences than Central SoMa
Alternatives. Why is it that the Central SoMa Plan has developers’ interests in mind? Why is SF Planning not
protecting the interests of residents in the area? Why do you want to encourage even more cars by building
parking lots right next to the highway? Why do you want to turn our neighborhood into a dead office park? We
don’t need another financial district.
“We want the area to focus on livability, light, air, and open spaces. We want a safe, dense, urban, walkable,
and connected neighborhood that preserves and enhances the wonderful, historic architecture and balances
residential, office, and retail uses.
“Please direct staff to adopt the mid-rise alternative, which is now named the reduced height alternative, as the
preferred alternative. The mid-rise alternative will provide almost as much jobs and residential growth, while
preserving livability and enhancing the neighborhood we love. Help our neighborhood thrive.” (Margarita,104
Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Margarita.3])

104

Margarita did not provide her last name during the hearing.
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“My overall thing is I think that there’s going to be plenty of growth in San Francisco, even under the no-project
alternative plan there’s going to be growth, and I think about maybe 50 percent of what’s thought of under plan.
“High rises down there are simply inappropriate. It’s the Manhattanization of SoMa, which has always been a
low-rise, medium-rise area in the past, and I think should continue that way.
“Just judging from the traffic that gets on the Bay Bridge every day, I get a horn concerto outside my window,
starting usually about one o’clock in the afternoon, lasting for hours. If that’s translated into the rest of the SoMa
area, I think it’s going to be a total disaster, frankly. So my preferred thing would be the no-project alternative.
“The no-project alternative avoids, what, seven of the significant and unavoidable plan and/or cumulative
impacts regarding traffic noise and other things. There will be growth. I just don’t think it needs to be these high
rises that go up for hundreds and hundreds of feet, especially not at Harrison, like the former gentleman was
talking about.” (Arthur Meader, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Meader.1])

“I strongly object to the even higher High - Rise Alternative released in August 2016. It seems that Second Street
is being singled out for huge high-rises for no apparent reason. This will affect light and air, not to mention
further traffic and congestion. This will make the neighborhood less attractive and accessible.
“The point of a rational development plan should be livability and a reasonable mix of housing - especially
affordable housing - office space, and businesses, balanced to create a livable environment which includes
housing for middle-class San Franciscans. The Mid - Arise Alternative [Reduced Heights Alternative] comes far
closer to achieving these goals. The city should not deviate from that plan, including along Second Street.”
(Richard North Patterson, E-Comment, December 18, 2016 [I-Patterson.1])

Response AL-3
These comments support various alternatives studied in the Draft EIR and address the Plan and its merits. The
comments include the following statements:
●

Concern that the Reduced Heights Alternative would be dismissed by the Planning Department as an
environmentally inferior Plan option, and a request that the Reduced Height Alternative (which is also
referred to as the Mid-Rise Alternative in the Central Corridor Plan) be adopted instead of the Plan;

●

Preference for the Reduced Heights Alternative;

●

Growth under the No Project Alternative would represent about 50 percent of the growth projected
under the Plan;

●

High rises (i.e., development with a high level of density) are inappropriate for the Plan Area;

●

The Reduced Height (Mid-Rise) Alternative should be identified as the environmentally superior
alternative;

●

Preference for the No Project Alternative; and

●

Preference for the Modified TODCO Plan’s desire for the Plan to include a requirement that on-site
childcare facilities be provided within major development sites in the Plan Area.
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These comments do not otherwise address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The decision makers will
consider the alternatives studied in the Draft EIR and may choose to adopt any of the Draft EIR alternatives in lieu
of the proposed Plan. The statement that growth under the No Project Alternative would represent about
50 percent of the growth projected under the Plan is incorrect—growth under the No Project Alternative would
represent approximately 64 percent of the growth of households and population, and approximately 43 percent of
the growth of jobs projected to occur under the Central SoMa Plan. The statement that the Plan would result in the
development of parking lots near freeways is also not accurate, as development of parking lots in the Plan Area is
not part of the proposed Plan. The comments also state that the City should consider an alternative that limits
building height to no more than 130 feet in the block bounded by I-80, Folsom Street, Second Street, and Third
Street, and that locates a park at the current parking lot located at 350 Second Street. For a discussion of an
alternative that limits building height to no more than 130 feet in the block bounded by I-80, Folsom Street, Second
Street, and Third Street, see Response AL-1, p. RTC-274. For a discussion of the environmentally superior
alternative, see Draft EIR pp. VI-67 and VI-68 and Response AL-2, p. RTC-286. The comments will be transmitted
to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
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D.15

Cumulative Impacts

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:
●

Comment CU-1: Add Projects with Preliminary Project Applications (PPAs) to Cumulative List

●

Comment CU-2: Address 5M Project in Cumulative Analysis

●

Comment CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis

●

Comment CU-4: Transbay Joint Powers Authority Bus Facility

Comment CU-1: Add Projects with Preliminary Project Applications (PPAs) to
Cumulative List
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; this comment is quoted in full below
this list:
I-Hestor-1.12

“Project Location - IIC. To understand cumulative development projected in Central SoMa plan area, a list of
PPAs in that area with description of proposed height and projected size, including number of parking spaces.
Since the area for transportation and related areas includes a broader area - Market to Townsend, 11th St to The
Embarcadero - please also provide PPA information PLUS the same information for projects undergoing
environmental review or which have been approved since the Central Corridor plan was initiated in early 2011.”
(Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.12])

Response CU-1
The comment indicates that a list of projects for which Preliminary Project Assessments (PPAs, a type of initial
feedback provided by the Planning Department on a development proposal larger than a certain size) have been
prepared should be included in the cumulative analysis scenario. CEQA requires analysis of cumulative
impacts, or two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound
or increase other environmental impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, “A cumulative impact is
the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to the
impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.” A list of large-scale
individual cumulative projects, some of which have been approved and some of which are currently undergoing
environmental review, are included in the Draft EIR analysis starting on p. IV-11. However, this list does not
represent the totality of cumulative projects considered in the Draft EIR. A PPA also does not constitute an
application for development with the Planning Department; therefore, projects for which a PPA has been
submitted are not considered reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, inclusion of projects in the cumulative analysis
for which only a PPA has been submitted would be speculative, and CEQA does not require analysis of
speculative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). Also see Response CU-3, p. RTC-305, for a discussion of
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the cumulative projects that were considered in the Draft EIR. Therefore, revisions to the Draft EIR to address
the comment are not required.

Comment CU-2: Address 5M Project in Cumulative Analysis
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; this comment is quoted in full below
this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.10

“7. The 5M Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis
“The DEIR has moved 5M from being ‘Plan-induced growth to cumulative growth’ per footnote on p. IV-5. The
problem is that 5M is the largest single development within the boundaries of the Central SoMa Plan Area. It
created new rules for development (its own Special Use District) that were based on recommendations from a
draft version of the Central SoMa Plan.
“Furthermore, new development in the Central SoMa Plan Area is being proposed in this Plan at a scale that is
conversely driven by the scale of development that Planning pushed to approve for 5M. With 5M being the
largest single development in Central SoMa, they must be considered together in the Central SoMa Plan. They
have linked, not dissociated as separate, cumulative impacts. 5M is not built and its construction timeline is not
clear. 5M should be studied as a principal contributor to the environmental impacts of the Central SoMa Plan.
The omission of any analyses of the impacts of the 5M project in the DEIR is a critical flaw of the DEIR.” (Angelica
Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.10])

Response CU-2
The comment states that the Draft EIR must consider the impacts of the 5M project together with the impacts of
the Plan in the Draft EIR. The comment correctly states that the development forecasts underlying the Draft EIR
analysis were revised to change consideration of the 5M project from Plan-induced development to cumulative
development. This change took place because, after revision of the Plan Area boundaries, the 5M project site
was no longer located within the Plan Area, and the environmental impacts of the 5M project underwent a
separate, project-level CEQA review. The comment implies that the Draft EIR does not consider the impacts of
the 5M project along with the impacts of the Plan; however, the Draft EIR does include the 5M project in the
cumulative project scenario (p. IV-11) and evaluates the combined/linked cumulative impacts of both the project
and the Plan, as required by CEQA. Therefore, revisions to the Draft EIR to address the comment are not
required.
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Comment CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.19
O-CSN-1.36
O-CSN-1.57
O-CSN-1.63
I-Hestor-1.1

“6. The Traffic Analysis Fails to Analyze Cumulative Impacts.
“Traffic Engineer Smith concludes that the traffic analysis fails to include many reasonably foreseeable future
projects, such as Pier 70 in the nearby Dogpatch neighborhood, and many others. These projects will have
cumulative traffic impacts together with the Project, which are not analyzed or mitigated in the DEIR.” (Richard
Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.19])

“M. DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Cumulative Impacts.
“The DEIR has a patently inadequate cumulative impact section because it fails to consider the Plan’s impacts
together with almost 72 other projects that are reasonably foreseeable in the area. Clearly, the Plan’s impacts
will be much more significant when viewed together with these 72 other projects. SWAPE identifies 72 projects
that are not accounted for in the DEIR, including the massive Pier 70 project, which will be in very close
proximity to the Plan area (Dogpatch). Failure to analyze these cumulative projects renders the DEIR
inadequate. (SWAPE Comment, p. 6-8).
“An EIR must discuss significant cumulative impacts. CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a). This requirement
flows from CEQA section 21083, which requires a finding that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment if ‘the possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. . . .
‘Cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.’ ‘Cumulative impacts’ are defined as ‘two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.’ CEQA
Guidelines section 15355(a). ‘[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects.’ CEQA Guidelines section 15355(a).
“’The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.’ Communities for a Better Environment v. Cal. Resources Agency (‘CBE
v. CRA’), (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 117. A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular
project over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the project at hand. ‘Cumulative impacts
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can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.’ CEQA
Guidelines § 15355(b).
As the court stated in CBE v. CRA, 103 Cal. App. 4th at 114:
Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full environmental impact of a proposed project
cannot be gauged in a vacuum. One of the most important environmental lessons that has been learned
is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources. These sources
appear insignificant when considered individually, but assume threatening dimensions when
considered collectively with other sources with which they interact.
“(Citations omitted).
“In Friends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency, (2003) 108 Cal. App. 4th 859, the court recently held that
the EIR for a project that would divert water from the Eel River had to consider the cumulative impacts of the
project together with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects that also divert water from
the same river system. The court held that the EIR even had to disclose and analyze projects that were merely
proposed, but not yet approved. The court stated, CEQA requires ‘the Agency to consider “past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts . . . .” (Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (b)(1)(A).)
The Agency must interpret this requirement in such a way as to ‘afford the fullest possible protection of the
environment.’ Id., at 867, 869. The court held that the failure of the EIR to analyze the impacts of the project
together with other proposed projects rendered the document invalid. ‘The absence of this analysis makes the
EIR an inadequate informational document.’” Id., at 872.
“A revised DEIR is required to consider the impacts of the Plan together with other reasonably foreseeable
projects, including Pier 70.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSN-1.36])

“Failure to Consider Impacts from Other Projects Within the Area
“Not only does the DEIR rely upon outdated baseline data to determine the Plan’s air quality impacts, but it
also fails to account for impacts from other development projects within the area. As a result, the Plan’s net
increase in criteria air pollutants within the area, as well as it’s cumulative air quality impact, are
misrepresented.
“The proposed Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project, which is adjacent to the Central SoMa Plan area, comprises a
project site of an approximately 35‐acre area bounded by Illinois Street to the west, 20th Street to the north, San
Francisco Bay to the east, and 22nd Street to the south.3 The project site contains two development areas: the 28‐
Acre Site and the Illinois Parcels. Development of the 28‐Acre Site would include up to a maximum of
approximately 3,422,265 gross square feet (gsf) of construction in new buildings and improvements to existing
structures (excluding square footage allocated to accessory parking). Development of the Illinois Parcels would
include up to a maximum of approximately 801,400 gsf in new buildings; these new buildings would not exceed
a height of 65 feet, which is the existing height limit along Illinois Street on both the Port‐owned and the western
portion of the Hoedown Yard.
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“According to the Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project’s DEIR, the Pier 70 Project would result in ten significant
and unavoidable impacts. ‘It would:
●

Cause one individual Muni route (48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes) to exceed 85 percent capacity
utilization in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in both the inbound and outbound directions;

●

Cause loading demand during the peak loading hour to not be adequately accommodated by proposed
on‐site/off‐street loading supply or in proposed on‐street loading zones, which may create hazardous
conditions or significant delays for transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

●

Contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street and 22
Fillmore bus routes;

●

Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels during construction in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project;

●

Cause substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity (22nd Street [east
of Tennessee Street to east of Illinois Street]; and Illinois Street [20th Street to south of 22nd Street]);

●

Combine with cumulative development to cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity (22nd Street [east of Tennessee Street to east of Illinois Street] and Illinois
Street [20th Street to south of 22nd Street]);

●

Generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants during construction, which would violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants;

●

Result in operational emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants; and

●

Combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area to
contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts.’4

As you can see in the excerpt above, the Pier 70 Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to
air quality, pedestrian safety, and traffic. These significant and unavoidable impacts, combined with the
proposed Plan’s significant air quality, pedestrian safety, and traffic impacts, would result in significant and
unavoidable cumulative air quality, pedestrian safety, and traffic impacts, something that the DEIR fails to
adequately address. In addition to the Pier 70 Project, there are approximately 72 additional development
projects in San Francisco that are currently being considered by the Planning Commission, some of which would
also contribute to the Plan’s already significant impacts (see table below).5
List of Major Development Projects in San Francisco
Project
Address
1629 Market Street Mixed‐Use Project
1629 Market Street
1027 Market Street Project
1028 Market Street
950‐974 Market Street Project
950‐974 Market Street
One Oak Street Project
1500‐1540 Market Street
1499 Mission Street Project
1500 Mission Street
299 Grant Avenue Project
300 Grant Avenue
1000 Van Ness Avenue Project
1001 Van Ness Avenue
1269 Mission Street Project
1270 Mission Street
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List of Major Development Projects in San Francisco
Project
Address
India Basin Mixed‐use Project
700‐900 Innes Avenue
1979 Mission Street Mixed‐Use Project
1979 Mission Street
901 16th Street & 1200 17th Street Project
901 16th Street & 1200 17th Street
1828 Egbert Avenue Project
1828 Egbert Avenue
Better Market Street Project
Market Street & Octavia Boulevard
Candlestick Point‐Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II
East of US‐101
Development Plan Project
1065 Market Street Project
1066 Market Street
240‐290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street Project
240‐290 Pacific Avenue / 720 Battery Street
837 Pacific Avenue Project
838 Pacific Avenue
2293‐2299 Powell Street/309‐311 Bay Street Project
2293‐2299 Powell Street/309‐311 Bay Street
Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed‐Use
Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32
Development
1601 Mariposa Street Mixed Use Project
1602 Mariposa Street
400 Bay Street Hotel Project
401 Bay Street
1074 Market Street Project
1075 Market Street
5M Project
925‐967 Mission Street
Jewish Home of San Francisco
302 Silver Avenue
525 Harrison Street (Case No. 2000.1081E; State
525 Harrison Street
Clearinghouse No. 1984061912)
West Wing Project
501 Tunnel Avenue
75 Howard Street Project
75 Howard Street
949 Gough Street Project
950 Gough Street
1546‐1564 Market Street Project
1546‐1564 Market Street
100 Hyde Street Project
101 Hyde Street
1499 Mission Street Project
1500 Mission Street
Mason and Turk Residential Mixed‐Use Project
19‐25 Mason Street
2501 California Street Project
2501 California Street
800 Indiana Street Project
800 Indiana Street
689 Market Street Project
690 Market Street
109 The Embarcadero/115 Steuart Street Project
110 The Embarcadero/115 Steuart Street
1480 Post Street/ 1333 Gough Street Project
1481 Post Street/ 1333 Gough Street
1527‐1545 Pine Street Mixed‐Use Project
1527‐1545 Pine Street
1634‐1690 Pine Street Project
1634‐1690 Pine Street
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed‐Use Project
Pier 48 & Seawall Lot 37
465 Tehama/468 Clementina Street Project
465 Tehama/468 Clementina Street
651‐655 Dolores Street Project
651‐655 Dolores Street
199 Paul Avenue Project
200 Paul Avenue
74 Howard Street Project
75 Howard Street
200‐214 6th Street Project
200‐214 6th Street
1784 15th Street Project
1785 15th Street
927 Toland Street Project
928 Toland Street
The Mexican Museum and Residential Tower Project
706 Mission Street
100 Polk Street Project
101 Polk Street
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List of Major Development Projects in San Francisco
Project
Address
344 Brannan Street Project
345 Brannan Street
248‐252 9th Street Project
248‐252 9th Street
Seawall Lot 351 Project
8 Washington Street
801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project
801 Brannan & 1 Henry Adams Streets
1320 Mission Street Project
1321 Mission Street
2550‐2558 Mission Street Project
2550‐2558 Mission Street
1510‐1540 Market Street Project
1510‐1540 Market Street
Strand Theater
1127 Market Street
479 Potrero Avenue Project
480 Potrero Avenue
2894 San Bruno Avenue Project
2895 San Bruno Avenue
751 Carolina Street Project
752 Carolina Street
1000‐1020 Broadway & 1629 Taylor Street Project
1000‐1020 Broadway & 1629 Taylor Street
Chinese Hospital Replacement Project
835–845 Jackson Street
3151‐3155 Scott Street Project
3151‐3155 Scott Street
Booker T. Washington Community Center Mixed Use
800 Presidio Avenue
Project
Restaurant Depot
2121 and 2045 Evans Street
2001 Market Street Mixed‐Use Development
2001 Market Street
748 Wisconsin Street Project
749 Wisconsin Street
221 Second Street Project
222 Second Street
49 First Street Project
50 First Street
739 Washington Street Project
740 Washington Street
690 Stanyan Street (Mixed Residential/Retail Project)
690 Stanyan Street
255 Seventh Street Project
255 Seventh Street
“Our analysis demonstrates that the proposed Plan, in combination with the various development projects
currently being considered by the City, would result in a cumulatively considerable significant air quality,
pedestrian safety, and traffic impact. As a result, we find the DEIR’s conclusion of a less than significant air
quality impact to be incorrect, and maintain that the proposed Plan, in combination with other development
projects within the area, would have a significant impact on local and regional air quality.”
Footnotes:
3
Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project DEIR, p. 2.1‐2.2, available at: http://sf‐planning.org/environmental‐impact-reports‐negative‐
declarations
4
Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project DEIR, p. S.5‐S.6, available at: http://sf‐planning.org/environmental‐impact-reports‐negative‐
declarations
5
http://sf‐planning.org/environmental‐impact‐reports‐negative‐declarations

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.57])

“It Is Unclear What Recent and Concurrent Projects Are Included In the Transportation Analysis of the
Existing and 2040 Project and No Project Analysis Scenarios
“The DEIR fails to identify how or whether large recent and concurrent projects are included in the 2040
analyses. Examples concern such projects as the massive Pier 70 Project, the Salesforce Tower, the Warriors
Arena Project and the Project, additional development in Mission Bay and many other projects near the Central
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SoMa. The DEIR must clarify how each project that is approved and recently occupied or approved but still
under construction or still under review but at a stage of reasonable certainty is (or is not and why not) treated
in the analysis” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.63])

“Construction effects of improvements to existing residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists, in particular on air
quality, pedestrian and bicyclist hazards during construction of Central SoMa projects and related
‘improvements [should also be addressed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR].’” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13,
2017 [I-Hestor-1.1])

Response CU-3
The comments indicate that the Draft EIR cumulative impact analysis is inadequate because it does not analyze
cumulative impacts from projects, such as Pier 70 and a list of other “Major Development Projects in San
Francisco,” and does not identify cumulative impacts on traffic, air quality, and pedestrian/bicyclist safety as
significant. These comments are incorrect. As explained in further detail below, the Draft EIR does consider the
Pier 70 project and other development projects in its cumulative impact analysis, as applicable, and does identify
significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to transit, pedestrians, and loading, as well as
significant but mitigable impacts on emergency vehicle access. The Draft EIR also identifies significant and
unavoidable cumulative impacts related to regional air quality and localized air quality health risks.

Cumulative Impact Analysis Approach
As noted on Draft EIR p. IV-11, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) identifies two approaches to analyzing
cumulative impacts: either a list-based approach or a projections-based approach. Cumulative impact analysis
in San Francisco generally employs both a list‐based approach and a projections-based approach, depending on
which approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed. For topics such as aesthetics and
shadow, the analysis typically considers large, individual projects that are anticipated in the project area. By
comparison, and as described below, the transportation analysis relies on a citywide growth projection model
that also encompasses individual projects anticipated in the project vicinity. Factors considered in determining
which cumulative projects to consider in an EIR include the resources affected, the geographic scope and
location relative to the affected resource, and the timing and duration of implementation of the proposed and
cumulative projects. The Draft EIR follows the City’s standard methodology for cumulative analysis and
employs both approaches as necessary, depending on which approach best suits the environmental topic being
analyzed. For example, the Draft EIR describes the approach to the cumulative impact methodology and
includes a list of “large-scale” cumulative projects (starting on p. IV-11), but it also identifies additional
cumulative projects as appropriate in other parts of the document, including Section IV.D, Transportation and
Circulation, pp. IV.D-85 to IV.D-87. For transportation and topics that are derived from the quantitative
transportation analysis (e.g., noise and air quality), the Draft EIR relies on a combination of the projectionsbased and list-based approaches to cumulative analysis, consistent with City practice for CEQA environmental
review.
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Cumulative Impact Analysis: Transportation
Pursuant to the requirements of the Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review,” the cumulative transportation impacts analysis was conducted for 2040 conditions.
Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand
forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority San Francisco Chained
Activity Modeling Process (SF‐CHAMP) travel demand forecasting model. The model starts with regional
population data and predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing
units, and employment, which are then allocated to different periods throughout the day, using time-of-day
sub‐models. Future 2040 cumulative traffic volumes and transit ridership were estimated based on cumulative
development and growth identified by the SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model outputs that
represent existing conditions and model output for 2040 cumulative conditions that is validated and updated
regularly with new projects and operating conditions.
The SF-CHAMP model divides San Francisco into 981 geographic areas, known as Traffic Analysis Zones
(TAZs). The SF‐CHAMP model estimates the travel demand based on TAZ population and employment growth
assumptions initially developed by ABAG as part of its regional Sustainable Communities Strategy. The model
also includes zones outside of San Francisco for which data is obtained through the current Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) regional model. Within San Francisco, the Planning Department allocates
ABAG’s countywide growth forecast to each TAZ, based upon existing zoning and approved plans, using an
area’s potential zoning capacity, and the anticipated extent of redevelopment of existing uses. Thus, the
transportation analysis is based on a summary of projections approach, but is also validated and refined to
reflect known major projects, such as Pier 70, the Golden State Warriors’ arena and office development, the 5M
Project, the 706 Mission Street project, the San Francisco Giants’ mixed-use project at Seawall Lot 337, the
Candlestick Point–Hunters Point redevelopment project, the India Basin mixed-use project, and the 1500
Mission Street project, as well as several projects along Market Street in the general vicinity of the Plan Area
(950–974 Market Street, 1028 Market Street, 1066 Market Street, 1075 Market Street, 1125 Market Street, 1546–64
Market Street, 1629 Market Street, and One Oak Street). Because the SF-CHAMP model is based on 2040 growth
projections, it therefore also encompasses other development throughout San Francisco.
Concerning the list of projects provided in the comments, the list appears to be generated from the Planning
Department Environmental Planning division website of published EIRs and mitigated negative declarations at
the time the comment was written. The list of published CEQA documents dates back more than 10 years, to
the Draft EIR for the 255 Seventh Street project, published on February 24, 2007. Along with several others
among the projects listed in the comment, the 255 Seventh Street project was complete as of the time the NOP
for the Plan EIR was issued in April 2013 and would, therefore, have been part of the environmental setting, not
a cumulative future condition. Other completed projects include 690 Stanyan Street (although it entailed reoccupancy of an existing supermarket building and not the proposed mixed residential and retail project
analyzed) and the Restaurant Depot expansion at 2045 Evans Avenue. Other projects were either never
approved or were approved but have not been built (8 Washington Street [approval rescinded by voter
referendum], 749 Wisconsin Street [not approved], 740 Washington Street [not approved], and 1000 Broadway
[approved but unbuilt]). Still others were not “major” in the sense of generating substantial impacts (including
but limited to the 3151–3155 Scott Street project, the 748 Wisconsin Street project, the 751 Carolina Street project,
and the 479 Potrero Avenue project) that could combine with other projects, while others are too distant from
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the Central SoMa Plan Area to combine with the proposed Plan to result in cumulative impacts. Some of these
projects fall into more than one of the above categories. As noted above, the SF-CHAMP model explicitly
incorporates growth assumptions for a number of major known and foreseeable development projects. Other,
smaller projects are encompassed within the ABAG growth forecasts as distributed to San Francisco TAZs
through the Planning Department’s land use allocation process.
Based on the SF-CHAMP modeling and subsequent analysis of the model output, the Draft EIR identifies
cumulative traffic impacts starting on p. IV.D-85 in Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, and includes
the results of an assessment of the effects of development under the Plan and the proposed street network
changes. The Draft EIR identifies significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts on transit, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements; M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements;
and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets. The Draft EIR also identifies
significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts on pedestrians, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-TR-4, Upgrade Central SoMa Crosswalks, as well as loading, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan, and M-TR-6b, Accommodation of OnStreet Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones. The Draft EIR also identifies
significant but mitigable impacts on cumulative emergency vehicle access. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation, the cumulative impact on emergency vehicle access
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
With regards to cumulative pedestrian impacts, the comments indicate that impacts from the Pier 70 project
would combine with Plan impacts to create significant and unavoidable pedestrian impacts. However, impacts
on pedestrian safety are generally fairly localized, and the distance between the Plan Area and the Pier 70 project
site (over one mile) makes such a combination of pedestrian-related impacts unlikely. Based on the results of
the SF-CHAMP model and those Pier 70 transit trips that access their intended destination on foot within the
Central SoMa Plan Area, the Plan Area’s pedestrian analysis accounts for these Pier 70–generated pedestrian
trips, because the Draft EIR’s pedestrian analysis includes pedestrians walking to and from transit.
With regard to cumulative project construction impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists in the Plan Area, as noted
on Draft EIR p. IV.D-109, “The combined impacts of implementation of the Plan, in combination with
construction of other projects outside of the Plan Area, would not result in significant cumulative constructionrelated transportation impacts for the following reasons:
●

Many of the identified cumulative projects are currently underway, and/or will be completed in the
near term, prior to initiation of construction of development projects, open space improvements, or
transportation projects under the Plan.

●

Transportation-related construction impacts are typically located in the immediate vicinity of the
construction activities, and are of limited duration (e.g., typically two to three years for development
projects, and one to two years for street network changes).

●

There are no forecasted developments, open space, or transportation projects in the vicinity of the Plan
Area that would overlap in location and schedule, so as to result in significant disruptions to traffic,
transit, pedestrians, or bicyclists.”

In other words, if construction of a project is complete before construction of a subsequent development project in
the Plan Area begins, construction of the two projects would not overlap and there would be no cumulative
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construction-related transportation impact. Moreover, the relatively limited duration of construction on any given
project where potential street network disruption could occur to the detriment of pedestrians and/or bicycles
reduces the chances that two projects in close proximity would be undergoing major construction at the same time.
As such, cumulative construction-related transportation impacts on pedestrian or bicycle circulation would be less
than significant.
Therefore, as discussed above, comments stating that the Draft EIR does not identify significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts on traffic or pedestrian safety based on implementation of the Plan are not accurate. Comments
stating that the Draft EIR does not address cumulative construction-related impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists
are also not accurate. As such, revisions to the Draft EIR to address these comments are not required.

Cumulative Impact Analysis: Air Quality
As stated in the Draft EIR on p. IV.F-54, “BAAQMD considers criteria air pollutant impacts to be cumulative by
nature.” That is, “No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air
quality impacts.”105 Per BAAQMD guidance, if a project’s emissions are above the project-level thresholds, the
project would be considered to result in a considerable contribution to cumulatively significant regional air
quality impacts. However, as explained in Response AQ-1, consistent with BAAQMD guidance, a land use plan
such as the proposed Central SoMa Plan is not subject to BAAQMD project-level thresholds. Instead, a plan’s
effects are evaluated with respect to consistency with the applicable regional air quality plan, including whether
the rate of increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be less than the rate of increase in population. Because
the proposed Plan would be consistent with both the 2010 Clean Air Plan and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and
because it would result in lesser growth in VMT than in population, the Plan would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan; violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation; or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).106
However, as disclosed in Impact C-AQ-1, development under the Plan under cumulative 2040 conditions would
contribute considerably to cumulative criteria air pollutant impacts because subsequent individual
development projects could exceed project-level thresholds, even with implementation of the following
mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for Development
Projects; M-AQ-3a, Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC Consumer
Products; M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions; M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel
Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-4a, Construction Emissions Minimization; and M-AQ-4b, Construction
Emissions Reduction Plan. As such, the Draft EIR identifies this as a significant and unavoidable cumulative air
quality impact. Additionally, Impact C-AQ-2 finds that the development under the Plan under cumulative 2040
conditions (based on the results of the above-described SF-CHAMP modeling) would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial levels of fine particulate matter
and other toxic air contaminants, even with implementation of the following mitigation measures: Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects; M-AQ-4b,

105
106

BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-1.
See Section E, Draft EIR Revisions, p. RTC-59 for a discussion regarding the Plan’s consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
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Construction Emissions Minimization Plan; M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators
and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-5b, Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter (PM2.5), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other
Toxic Air Contaminants; M-AQ-5c, Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code
Article 38; M-AQ-5d, Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks; M-AQ-5e, Central SoMa Air Quality
Improvement Strategy; and M-AQ-6b, Implement Clean Construction Requirements. The cumulative
assessment of fine particulate matter and toxic air contaminant exposure from Plan-generated traffic was
conducted using the traffic volumes developed from the SF-CHAMP model prepared for Central SoMa, which
is further discussed above.
Therefore, as discussed above, comments stating that the Draft EIR does not identify significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts on air quality based on implementation of the Plan are not accurate. As such, revisions to
the Draft EIR to address these comments are not required.

Comment CU-4: Transbay Joint Powers Authority Bus Facility
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.10
“Page:
“N/A

Comment:
The DEIR should reflect any anticipated transportation, circulation, air quality, shadow, or
construction-related impacts of the TJPA's current proposal to locate a bus storage facility on Lot 112
of Block 3763, adjacent to the One Vassar Project site.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One
Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.10])

Response CU-4
The comment states that the Draft EIR should address impacts related to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority’s
(TJPA’s) proposed bus storage facility, which would be constructed within the Plan Area on an existing parking
lot. This project, which is currently under construction, includes erection of an approximately 1,500-square-foot
mobile modular administration building, an approximately 900-square-foot support building, and a small guard
booth, along with paving and grading, and utilities.107 The bus storage facility is part of the Transbay Transit
Center program and was analyzed in the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project EIR, certified in March 2004. The project is not a development project that would generate a residential
or net new employee population in the area, and would place a transportation use on a site with an existing
transportation use. Although a 900-square-foot support building and a small guard booth would be constructed
on the site, this is not considered an expansion of the existing use.108 Buses would be stored on the site from
7 a.m. to 6 p.m., and buses accessing the site would circulate only on dedicated bus ramps and within the storage
facility, so there would be no traffic impacts on adjacent streets. Buses would idle for no more than a few minutes
Transbay Joint Powers Authority, Transbay Transit Center, Current Contract Opportunities, Bus Storage Facility,
http://www.transbaycenter.org/rfp/busstoragefacility, accessed June 1, 2017.
108
City and County of San Francisco, Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR, March
2004, http://transbaycenter.org/uploads/2009/11/FEIS_Vol_II.pdf, p. 73, accessed July 22, 2017.
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a day, and noise walls proposed for the facility would serve to reduce any noise and air quality impacts, as
discussed in the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project EIR.109 Given that
the project is located under the I-80 freeway and that the 900-square-foot support building and small guard
booth would not exceed 40 feet in height, the project could not result in any shadow impacts and, therefore,
could not considerably contribute to a cumulative shadow impact. Furthermore, this project is on schedule to
be complete and operational by spring 2018. As such, the project could not combine with projects proposed in
the Plan Area to result in a considerable contribution to a cumulative construction impact because it would be
completed before any development of projects proposed under the Plan would begin. Therefore, the project is
not included in the cumulative analysis, and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

City and County of San Francisco, Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR, March
2004, http://transbaycenter.org/uploads/2009/11/FEIS_Vol_II.pdf, pp. 74–77, accessed July 22, 2017.
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D.16

Initial Study Topics

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the Initial Study (Draft EIR
Appendix B). These topics are related to:
Population and Housing [PH]
Recreation [RE]
Public Services [PS]
Biological Resources [BI]
Geology and Soils [GE]

Population and Housing
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Initial Study Topic E.3, Population
and Housing (Draft EIR Appendix B). These include topics related to:
●

Comment PH-1: Residential Location of Plan Area Employees and Occupancy Rates

●

Comment PH-2: The Draft EIR Should Map Housing for Seniors

●

Comment PH-3: Population Analysis and Conclusion on Housing

Comment PH-1: Residential Location of Plan Area Employees and Occupancy Rates
This response addresses the comment from the commenters listed below; this comment is quoted in full below
this list:
A-CPC-Richards.3
A-CPC-Richards.8
I-Schuttish.1

“Somebody pointed out vacancies. And that's a really good point. So of the 7,000 dwelling units that we have,
or whatever the number's going to end up to be, how many people are going to live in them? We have this topic
coming over and over. This is on our action item list. And I talked to President Hillis yesterday about it, and we
wanted to tease it more, really understand when we say dwelling units, do people actually live there or is it
parking money from Moscow or some other place in San Francisco to take advantage of hiding it but also price
appreciation.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[A-CPC-Richards.3])

“If there's a way we can understand in other parts of the city where we added jobs and the amount of housing,
but where the people actually live, because I know we had the Greener Report, we had all these different facts
come together in my head -- 30 percent of the people don't live in the city, they come in from outside the city,
just kind of like a quick accounting, back of envelope, where we expect these residents to live would really be
helpful because we know how much housing is being entitled; we can think of how much housing that's going
to be built.
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“And then we're based on our -- you know, we're based on the way things actually are on the ground, where
these people probably live given the city and the region as a whole. I think it's a very helpful discussion.” (Dennis
Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.8])

“On page S-55 of the plan it states that the range of number of households projected with the various alternatives
is approximately 9,200 households (no project) to 25,500 households (plan implementation). This is by the year
2040.
“On page IV-6, Table IV-1 Summary of Growth Projections, seems to show these same numbers just broken out
differently, for households under the both options for the plan, No Project and Central SOMA Plan. There is footnote
(‘footnote a’) in there which assumes an 87% occupancy rate because there are a lot of newly constructed units, but
then assumes a jump to 95% occupancy in the Plan Area in the remaining years of the plan.
“These percentage numbers in ‘footnote a’ are based on the 2010 Census. According to the footnote this was
when a lot of these even newer buildings in the Central Soma were not even under construction in part due to
the ongoing economic downturn from 2008. In other words, there were some new buildings in 2010, that were
not occupied, but ‘newly constructed’. But there were probably even more in the years after this time and up
until 2012-2014 when the economy pick up again.
“Also with regard to this footnote: Aren't these households counted in the 2010 Census occupying buildings
that most likely have long term occupancy which would mean rent control, long term mortgages, subsidized
housing? Is it reasonable to assume as this footnote seems to imply that the high rate of occupancy is due to all
the newly constructed units?
“Also is the assumption of occupancy rate possibly too high, because those households that are attached to units
that are condominiums do not necessarily need to live there in order to purchase the unit, or live there full time
(pied-a-terre, airBnB, safe harbor investment, etc).
“My point is that isn't this occupancy rate possibly too high an assumption because they are not really occupied
and the high occupancy is a different number, perhaps a lower number based on earlier or pre-2010 housing or
units?
“In other words, just because the buildings are built, whether they were specifically the buildings cited in the
footnote or buildings that came on the market by the middle of the decade, can the level of occupancy be safely
assumed? Or to put it a different way … are a number of these buildings ‘Zombie Buildings’ because the
households are not really in these buildings? Is the only real occupancy of households, pre-existing housing
prior to 2010 and even earlier housing stock?
“As a sidebar, how do these occupancy rates from 2010 compare to the occupancy rates for households in the
eastern SOMA?
“And even if the occupancy rates are accurate, regardless of the points above, there is another question relating
to occupancy of households. That for various reasons, some of which are above, will these projected households
find their supply of proposed housing within the Central SOMA Plan Area?”
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“My concern is that this big jump in households will instead demand housing in the neighborhoods to
immediately to the west and to the south of Central SOMA and seek the supply there.
“If people are working in Central SOMA but seek and occupy housing and create households in these other
neighborhoods to the west and south … there are two potential impacts …. further gentrification which
apparently cannot be directly dealt with under CEQA, but issues of transportation, air quality, etc. … all of
which are important.
“Why would households seek to occupy housing in the other neighborhoods to the west and south and not just
the Central SOMA? Because it may be more desirable housing due to type of density of the neighborhoods or
because of issues of affordability. Perhaps it will be perceived as more family friendly housing or one member
of the household will work in the Central SOMA Area, or in the other parts of the expanded Financial District,
including the Eastern SOMA while the other member works down the Peninsula. This may be a realistic decision
of these types of households due to either higher income levels or size of the household. Higher income levels
can buy whatever they want, wherever they want … including neighborhoods to the west and south that may
be currently relatively affordable …. namely: Outer Mission, Excelsior, Portola, Crocker Amazon, Bayview, (and
even parts of the Mission, Noe, Glen Park and Bernal Heights).
“I understand that households with enough economic means can occupy housing anywhere and focusing on
these particular neighborhoods may be tunnel vision … if these households don't occupy in the Central SOMA
Plan Area they can go anywhere they want.
“However as these residential neighborhoods cited above are basically adjacent to the Central SOMA (not
separated by Market Street), I think it is reasonable to assume that they would inspire the most demand.
Particularly in the context of family friendly housing, relative affordability, amenities, transit and transportation,
etc.
“Please clarify the impacts on these particular neighborhoods to the west and south and what the numbers in
under the No Project and the Central SOMA plan portend, (as well as the various other alternatives mentioned
in the DEIR if possible).” (Georgia Schuttish, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Schuttish.1])

Response PH-1
The comment includes the following:
●

A request for clarification regarding the assumptions of occupancy rates presented in the Draft EIR, and
whether the occupancy rates assumed in the Draft EIR were too high;

●

A request for clarification regarding how the occupancy rates from 2010 compare to occupancy rates for
households in the eastern SoMa area; and

●

A request for clarification regarding whether households (presumably of workers employed within the
Plan Area in jobs generated by the Plan) would also be located within the Plan Area.

The vacancy rates used in the Draft EIR for baseline conditions are based on 2010 U.S. Census data, and future
occupancy rates are based on a reasonable assumption that occupancy rates within the Plan Area will continue
to increase in pace with upwards economic trends in the Bay Area. Refer to Response GC-2 for a discussion of
CEQA baseline data. The 13 percent vacancy rate (87 percent occupancy) under 2010 conditions was abnormally
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high and accounted for, in part, by the large number of newly built residential units. The 5 percent future
vacancy rate (i.e., 95 percent occupancy) is a standard assumption used in many forecasts and is based on some
dwelling units always being vacant to allow for normal turnover in the housing market. For example, the
Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission use the same 5 percent
housing unit vacancy rate in the forecast of housing growth that is incorporated into Plan Bay Area, the region’s
Sustainable Communities Strategy and regional transportation plan.110 It is anticipated that as residential
development in the Plan Area—which, until recently, included mostly low-rise buildings—becomes more
established at a larger scale, the area will move towards a more-typical lower vacancy rate. However, based on
the most-recent available U.S. Census data, the occupancy rate for the three census tracts that comprise most of
the Plan Area (along with most of Western SoMa)—tracts 178.01, 178.02, and 180—the vacancy rate remains
approximately 13 percent, as was the case in 2010.111
The comment requests clarification regarding where employees in jobs that would be generated under the Plan
would be expected to live. As noted on Initial Study p. 4, the “City has planned for new housing, resulting in
estimated capacity for over 75,000 new housing units, it has been less proactive in planning space for jobs.” The
Central SoMa Plan seeks to provide space for employment growth due to its central location, transit accessibility,
urban amenities, and proximity to San Francisco’s workforce. However, the Plan also provides for additional
housing potential above what is allowed under existing zoning conditions. As presented on Initial Study p. 85
and discussed in greater detail in Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, the method used for estimating the housing
demand within San Francisco from Plan Area employment incorporates the fraction of San Francisco employees
who live in the city (55 percent) and the average number of workers per household (1.63) to arrive at a total of
19,900 housing units (approximately 22,000 housing units when calculated with the revised employment
forecast presented in the Draft EIR). It is noted that the percentage of San Francisco workers who live in the city
remained stable between 1980 and 2010. Based on Census data from 2010, the last year for which this detailed
commuter data is available, approximately 45 percent of San Francisco workers commute from outside the city,
with the three largest sources of commuters being San Mateo County (13 percent), Alameda County (12 percent),
and Contra Costa County (8 percent). In the Plan Area, the share of workers who commute from outside San
Francisco is lower, according to the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s citywide travel demand
model, which is known as SF-CHAMP. Relying on SF-CHAMP data for the morning commute as a proxy for
the journey to work, the data indicate that 31 percent of Plan Area jobs are currently held by out-of-town
commuters, while San Francisco residents hold 69 percent of Plan Area jobs, including 5 percent of Plan Area
employees who currently live in Central SoMa. With Plan implementation, the percentage of out-of-town
commuters is projected by the SF-CHAMP model to increase to 34 percent, the share of Plan Area jobs held by
Central SoMa residents is projected to increase to 7 percent, and the remaining 59 percent of Plan Area
employees projected to travel from other parts of San Francisco. In other words, the share of Central SoMa
residents who work in Central SoMa is projected by SF-CHAMP to increase from 5 percent to 7 percent with
Plan implementation. However, the percentage of commuters from outside of San Francisco would also
increase, as Plan Area employment growth attracts workers from elsewhere in the Bay Area.

Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, “2040 Regional Forecast of Jobs,
Population and Housing,” Plan Bay Area 2040 Final Supplemental Report, July 2017, p. 5,
http://2040.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/2017-07/Regional%20Forecast%20Supplemental%20%20Report_Final_7-2017_0.pdf,
accessed August 7, 2017.
111
U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2015, 5-Year Estimates, Table DP04, Selected Housing Characteristics.
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One comment suggests that employees working in the Central SoMa Plan Area could seek housing in other
San Francisco neighborhoods, particularly west and south of the Plan Area. The commenter states that some
neighborhoods to the west and south, such as “Outer Mission, Excelsior, Portola, Crocker Amazon, Bayview,
(and even parts of the Mission, Noe, Glen Park and Bernal Heights)” are relatively affordable and could prove
attractive to Central SoMa employees who could choose to live in these neighborhoods. Precisely where in San
Francisco those Plan Area employees who choose to live in the city would seek housing is not known, and it
would be speculative to try to discern specific locations of new Plan Area employee housing. However, as
described in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, the Plan Area’s transit accessibility makes the Plan Area
a logical center for new employment, given that workers could readily travel by transit to and from jobs in the
Plan Area to homes both in the city and elsewhere. Additionally, as stated in Draft EIR Table IV-1, Summary of
Growth Projections, p. IV-6, the Plan Area is anticipated to see an increase of 14,500 housing units between 2010
and 2040; hence, a sizable share of new Plan Area employees could be accommodated within the Plan Area,
should they so desire. Others would live elsewhere in San Francisco, possibly in some of the 75,000 units noted
above, or in other communities.
Of the 75,000 planned-for housing units within San Francisco, the vast majority are within the higher-density
neighborhoods on the city’s east side where area plans and/or redevelopment plans have been adopted in the
last 15 years. These areas include Hunters Point/Candlestick Point and Treasure Island, which together will
provide more than 18,000 new housing units, as well as the Eastern Neighborhoods (East SoMa, Mission,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the Central Waterfront include 9,800 units, of which half had been
constructed by the end of 2015), Western SoMa (2,700 units), Market and Octavia (6,000 units, of which about
1,600 were built by 2014), Balboa Park (1,800 units), Visitacion Valley and Executive Park (3,300 units), Mission
Bay (6,100 units, of which about 800 remain to be built), and Transbay/Transit Center (2,600 units, about 1,000 of
which are built), as well as Rincon Hill, where construction on most large sites has already occurred, and
Parkmerced in the city’s southwest quadrant (5,600 units).112 In addition, the General Plan Housing Element
(adopted 2015) estimates that another approximately 3,000 new housing units could be developed in low- and
moderate-density neighborhoods (RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 use districts), largely on the city’s west side.113 These
planned-for housing units are anticipated to accommodate a substantial portion of the housing demand from
Central SoMa employees who desire to live in San Francisco and who are not already city residents. The physical
effects related to this planned-for residential development have been evaluated in EIRs completed in recent
years for various area plans. Additionally, development of these new housing units is included in the
assumptions underlying the SF-CHAMP model that, as noted above, provides the basis for the Draft EIR’s
quantitative analyses of transportation, noise, and air quality.
Concerning the question about the comparison of the Plan Area’s 2010 vacancy rate to that of East SoMa, it is
noted that approximately half of the East SoMa Plan Area overlaps with Central SoMa (see Draft EIR Figure III-1,
Area Plans in and near the Central SoMa Plan Area, p. III-3), so the Central SoMa vacancy rate can reasonably
be assumed to be comparable to that of East SoMa as a whole. As the comments request only clarification of the
population and housing analysis beginning on Initial Study p. 77, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, Part II, p. 9, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElementAllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed June 15, 2017.
113
San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, Part I, Table I-57, pp. I.68 and I.73
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Comment PH-2: The Draft EIR Should Map Housing for Seniors
This response addresses the comment from the commenter listed below; this comment is quoted in full below
this list:
O-VEC.11

“Moreover, South of Market is home to many seniors and people with disabilities. Many senior services are also
located in the neighborhood and serve many senior and people with disabilities who may not reside within the
area plan. According to Assessment of the Needs of San Francisco Seniors and Adults with Disabilities, by San Francisco
Human Services Agency Planning Unit, while ‘the median market rate for one bedroom apartment is $3,880 per
month ($46,560 per year), the median household income for a single senior is around $22,000’ and ‘adults with
disabilities living alone report a median annual income closer to $12,000’. The DEIR rarely mentions seniors and
people with disabilities when it comes to their housing needs and fails to map potential sites for senior housings
that are close to transit systems and services in proximity to the area plan.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing
Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.11])

Response PH-2
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the housing needs of seniors and people with
disabilities, and states that a map identifying potential sites for senior housing within close proximity to transit
and other services should be included in the Draft EIR. In general, this is a comment that addresses the merits
of the Plan rather than the Draft EIR.
Draft EIR p. IV.D-13 specifically notes that there are a number of senior housing complexes in the Plan Area and
recognizes that senior pedestrians and pedestrians with disabilities can have special safety considerations that
affect their walking experience. For this reason, the pedestrian analysis evaluates impacts on pedestrians
beginning on p. IV.D-56 and addresses impacts on seniors and those with disabilities on p. IV.D-57. The analysis
states that sidewalks and crosswalks within the Plan Area do meet the required California Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices and Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines design standards. In addition,
implementation of Vision Zero projects, including new traffic signals, leading pedestrian intervals, continental
crosswalks, corner sidewalk extensions, turn restrictions, and audible/accessible pedestrian signals, in tandem
with the proposed street network changes, would actually reduce hazards for pedestrians within Central SoMa,
including for seniors and persons with disabilities; hence, the impact would be less than significant. The Draft
EIR also considers residential uses, including senior residences, to be sensitive receptors for purposes of the
noise and air quality analyses, as discussed on p. IV.E-9 and p. IV.F-14, respectively. As such, environmental
impacts on seniors and persons with disabilities as a result of the Plan are addressed as appropriate under
CEQA, and no changes to Draft EIR are required.
Regarding the request to include a map identifying potential sites for senior housing in the Draft EIR, as the
analysis considers environmental impacts at the Plan level and not at the individual project level, it would be
speculative to anticipate what type of housing would be developed and where in the Plan Area such
development would occur. As such, no changes to Draft EIR are required.
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Comment PH-3: Population Analysis and Conclusion on Housing
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.28
O-CSN-1.47

“E. The DEIR’s Analysis of Population, Employment and Housing Impacts is Inadequate.
“The DEIR concludes that population, employment and housing impacts of the Plan will be less than significant.
(DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 82, DEIR in reliance on the Initial Study at page I-2). As discussed by
Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, this conclusion is untenable and not supported by substantial evidence. Watt
explains:
Instead of providing an adequate analysis of these impacts based on the current Project, the DEIR refers
to the discussion of Population and Housing in the Initial Study in reaching its conclusion that impacts
will be less than significant. There are many reasons this approach is flawed. First, accurate and
consistent existing and projected population, housing and job growth are essential facts to support this
conclusion. The Project addressed in the Initial Study and the DEIR are different and therefore the Initial
Study cannot adequately analyze the Project as currently proposed. See e.g., Table 4, 5 and 6 in the Initial
Study and Table IV-1 in the DEIR at page IV-6. Second, the conclusion that impacts associated with both
direct and indirect population growth in the area will be less than significant is not supported by
analysis, facts or evidence as required. The Project (Plan) clearly will add significantly to the population
and employment of the Project area, changing the character of the area and increasing the jobs to
housing imbalance. The Initial Study states that the Project (Plan) allows up to 56,400 new jobs by 2040
and an increase in population of 23,400. New housing units under the Project (Plan) total approximately
13,200 according to the Initial Study. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 85.18 Despite this
substantial increase in jobs, residents and housing, the Initial Study dismisses impacts as less than
significant based on the assertion the growth [is] within projected growth for the City as a whole and
that the Plan itself ‘would not result in direct physical changes to population or housing.’ DEIR
Appendix B, Initial Study at page 80. This is simply wrong. The Project (Plan) by allowing substantial
development in the area including development projects proposed in reliance on the Plan and ‘that
would be allowed under the Plan’ will result in changes to the physical environment; changes that must
be analyzed in the DEIR. (DEIR at page IV-8 to IV-10). The argument that the Project will result in less
than significant impacts because growth is within regional and/or City-wide growth projections is
contrary to CEQA’s requirement to analyze the significant impacts of a Project against existing
conditions (setting) and for the project area. By any measure, the increase in growth as a result of the
adoption of the Project is substantial and the numerous impacts associated with substantial new growth
of jobs and housing significant as well.
***
The additional … 25,000 new residents and 63,000 jobs will certainly increase need for a full range of
services including schools, day care, police, fire, medical and more. This increased demand would also
further induce businesses to expand and new businesses would crop up to serve the larger population.
This would require new employees and draw new residents to the area, who in addition to the direct
employment generated by the Project, would also need housing. Neither DEIR nor Initial Study analyze
these impacts. In addition, the Project includes Plan objectives implemented through zone changes to
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favor non-residential development over other kinds of growth and favoring office space and hotels.
DEIR at II-13. The result of favoring non-residential over residential development is likely to be an even
greater than disclosed jobs housing imbalance. The direct and indirect impacts of this growth must be
disclosed and analyzed in a revised and recirculated DEIR.”
Footnote:
18
It is noteworthy these growth assumptions are vastly different than presented in the Central SOMA Plan, DEIR, Financial
Analysis and policy papers. See discussion of Growth Inducement in this [comment] letter for examples of the vastly different
descriptions of growth under the Project.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.28])

“2. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for the Project’s Population, Employment and Housing Impacts is
Inadequate
“The DEIR’s approach to analysis of population and housing does not adequately analyze Project-related
impacts associated with changes that would occur with Project (Plan) implementation to the population,
including employment and residential growth. Instead of actually analyzing the Project’s impacts related to
population and housing, the DEIR, in reliance on the Initial Study, asserts that all impacts both direct and
indirect will be less than significant. Neither the DEIR or the Initial Study contain facts or evidence to support
this conclusion. The result is a lack of information about the actual severity and extent of impacts associated
with significant growth in population, jobs and housing. For a Project (Plan) that will guide development of the
Area for 25 years (until 2040) and likely be the basis of streamlined permitting for development projects (see
e.g., DEIR at page 1-7), it is especially important that the DEIR comprehensively identify and analyze its impacts
on growth, population, housing and employment.
“In reaching the conclusion that impacts related to population and housing are less than significant, the DEIR points
to the following documents: Initial Study (DEIR Appendix B at pages 77 to 88); DEIR Chapter II, Project Description;
and Section IV.A Land Use and Land Use Planning. DEIR at page I-3. The Initial Study notes that the population
growth accommodated in the Plan could result in physical changes related to transportation, air quality, noise and
public services and utilities, as well as other environmental resource areas and suggests these impacts are addressed
in the respective environmental topic sections, but finds impacts to be less than significant.
“In determining impact significance associated with growth in population, employment and housing, CEQA
requires analysis of the following topics (see Appendix B, Initial Study at page 77):
●

Would the project induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads and other
infrastructure)?

●

Would the project displace substantial number of existing housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?

●

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

“In addition to these questions, the DEIR must also answer the question would the project result in a greater
imbalance between jobs and housing, including jobs housing fit,14 to address potentially significant impacts
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associated with increased vehicle miles traveled (greenhouse gas, air quality, traffic, etc.), as well as to analyze
the potential for the Project to generate increased demand for housing, services and infrastructure.
“The DEIR’s analysis of these potential impacts associated with population, employment and housing is
inadequate for all of the following reasons.
“First, as described above, there is no consistent, stable and finite Project description as to the growth allowed
by the Project. For this topic, the DEIR relies on the Initial Study for analysis. Here, as noted above, the Initial
Study is based on a different Project in terms of Project Area boundary, allowed growth and other project details.
Discussions in the Initial Study are based on out date, inconsistent and incomplete setting (environmental
baseline) information including but not limited to information about the number of existing housing units and
affordable housing units, the number and type of jobs in the Project area, as well as other information necessary
for an adequate analysis of impacts associated with population and housing. For these reasons alone, a revised
DEIR must evaluate the impacts of the Project with respect to population and housing and identify mitigation
for impacts as they are likely significant.
“Second, the DEIR errs in relying on the Initial Study’s discussion of impacts related to population and housing
as the required analysis of these impacts. The Initial Study fails to adequately consider the direct and indirect
environmental impacts from the Project’s increased housing and job creation. The Initial Study’s discussion of
impacts related to population and housing is incomplete and conclusory in specific respects as described by
impact topic below.
●

Would the project induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads and other
infrastructure)?

“The DEIR concludes that development under the Project would not induce substantial population growth,
either directly or indirectly and therefore this impact is Less than Significant. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at
page 82, DEIR in reliance on the Initial Study at page I-2.
“The basis for this conclusion is that although development under the Project (Plan) would result in greater
development density within the Plan area compared to existing zoning, the development projects that could be
proposed and approved pursuant to the proposed zoning controls would accommodate population and job
growth already identified for San Francisco, and projected to occur within City boundaries, and thus would not
induce substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 82.
According to the Initial Study:
‘Regardless of the scenario and associated population projections, none of the Plan options or variants
would stimulate new population or job growth within San Francisco that is not already projected to
occur by regional growth forecasts and regional air quality planning efforts. For San Francisco, this
includes a projected increase of approximately 101,000 households and 191,000 jobs during the period
from 2010 to 2040 (see Growth Anticipated in Local and Regional Plans, above). The Plan policies would
not trigger the need for roadway expansions or result in the extension of infrastructure into previously
unserved areas. Rather by allowing for more density within the Plan area, and accommodating growth
that is projected to occur within San Francisco, development under the plan would have the effect of
alleviating development pressure elsewhere in the City and promoting density in the already urbanized
and transit-rich Plan area. Therefore, the Plan would not induce substantial population growth beyond
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that anticipated by regional forecasts, either directly or indirectly, and this impact would be less than
significant.’ DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 84.
“Instead of providing an adequate analysis of these impacts based on the current Project, the DEIR refers to the
discussion of population and housing in the Initial Study in reaching its conclusion that impacts will be less than
significant. There are many reasons this approach is flawed. First, accurate and consistent existing and projected
population and housing and job growth are essential facts to support this conclusion. The Project addressed in
the Initial Study and the DEIR are different and therefore the Initial Study cannot adequately analyze the Project
as currently proposed. See e.g., Table 4, 5 and 6 in the Initial Study and Table IV-1 in the DEIR at page IV-6.
Second, the conclusion that impacts associated with both direct and indirect population growth in the area will
be less than significant is not supported by analysis, facts or evidence as required. The Project (Plan) clearly will
add significantly to the population and employment of the Project area, changing the character of the area and
increasing the jobs to housing imbalance. The Initial Study states that the Project (Plan) allows up to 56,400 new
jobs by 2040 and an increase in population of 23,400. New housing units under the Project (Plan) total
approximately 13,200 according to the Initial Study. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 85.15 Despite this
substantial increase in jobs, residents and housing, the Initial Study dismisses impacts as less than significant
based on the assertion the growth [is] within projected growth for the City as a whole and that the Plan itself
‘would not result in direct physical changes to population or housing.’ DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page
80. This is simply wrong. The Project (Plan) by allowing substantial development in the area including
development projects proposed in reliance on the Plan and ‘that would be allowed under the Plan’ will result
in changes to the Project Area’s physical environment; changes that must be analyzed in the DEIR and were not
analyzed in City-wide or regional plans or related environmental documents. (DEIR at page IV-8 to IV-10). The
argument that the Project will result in less than significant impacts because growth is within regional and/or
City-wide growth projections is contrary to CEQA’s requirement to analyze the significant impacts of a Project
against existing conditions (setting) and for the project area. By any measure, the increase in growth as a result
of the adoption of the Project is substantial and the numerous impacts associated with substantial new growth
of jobs and housing significant as well.
“A revised analysis must be completed and recirculated with the following elements:
●

A complete, stable and consistent description of the Project in terms of growth allowed and broken out by
potential new housing units, housing affordability, potential new households, population and employment
(employment by general category of job and employees by general salary range), among other information
necessary to undertake the analysis. To resolve the inconsistencies and confusion between the Initial Study
and DEIR, a revised NOP/IS should be recirculated in advance of a new Draft EIR.

●

Complete, consistent and up to date baseline (setting information) including but not limited to existing
population and demographical information, housing, housing affordability, deed restricted units, type
of units (e.g., senior, family, other) households, population and employment (by general category of
jobs; e.g., service, tech, and general salary ranges).16

●

Analysis of the impacts associated with growth of housing, population and employment within the
Project Area in terms of both direct (new homes or businesses) and indirect impacts (demand for
infrastructure or services). The California Courts have established a framework for considering
population-related impacts. When analyzing these impacts, [an] EIR should identify the number and
type of housing units that persons working in the project area can be anticipated to require, and identify
the probable location of those units. The EIR also should consider whether the Project includes sufficient
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services and public facilities to accommodate the anticipated increase in population. If it is concluded
that the Project area lack sufficient units and/or services, the EIR should identify that fact and explain
that action will need to be taken and what that action entails so that indirect impacts can be disclosed
and analyzed. Once the EIR determines the action needed to provide sufficient housing, services and
public facilities, CEQA then requires an examination of the environmental consequences of such action.
“A complete analysis of population growth thus requires two distinct and logical steps. First, an EIR must
accurately and completely estimate the population growth that a project would cause, both directly and
indirectly. Specifically, in this case, the DEIR must estimate the population growth accommodated by the new
housing and the number of employees the Project will require as compared with existing baseline conditions,
including whether those employees are likely to be new to the area and region and generally what the types of
employment and commensurate salary ranges may be.17 Guidelines Appx. G Section XII(a) directing analysis of
whether project would induce substantial population growth. The DEIR also must consider the growth that a
project would indirectly cause, whether through stimulating the local economy so that new employment
opportunities draw new population or by providing infrastructure that allows new residential construction.
Guidelines section 15126.2(d) (‘Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth. . . . ’).
“Step two in analyzing the impacts of population growth is to consider the environmental impacts of serving
that estimated new direct and indirect population. Thus, the EIR must not only evaluate whether a project would
induce substantial growth, but also whether such growth would require construction of new housing,
infrastructure or services, including roadway improvements for emergency vehicle passage,18 child care and
schools. Guidelines Appx. G Section XII(a). (c). If new construction will occur, then the EIR must analyze the
environmental impacts of that construction. The EIR must also consider whether the new population would
place demands on public services, including schools and roads. Guidelines Appx. G Section XIII(a). The EIR
than must consider the environmental impacts of providing such facilities if they are necessary.
“Here the Initial Study relied on by the DEIR for the analysis failed to consistently and accurately estimate and
analyze direct and indirect population growth caused by the Project. The DEIR does not disclose that the Project
would also indirectly induce additional people to move to the area, which could result in additional potentially
significant environmental impacts. In fact, as described in detail above, the Project description fails to provide
consistent and complete information about the Project’s population, employment and housing. Nonetheless, the
Initial Study and DEIR conclude that Project impacts associated with population and housing will be less than
significant.
“This is too simplistic a conclusion, as no single factor determines whether a project will indirectly trigger
population growth. For example, in this case, the population increase would almost certainly require new and
expanded services and would inject new money into the local economy inducing additional growth and
development. A larger population in this neighborhood, would surely increase demand on schools and generate
increased demand for restaurants, grocery stores, medical care and the like that do not currently exist to serve
the planned growth. The additional … 25,000 new residents and over 63,000 jobs will certainly increase need for
a full range of services including schools, day care, police, fire, medical and more. This increased demand would
also further induce businesses to expand and new businesses would crop up to serve the larger population and
businesses. This would require new employees and draw new residents to the area, who in addition to the direct
employment generated by the Project, would also need housing. Neither DEIR nor Initial Study analyze these
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impacts. In addition, the Project includes Plan objectives implemented through zone changes to favor nonresidential development over other kinds of growth and favoring office space and hotels19. DEIR at II-13. The
result of favoring non-residential over residential development is likely to be an even greater than disclosed
jobs-housing imbalance and jobs-housing fit. The direct and indirect impacts of this growth must be disclosed
and analyzed in a revised and recirculated DEIR.
“The DEIR’s failure to adequately evaluate the Project’s impacts on population, employment and housing
constitutes a serious flaw. The DEIR should be revised to include a comprehensive analysis of these impacts and
identify effective and enforceable mitigation for those impacts that are determined to be significant. In addition,
a revised DEIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to address the likely significant impacts associated
with the demand for new housing affordable to the new workforce and with the provision of new services.
Examples of the kinds of mitigation that should be considered include, but are not limited to, the following
[emphasis in original]:
●

In combination with strict policies prohibiting displacement of senior, deed restricted and affordable
housing, and lowering the total allowable amount of new non-residential uses (e.g., cap on nonresidential uses), addition of policies and programs requiring affordable housing to be built concurrent
with or prior to new non-residential development in the Project Area (examples include provisions in
the Treasure Island and Shipyard projects, among other local and regional policy and regulatory
examples).

●

Approval and implementation of the Project Area street network plan to serve the Project and review
and approval by SFFD and SFPD prior to new development allowed under the Plan proceeding. This
should be completed and included in a revised DEIR.

●

SFFD and SFPD service reviews and plans to accommodate the proposed growth completed and
approved prior to new non-residential development allowed by the Plan occurring.

●

Policy, program and regulation(s) in place for a required housing mix in all new residential projects to
provide family housing prior to new development allowed by the Plan. The policy and program should
be completed and included in a revised DEIR.

●

Up to three new sites identified and acquired for new parks prior to new development and fees assured
for development of those parks. At least one new park under construction concurrent with or prior to
new development allowed under the Plan.

●

Reduction of the amount of new employment under the Plan through among other revisions, adoption
of the reduced height alternative and prohibition of high rises except where immediately adjacent to
transit hubs. A cap should also be placed on total new employment until plan expiration in 2040.

“These and other feasible mitigation measures must be identified in a revised DEIR to address the significant
population, employment and housing impacts of the Project and cumulative development on the Project area.
A revised Financial Analysis should accompany the revised Plan and DEIR setting forth costs associated with
housing, services and other community benefits of the Project and laying out a revised approach to funding
implementation of these Project elements.
●

Would the project create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of housing?

“The DEIR concludes that development under the Project (Plan) would not generate housing demand beyond
projected housing forecasts. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 84. In reaching this conclusion, the DEIR
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changes the question to include ‘beyond projected housing forecasts’ and therefore fails to respond to the key
question – would the project create demand for additional housing – thereby avoiding the required analysis.
“The basis for the Initial Study’s (and DEIR’s) conclusion that demand for new housing is less than significant
is twofold: First the plan would not result in physical effects directly and second, the plan merely accommodates
planned growth. According to the Initial Study:
‘As a regulatory program, the Plan would not result in direct physical effects but rather would result in
new planning policies and controls to accommodate additional jobs and housing.’ DEIR Appendix B,
Initial Study at page 84. ‘The goal of the Plan is to accommodate regional growth projections for San
Francisco…and to shape and direct that growth toward appropriate locations. Because San Francisco is
a regional job center, and because the Plan area is near regional transit lines, the Plan area represents
one of the locations appropriate for new office development. As described below, the potential housing
demand generated by expected office development would be offset by new housing development
forecast both within the Plan area and for the City as a whole, as well as through the City’s affordable
housing programs.’ DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at pages 84-85.
‘Overall, the conservatively estimated housing demand resulting from Plan-generated employment
would be accommodated by increases in housing supply, primarily within the Plan area and elsewhere in
San Francisco, and the impact would be less-than-significant.’ DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 86.
“Instead of providing an adequate analysis of these impacts based on the current Project (Plan), the DEIR simply
defers to the discussion of population and housing in the Initial Study.
“There are many reasons the DEIR’s approach to the analysis of housing demand generated by the Project (Plan)
is flawed. First, accurate and consistent existing and projected population, housing and job growth figures are
essential facts to support this conclusion. Yet, the Initial Study and DEIR contain vastly different figures as
discussed in this letter. See e.g., Table 4, 5 and 6 in the Initial Study and Table IV-1 in the DEIR at page IV-6.
Second, the conclusion that impacts associated with employment growth and associated demand for housing
in the Project area will be less than significant is not supported by analysis, facts or evidence as required. To the
contrary, the Project (Plan) will add significantly to the population and employment of the Project area, changing
the character of the area and increasing the jobs to housing imbalance. Specifically, the Project (Plan) allows over
56,40020 new jobs by 2040 and an increase in population of 23,400. Source Initial Study. New housing units under
the Project (Plan) total approximately 13,200 according to the Initial Study (page 85) and 7,500 housing units
according to the DEIR. Thus, there is no question the Project (Plan) will result in much more job growth than
housing, exacerbating an already extreme jobs-housing imbalance in both the Project area and the City and
Region, causing workers to commute farther and in turn increasing vehicle miles traveled above that described
in the DEIR. Increased vehicle miles in turn will result in greater demand for transit, increased traffic congestion,
air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. A revised DEIR must analyze these impacts.
“A revised analysis in a dedicated DEIR section … must be completed and recirculated with the following
elements:
●

A complete, stable and consistent description of the Project in terms of growth in housing, housing
affordability, deed restricted units, households, population and employment (by general category of
job), among other information necessary to undertake the analysis. To resolve the inconsistencies and
confusion between the Initial Study and DEIR, a revised NOP/IS should be recirculated in advance of a
new Draft EIR.
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●

Complete, consistent and up to date baseline or setting information including but not limited to existing
population and demographical information, housing, housing affordability, deed restricted units,
households, population and employment (by general category of jobs; e.g., service, tech, salary ranges,
etc.).

●

Description of existing job-housing fit and projected jobs-housing fit under the Project (Plan) based on
a breakdown of new jobs (employment) in terms of general type and salary ranges and existing and
projected housing rents and prices.

●

Analysis of the impacts associated with new employment generated demand for housing within the
Project area. This analysis must be based on facts and evidence.

“The DEIR’s failure to adequately evaluate the Project’s impacts on population, employment and housing
constitutes a serious flaw. In this case, it is clear the Project will generate significant demand for housing beyond
that allowed by the Project in the Plan Area. The revised DEIR must address how much new housing will be
needed to accommodate new employees and their families? Where will that housing need be met either in
existing housing or new housing? If new housing is needed, which it likely is, where will that new housing be
constructed – in the Project Area or beyond? What are the physical environmental impacts associated with
construction of the new housing? Will indirect or induced growth from the Project result in a demand for
additional housing, beyond that required to house new Project employees? If so, where will that housing be
located? And so on. The DEIR should be revised to include a comprehensive analysis of these impacts and
identify effective and enforceable mitigation for those impacts that are determined to be significant. In addition,
a revised DEIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to address the likely significant impacts associated
with the demand for new housing affordable to the new workforce and with the provision of new services. See
above discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be considered in a revised DEIR.”
Footnotes:
14
Jobs-Housing fit means the extent to which housing prices or rents are matched to the local job salary ranges. Jobs-Housing
balance provides a general sense of how in or out of balance housing to fit the local workforce may be. Jobs-Housing fit provides
an essential and more granular sense of whether – even if in balance – local employees are able to reside locally or must commute
long distances for housing affordable to them and their families. Without jobs-housing fit information, readily available using
Census and other data, it is not possible for the DEIR to adequately analyze many Project-related and cumulative impacts
including demand for new housing and vehicle miles traveled, among others.
15
It is noteworthy these growth assumptions are vastly different than presented in the Central SOMA Plan, DEIR, Financial
Analysis and policy papers. See discussion of Growth Inducement in this [comment] letter for examples of the vastly different
descriptions of growth under the Project.
16
All available by census and other readily accessible data sources.
17
The Central SOMA Plan provides parameters for new development that provide a clear sense of the type of new growth in
employment that will result from Plan adoption. That is how the Financial Analysis prepared by Seifel Consulting, Inc., was able
to derive detailed prototypical developments for the Plan Area based on the Central SOMA Plan. This same approach needs to be
taken to developing a complete Project description.
18
The DEIR defers the plan for emergency vehicle access to a future design of roadway projects and review by SFFD and SFPD. A
Project Area-wide and complete design of roadway projects necessary to serve the development allowed by the Plan must be
completed and analyzed in a revised DEIR. Deferring this essential element of the Project until later renders unlikely the City’s
ability to create the necessary emergency vehicle access to overcome the increased traffic congestion the Project will create.
19
Hotels notorious for lower paying hospitality jobs; jobs that currently are difficult to fill in San Francisco due to the
astronomically high housing costs and lack of sufficient housing. The revised DEIR must analyze the Project-related and
cumulative impacts associated with the projected increase in San Francisco of hospitality and service jobs since it is the workforce
associated with these lower paying jobs that likely will be traveling the farthest from work and home. There is currently no
analysis of this in the DEIR.
20
The Central SOMA Plan allows even more jobs – 63,600 – rendering the jobs-housing imbalance even greater than described in
the Initial Study.
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(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.47])

Response PH-3
The comments allege that the Draft EIR’s analysis of population and housing is inadequate because it is based
on the growth forecasts presented in the Initial Study, which are different than those in the Draft EIR, and Plan
Area growth will result in certain secondary impacts, such as a change in neighborhood character, an increase
in jobs-housing imbalance, increased demand for public services, increased housing demand, and effects on
transportation, air quality, noise, and utilities. The comments also state that the Initial Study and Draft EIR must,
therefore, be recirculated.

Approach to Analysis of Population and Housing
The Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable physical effects related to land use and land use planning,
cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, and wind, and each of these effects is a
secondary impact of growth that would be permitted pursuant to the Plan. The Draft EIR also identifies
significant growth-related impacts that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the
commenters’ assertion that the Draft EIR does not analyze the effects of Plan Area population and housing
growth is incorrect.
The comments appear to suggest that the entire analysis of secondary physical impacts that would ensue from
growth permitted under the Plan should appear in the discussion of population and housing. This is incorrect.
In fact, the analysis of population and housing is limited to the three questions that are asked in Initial Study
Section D.3:
●

Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads and other
infrastructure)?

●

Would the project displace substantial number of existing housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?

●

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

The Initial Study explains that the Plan would not induce substantial growth but, rather, would accommodate
growth that is already anticipated and planned for. As explained in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, the
75,000 housing units already planned for in San Francisco could accommodate a substantial portion of the
housing demand from new employees in Central SoMa who desire to live in San Francisco, and development
of these new housing units is included in the assumptions underlying the SF-CHAMP model that provides the
basis for the Draft EIR’s quantitative analyses of transportation, noise, and air quality.
The Initial Study further explains that development that would be allowed under the proposed Plan would not
displace a substantial number of existing housing units or people. As explained in Response OC-1, removal of
housing units is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under Planning Code Section 317, which also requires
replacement of demolished residential buildings. Therefore, because 14,500 new housing units could be
developed under the proposed Plan, implementation of the Plan would actually increase, not reduce, the
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number of housing units and the Plan Area population. Displacement that occurs as a result of economic
conditions, such as changes in employment patterns or increased housing costs, as opposed to physical
displacement through demolition of housing, is not considered a physical environmental impact under CEQA.
Nevertheless, such effects are discussed in Response OC-1.
Regarding jobs-housing balance, refer to Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, which explains that, while this measure is
useful in a citywide or region-wide context, it is not relevant within the context of a relatively small area, such
as the Plan Area.
Concerning the comments stating that the Plan would increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT), please see
Response TR-3, which explains that Plan implementation would decrease per capita VMT, as well as job-based
average VMT, from existing conditions, and therefore would have a less-than-significant effect with respect to
growth in VMT. Additionally, Response AQ-1 explains that the Plan would result in a lesser rate of growth in
VMT than in Plan Area population, also resulting in a less-than-significant impact. Response OC-2 also explains
that the Plan would not increase VMT as a result of gentrification or displacement within the Plan Area.
Regarding neighborhood character, see Response LU-4.

Difference between the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Growth Projections
Concerning the revisions to the growth projections between the publication of the Initial Study and the Draft
EIR, refer to Response PD-6, p. RTC-52, which discusses these changes and explains that the revisions would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe impacts under the topics addressed in the Initial Study that
involved quantification of impacts (Population and Housing, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, and
Public Services) than those identified in the Initial Study. Likewise, Response PD-6 explains that the Initial Study
remains valid for topics where the analyses do not rely on growth projections but, rather, are a function of policy
changes (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy) or of the location of anticipated development (Biological
Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality, except for combined sewer discharges studied in
the Draft EIR; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral Resources; and Agriculture and Forest Resources). It
is also noted that the introduction to Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, p. IV-1, discussed the changes to the project description since publication of the Initial Study.

Mitigation Measures for Population and Housing Impacts
The comments recommend a number of mitigation measures. No mitigation is required because effects related
to population and housing would be less than significant; however, it is noted that most of the commenter’s
recommendations would be implemented by Plan adoption and implementation and/or by existing City
ordinances, regulations, and policies. For example, as explained in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, removal of
housing units is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under Planning Code Section 317, which also requires
replacement of demolished residential units. Affordable housing is required to be constructed or funded in
connection with non-residential development, pursuant to Planning Code Section 413, and with development
of market-rate housing, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415; and the Plan (Objective 2.3) calls for 33 percent
of new Plan Area housing units to be affordable to very-low-, low-, and moderate-income households. To
facilitate meeting this objective, Plan implementation would levy an additional affordable housing fee on new
Plan Area development (Central SoMa Plan p. 136). Concerning the mix of dwelling units, in most of the South
of Market neighborhood, for new residential projects, the Planning Code currently requires that a minimum of
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40 percent of units contain two or more bedrooms, that 30 percent of units contain three or more bedrooms, or
that 35 percent of all dwelling units contain two or more bedrooms with at least 10 percent containing three or
more bedrooms. The Plan would retain this provision within the Plan Area.
The Draft EIR does identify significant impacts that would occur as a result of the anticipated growth in the Plan
Area. These impacts, and associated mitigation measures, are analyzed in the applicable technical topics of the
Draft EIR, including Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning; Section IV.C, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources; Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation; Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration; Section IV.F, Air
Quality; and Section IV.G, Wind. Despite mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, the Plan would result
in significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to each of these environmental topics. In addition, the Initial
Study identifies significant impacts related to biological resources and hazards and hazardous materials; these
impacts are mitigated to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study.
Concerning the reference to the Treasure Island and Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard projects, which
the commenter notes as having set forth policies and programs requiring affordable housing to be built
concurrent with or prior to new non-residential development, neither of those projects was an area plan and
each involved redevelopment of a site by a single master developer. While the commenter states that such
policies and programs could be employed as mitigation for the Central SoMa Plan EIR, neither the Treasure
Island nor Shipyard EIRs identified mitigation measures because both EIRs found that population and housing
impacts were less than significant, as with the Central SoMa Draft EIR. Moreover, both Treasure Island and the
Shipyard are redevelopment projects: Treasure Island is administered by a separate Treasure Island
Development Authority, while the Shipyard project is under the jurisdiction of the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure, successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. Because of these
governance structures, and because there is a single master developer for each of these projects, the City was
able to develop a specific regulatory framework concerning affordable housing and other issues that applies to
the entirety of each project. For Treasure Island, a legally binding Development Agreement is in place, while the
Shipyard project is subject to a similarly mandatory redevelopment plan and disposition and development
agreement. This governance structure is not applicable to the Central SoMa Plan Area, where subsequent
development would be undertaken by multiple entities within a framework established by the Plan itself and
its implementing legislation (zoning), as described above.

Public Services
Regarding public services and review by the San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police
Department of the proposed street network changes and Plan Area development, both the fire and police
departments undertake long-range planning based on Planning Department growth forecasts. As stated on
Initial Study p. 121, should the Fire or Police Department determine that new facilities were required in the
future, “any potentially adverse effects from new fire facilities would be similar to those anticipated by
development under the Plan, such as noise, archeological impacts, air quality impacts such as emissions of dust
and other pollutants, including diesel exhaust, and temporary street closures or other traffic obstructions.” This
conclusion remains valid, notwithstanding the slightly greater growth projections analyzed in the Draft EIR,
compared to those in the Initial Study, for the reasons set forth in Response PD-6. The Draft EIR’s mitigation
measure for potential effects on emergency vehicle access related to the proposed street network changes
(Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation, p. IV.D-81) is explicitly timed to occur at
the design phase of each street network project, which, as is typically the case for both roadway changes and
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development projects, occurs after the completion of environmental review and is based on preliminary design
information. This measure requires SFMTA, to the degree feasible, design street network projects to include
features that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles; examples of
which include curbside loading zones, customized signal timing, or other approaches developed through
ongoing consultation with the San Francisco Fire Department. Moreover, the Fire Department participates in
Plan review of individual development projects to ensure compliance with the fire code.

Open Space
Concerning open space, as stated on Draft EIR p. II-31, the Plan identifies two park sites (the block bounded by
Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan streets, and Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth streets) and calls for
identification of a third site. It is noted that current plans indicate that the new park on the block bounded by
Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan streets would be constructed by the developer of the proposed 598 Brannan
Street project, meaning that this park would be under construction concurrent with development allowed under
the Plan.

Alternatives to the Proposed Plan
Two comments essentially express support for alternatives to the proposed Plan. The commenter’s
recommendation of a cap on non-residential development would fundamentally conflict with several of the
Plan’s basic objectives, including to increase the capacity for jobs and housing; facilitate an economically
diversified and lively jobs center; provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling,
and transit; and create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood. Regarding the suggestion
for a prohibition on high-rise development except immediately adjacent to transit hubs, as stated in
Response AE-2, p. RTC-121, the entire Plan Area meets the City’s Proximity to Transit Stations screening
criterion for vehicle miles traveled because it is within 0.5 mile of an existing rail stop or bus line with a peakperiod headway of 15 minutes or less. Accordingly, tower development anywhere in the Plan Area would be
proximate to high-frequency transit service.

Demographic Information
The comments also state that the Draft EIR should include detailed demographic information concerning
housing affordability, deed restricted units, type of units (e.g., senior, family, other), and employment by general
category of jobs. None of this information is required by CEQA, and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
For the reasons described above, the analysis in the Initial Study and Draft EIR regarding population and
housing, as well as the analysis of the physical effects of Plan Area growth, is adequate. Therefore, recirculation
of the Initial Study and Draft EIR is not required.

Recreation
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Initial Study Topic E.10, Recreation
(Draft EIR Appendix B). These include topics related to:
●

Comment RE-1: Adequacy of Open Space and Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)
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●

Comment RE-2: Adequacy of Recreational Facilities

Comment RE-1: Adequacy of Open Space and Privately Owned Public Open Space
(POPOS)
This response addresses a comment from the commenters listed below; this comment is quoted in full below
this list:
O-CSN-1.29
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.14
O-VEC.1

“F. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Open Space Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the
DEIR.
“The DEIR admits that the Plan area suffers from an extreme lack of open space. South Park is the only Rec and
Park property in the Plan area. (DEIR, p. II-31). However, the Plan creates almost no new open space area.
Worse, it degrades existing open space areas by casting shadows on existing parks and POPOS throughout the
Plan area, in violation of the General Plan. (See discussion above). Therefore the DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan
has no adverse open space impacts is arbitrary and capricious.
“The DEIR should be revised to propose specific new open space areas. One prime opportunity for a new open
space area is the parking lot located at 350 Second Street. The DEIR should consider other potential open space
areas and parks, and also new POPOS throughout the area. This would support the Plan’s own Objective, 5.2,
‘Create new public parks.’ (DEIR, p. II-31).
“The DEIR should also require [implementation] of the Reduced Height Alternative as a way to reduce shadow
impacts on South Park and other public open spaces in the Plan area.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors,
S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.29])

“11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By Relying on POPOS
“The SoMa is the most open space deficient neighborhood in San Francisco16, along with the neighboring
Tenderloin. Instead of providing sufficient, green and publicly accessible open space, Planning has been
defaulting to providing new open space for SoMa through Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)17.
POPOS have a negative impact on the community for many reasons:
●

These spaces aren't truly open to the public, activity is discouraged and hours are limited;

●

POPOS are not protected by the Proposition K Shadow Ordinance because they are not open spaces
owned by the City's Rec and Park Department;

●

Because there's no Prop K protection, it's difficult to establish a standard of shadow protection for these
open spaces because CEQA is not specific on this matter;

●

These spaces do not represent the type of open space that is public and accessible for use by youth,
families, and seniors (like a public park); and

●

POPOS overly regulate the types of activities allowed and have restrictive hours that limit access;
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“SoMa has such a lack of places for public recreation and truly accessible open spaces that there must be a clear
plan for creating new public open spaces that are owned and managed Rec and Park.”
Footnotes:
16
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/OpenSpaceMap.pdf
17
http://sf-planning.org/privately-owned-public-open-space-and-public-art-popos

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.14])

“We, at the VEC, have watched our neighborhood change slowly during these years and are deeply concerned
about the rapid changes and significant impacts proposed by a multitude of projects. The Central SoMa Plan
proposed for an area generally bounded by Market Street, Townsend Street, 2nd Street and 6th Street, as
outlined in the DEIR, identifies neighborhood strengths, challenges, and possible mitigation tools; however,
after review of said DEIR, participation in community meetings hosted by the Planning Commission, and
extensive communications with other community based organizations, VEC finds that the DEIR has certain
inadequacies requiring further assessment or analysis and has additional questions and concerns regarding the
plan area that we hope the Planning Department can address.
“A. Open Space
“VEC recognizes that the only public park within the Plan Area is South Park and so the creation of new public
open space is limited, especially in anticipation of the increased number of residents in the Plan Area. Thus, the
Plan looks to the inclusion of POPOS to ‘ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood
and the city’ (11-17). VEC requests that the Planning Department releases the regulations of Planning Code
Sections 135 and 138 in a manner that is easily accessible for local residents and workers to understand. This
will provide the opportunity for community members to understand what the current regulations are and
engage in further discussion to provide input on additional design guidelines for future POPOS within the Plan
Area. For example, some existing community discussions around POPOS have included: more accessible
operational standards especially standards of accessibility for people with disabilities; additional amenities such
as children's play areas; game tables and seating; open air cafes, kiosks, or food service in adjacent retail spaces1.
We want to ensure that should future developers opt to create POPOS, that these forms of open space are of
high quality, accessible, and help address the lack of recreational open space in the South of Market.”
Footnote:
1
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/plans/oops/pops-plaza-standards.page

(Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.1])

Response RE-1
The comments note that SoMa is an open-space-deficient neighborhood and express concern that POPOS have
a negative impact on the community. One comment erroneously states that the Plan creates almost no new open
space, and requests that the Reduced Height Alternative be adopted to reduce shadow impacts on South Park
when no significant shadow impacts were identified. The comments further request that a plan be developed
for creating new public open spaces that are owned and managed by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks
Department, and that the Planning Department “release the regulations of Planning Code Sections 135 and 138”
so that the public may have an opportunity to provide more input on the design of POPOS. While the
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commenter asserts that “SoMa is the most open space deficient neighborhood in San Francisco,” existing unmet
demand for parks and recreational resources within the Plan Area is not considered to be a significant impact
on the environment. As described on Initial Study p. 104, based on the CEQA significance criteria, development
under the Plan would have an adverse environmental impact if it were to cause the deterioration of existing
recreational resources through increased use or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that may have an adverse effect on the environment. The comments suggest that the Plan lacks sufficient open
space, but they do not address the potential for the physical degradation of existing open spaces or the potential
for physical environmental impacts resulting from the need for construction or expansion of recreational
facilities resulting from the Plan.
These comments pertain more to the merits of the Plan and the Planning Department’s policies and procedures
regarding community engagement in the planning process. Nevertheless, the assertion in the comments that the
Plan does not provide sufficient open space is addressed in this response. For the city as a whole, as of 2015,
19 percent of the city’s total land area was designated as city, county, metro, state, and federal parkland, leading
to the city’s rank for this metric as the third highest among the highest-density cities in the country, partly
attributable to the benefits of the city’s many small parks.114 In addition, of the 100 largest cities nationwide, San
Francisco is the first city to have every resident live within a 10-minute walk of a park or open space.115
As discussed on Draft EIR pp. II-32 and II-33, the Plan proposes to create new public parks, create new public
recreational facilities, utilize the street right-of-way for additional gathering and recreational opportunities, and
augment the public open space and recreation network with POPOS. Parks and recreational improvements and
opportunities are a central goal of the Plan. The Plan includes proposals to create multiple new public parks,
including (1) creating a new public park in the southwest part of the Plan Area on the block bounded by Fourth,
Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan streets; (2) creating a new linear park along Bluxome between Fourth and Fifth
streets; and (3) pursing the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa, including site identification
and design, and potentially site acquisition and construction pending costs and funding. These new parks may
potentially be owned and managed by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. In addition to the new
parks listed above, the Plan calls for the development of new public recreation facilities other than parks,
including working with developers of large new projects to locate and create a new public recreation center,
and working with Caltrans to develop new public recreational facilities under the I-80 freeway.
Regarding concerns that POPOS only provide limited hours; do not provide open space that is accessible for
youth, families, and seniors; and are not protected by Planning Code Section 295, note that while all traditional
park uses are not feasible in many POPOS, the Plan uses POPOS as augmentation, not substitution, of open
space in the Plan Area. Furthermore, Planning Code Section 295 was adopted through voter approval of
Proposition K in November 1994 to protect certain public open spaces from shadowing by new structures. As
noted on Draft EIR p. IV.H-10, South Park is the only park subject to Section 295 within the Plan Area, and no
significant shadow impacts were identified for this park. As described on Draft EIR pp. IV.H-38 through
IV.H-40, the design and configuration of potential new open spaces is not known, nor is any potential future
programming of these spaces. Accordingly, evaluation of shadow impacts on future parks, open spaces, and

The Trust for Public Land, 2016 City Park Facts, April 2016,
https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/2016%20City%20Park%20Facts_0.pdf.
115
San Francisco Chronicle, “SF 1st city in nation with a park 10-minute walk from every home,” May 16, 2017.
114
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POPOS would be speculative. Furthermore, POPOS typically do not involve active recreation or activities that,
unlike in a traditional park, would be those for which users anticipate exposure to full sunlight.
In conclusion, the Plan would provide a substantial amount of open space that would help offset the demand
for open space in the Plan Area. The Plan would not result in the physical deterioration of park facilities or
environmental effects associated with new park facilities not already proposed in the Plan. The commenters
have not provided any evidence that the Plan would result in physical deterioration of recreational resources or
the need for construction or expansion of the recreational facilities that could have a significant effect on the
environment. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.
The request that the Planning Department provide an opportunity for community members to understand
current regulations, such as Planning Code Sections 135 (Usable Open Space for Dwelling Units and Group
Housing, R, NC, Mixed Use, C, and M Districts) and 138 (Privately Owned Public Open Space Requirements in
C-3 Districts), so that the public may provide input on the design of future POPOS does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. As such, the comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for
consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment RE-2: Adequacy of Recreational Facilities
This response addresses a comment from the commenters listed below; the comment is quoted in full below this
list:
O-CSN-1.51
O-YBNC-Elberling-3.3

“5. The DEIR Errs in Concluding Impacts to Open Space and Recreation Will Be Less Than Significant
“The Central SOMA Plan area has very limited public open spaces and facilities. While a robust, ethnically and
economically diverse community, Central SOMA faces serious challenges in terms of lack of open space and
recreational opportunities. Currently 67% of residents live within ½ miles of a public recreational facility
compared to 91% for the City as a whole27. South Park is the only large-scale open space in the Plan Area and
the only Recreation and Park Department property. While there are open spaces adjacent to the Area including
Yerba Buena Gardens, the uneven distribution of open spaces and lack of them leaves the area underserved.
The General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), adopted in 2014, identifies portions of the Plan
Area as in need of new open space. DEIR at page II-31.
“The DEIR relies on the Initial Study for the required analysis of impacts to open space and recreation. DEIR at
page I-2. According to the Initial Study, development under the Plan would have an adverse environmental
impact if it were to cause the deterioration of existing recreational resources through increased use or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the environment. DEIR
Appendix B, Initial Study at page 104. The Initial Study notes that any existing unmet demand for parks and
recreational resources that currently exist in the Plan area is not in and of itself considered to be a significant
impact on the environment noting that the Plan area is deficient in these resources. Id.
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“Based on the Project’s proposed network of new open spaces, including POPOS, and a potential new park, 28
the Initial Study concludes that impacts to open space and recreational resources will be less than significant.
This conclusion is unsupported by facts, analysis and evidence. The Initial Study briefly alludes to the City’s
minimum standards for open space and recreational resources per capita, but nowhere in the Initial Study or
DEIR is there a quantitative analysis of the need for new open space and recreational resources based on the
substantial growth in employee, resident and tourist populations in the area. Given the current lack of adequate
resources, growth not accompanied by adequate new development of parks and recreational resources is clearly
a significant impact of the Project. Moreover, the Project’s proposed new open spaces is far from sufficient to
accommodate the new growth based on the City’s own standards. A revised DEIR must analyze the Projects
quantitative impacts on parks, open space and recreational resources. Feasible mitigation measures should also
be identified including the addition of more than one substantial new park in the Central SOMA area. If such
facilities are not identified now at the Area Plan stage, it will be too late to identify potential sites and determine
how costs of implementation can be shared by new development. The revised DEIR must also include an
adequate analysis of the physical environmental impacts associated with construction of new facilities and
cannot defer this analysis to a later project specific environmental analysis.”
Footnotes:
27
SF Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central Corridor Plan,
p. 4.
28
It is far from clear that the proposed new park will ever be a reality. New development should be conditioned on certainty for
all essential services to accommodate growth, not limited to new parks and recreational resources.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.51])

“A competent analysis will confirm that existing public recreation facilities are insufficient for the cumulative
needs of current plus future SOMA households, especially indoor facilities. There is now just one no-charge
public indoor basketball facility, no public swimming pool, and no other public recreation facilities of other
common types. Many do exist in private clubs in SOMA, but these are expensive and so not realistically available
to all current and future households. There is also insufficient City funds set aside to build such facilities in the
future. As a Mitigation Measures our TODCO Community Plan proposes that space for such new public
recreation facilities be required to be included in all new office developments where feasible, and/or as a priority
criteria for discretionary allocation of Prop M office allocations, and that the proposed Community Facilities
District authorized scope include funding of construction and operation of no-fee public recreation facilities
anywhere in South of Market, not just Central SOMA.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBNC-Elberling.3])

Response RE-2
The comments request a quantitative analysis of various project impacts on parks, open spaces, and recreational
facilities, and that mitigation measures be identified to add more than one park in the Plan Area. The comments
also express concern that existing public recreational facilities are insufficient for the needs of current plus future
households, especially indoor facilities such as basketball courts and swimming pools. The comments further
propose mitigation that would require new office developments to provide public recreational facilities and
mitigation that would stipulate that the Community Facilities District, a mechanism by which public benefits
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are delivered to the community, include funding for no-fee public recreation facilities anywhere South of
Market.
The Draft EIR analyzes environmental effects of implementing the Central SoMa Plan. Subsequent development
projects in the Plan Area, including new recreational facilities, would undergo project-specific CEQA review to
determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not disclosed in the Draft EIR. A
quantitative analysis is not an appropriate approach to evaluate recreation impacts because there is no quantitative
threshold against which to assess such an impact. The City does not have a per capita standard for parks and open
spaces, and the quality and location of open space is as important as the raw acreage.
As noted on Initial Study p. 106 and in Draft EIR Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, p. IV-6, the growth
forecasts for the Plan anticipate considerably more employment growth than residential growth; hence, it is
likely that much of the new recreational use resulting from development under the Plan would be passive use.
As explained on Initial Study p. 106, it is reasonable to assume that “employees would normally frequent open
spaces during the midday period, when many office workers spend the lunch hour in publicly accessible open
spaces, during other midday breaks, and after work, particularly in the case of workers who are also City
residents.” However, employees are less likely than residents to make “active” use of parks and open spaces,
using playgrounds, ball fields, and like facilities. However, as noted above under Response RE-1, p. RTC-326,
and on Draft EIR p. II-31, the Plan calls for the creation of three new public parks (not just one)—a new public
park in the southwest part of the Plan Area on the block bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant and Brannan streets;
a new linear park along Bluxome between Fourth and Fifth streets; and a third, large, new park within or near
Central SoMa, including site identification and design, and potentially site acquisition and construction pending
costs and funding. In addition, the Plan also calls for the development of new public recreational facilities other
than parks, including working with developers of large new projects to locate and create a new public recreation
center, and working with Caltrans to develop new public recreational facilities under the I-80 freeway.
As the Plan itself would not cause further deterioration of existing recreational resources and would develop new
public recreational facilities, the impact of the Plan on recreational facilities would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required. The comment requesting that mitigation measures be identified to add more than one park
in the Plan Area is unfounded, as the Plan calls for the creation of three new public parks. The comment requesting
mitigation measures that would require new office developments to provide public recreational facilities, as well
as funding for no-fee public recreational facilities anywhere South of Market, is noted and will be transmitted to
City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
Finally, as noted in Response PM-1, p. RTC-356, in 2013, the Department of Public Health performed a
Sustainable Communities Health Assessment analysis of the 2013 draft Plan using the City’s Healthy
Development Measurement Tool and found that, among other things, implementation of the Plan would be
expected to “substantially increase the amount of publicly accessible open space in the Plan Area.” The three
major open spaces proposed under the current Plan are identical to those in the 2013 draft Plan.
The commenters have not provided any evidence or information that the Plan would result in the deterioration
of existing recreational resources through increased use or would require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the environment. As such, no changes to the Draft EIR
are required.
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Public Services
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Initial Study Topic E.12, Public
Services (Draft EIR Appendix B). These include topics related to:
●

Comment PS-1: Childcare

●

Comment PS-2: Public Services Analysis Is Inadequate

Comment PS-1: Childcare
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Johnson.1
A-CPC-Melgar.2
A-CPC-Moore.2
A-CPC-Richards.5
O-SFRG-2.3
O-YBNC-Elberling-3.2

“Just on childcare and related facilities, … it's not just about the potential rezoning on the planning. There would
be probably a number of Planning Code and Administrative Code changes that would be needed to really get
what we need.
“So, for example, with childcare, it’s not just about requiring that buildings require childcare. We actually need
state and local law changes to make it legal to provide those spaces because, as of right now, the way we're set
up, buildings actually cannot build those spaces even if you require them to do so.” (Christine Johnson, San
Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Johnson.1])

“And also, you know, the issue of childcare and services, I think that, if we don't plan for it, the market will
provide. And those services are services that are more expensive than what people can afford who are currently
living there.” (Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[A-CPC-Melgar.2])

“The comment that I would like to emphasize is that the public services discussion has an overlay on the familyfriendly discussion initiated by Supervisor Yee.” (Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing
Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore.2])

“Childcare didn't even register with me until John Elberling got up and we talked about it here last week. And
that's a really good point.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [A-CPC-Richards.5])
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“The Department has no plan. The Department EIR doesn't even have an [childcare] analysis to figure out how
much we need -- how many spaces, how many square feet. This is clearly not legally adequate. You must add
public services section, a comprehensive one, to the EIR.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth,
Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-SFRG-2.3])

“Any competent analysis will confirm that new SOMA resident households and workers will add demand for
hundreds if not thousands of new childcare slots, and that in fact the existing supply of childcare facilities is
already known to be insufficient for the current SOMA population. As a Mitigation Measure our TODCO
Community Plan proposes that space for new childcare facilities with required outdoor area be required to be
included in all new office developments on sites bigger than one acre.” (John Elberling, The Yerba Buena
Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBNC-Elberling.2])

Response PS-1
The comments address concerns related to childcare and related facilities, stating that the Draft EIR does not
adequately address impacts related to childcare.
Childcare facilities are not, for the most part, publicly provided services, except to the extent that childcare
facilities exist in public buildings. For example, as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.E-9, there is a childcare center (preschool child development center) at 790 Folsom Street within Yerba Buena Gardens just outside the Plan Area,
and there is also a childcare center (pre-school) in the nearby Federal Building at Seventh and Mission streets
(these childcare facilities are both operated by non-governmental entities). As noted by several of the
commenters, population and employment growth in the Plan Area would generate increased demand for
childcare services. However, demand for childcare service is not an impact on the physical environment under
CEQA. As such, the Draft EIR does not, as the commenters observe, identify environmental impacts related to
demand for childcare. However, increased demand for childcare services could potentially lead to secondary
effects on the physical environment through the construction of new childcare facilities.
Most childcare facilities in greater downtown San Francisco are within buildings whose principal use is devoted to
other uses—frequently, office buildings. Therefore, provision of childcare in and of itself does not result in adverse
physical effects because it generally occupies a relatively small amount of floor area in an existing (or new) building
that is constructed primarily for other purposes. The Draft EIR analyzes the effects of construction and operation of
new office buildings and other buildings anticipated to be developed pursuant to the Plan, some of which would be
expected to provide space for childcare facilities. Accordingly, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.
For information, it is also noted that Planning Code Section 414 requires that new office and hotel projects of
25,000 square feet or greater provide onsite or nearby childcare facilities (potentially in cooperation with other
project[s]) or pay an in-lieu fee to the City’s Child Care Capital Fund, which is used to increase and/or improve
the supply of childcare facilities affordable to low- and moderate-income households. Likewise, Section 414A
imposes a residential childcare impact fee, payable to the Child Care Capital Fund, on all new residential
projects, with an option for the provision of onsite small family daycare.
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Comment PS-2: Public Services Analysis Is Inadequate
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.33
O-CSN-1.49
O-SFRG-2.1
O-YBNC-Elberling-3.1

“J. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Public Service Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the
DEIR.
“The DEIR concludes that the Plan will not have significant public service impacts on police, fire protection, and
other public services. (DEIR, p. S-46). The DEIR states:
Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not increase the demand for
police service or fire protection service such that new or physically altered facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain
acceptable levels of service. (DEIR, p. S-46).
“The DEIR relies on the Initial Study for this conclusion. However, as discussed above, the project described in
the Initial Study was entirely different from the Plan. It therefore provides no basis for the DEIR’s conclusion.
“This conclusion defies reason and is arbitrary and capricious. The Plan will triple the resident population [of]
the area, and more than double the number of workers – adding 25,000 permanent residents and 63,000 workers.
This is essentially like adding a population the size of a medium suburb to the City. It is preposterous to
conclude that these 90,000 new workers and residents will not require any police, fire or other social services.
“Urban Planner Terrell Watt explains, that the Plan will have highly significant public service impacts. The
Initial Study acknowledges that specific development projects allowed under the Plan and associated increases
in population and land use intensity would result in an increased demand for public services noting that the
Southern Station (in 2013) receives approximately 25% of the City’s call for service. (Initial Study at page 120).
The Central SOMA Neighborhood (Project area) faces ‘amongst the highest violent and property crime rates in
the City.’23 There is no question the addition of over 63,000 new jobs and 23,400 residents will result in significant
demand for additional police and fire personnel and likely facilities and equipment. In addition, increased
congestion on the Project area roads will likely result in reduced response times unless additional resources are
provided in the area (e.g., sub-stations, other). A revised analysis of these impacts must be prepared and
recirculated in a new DEIR.”
Footnote:
23
SF Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central Corridor Plan, p. 4.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.33])
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“3. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for Public Services Impacts is Inadequate
“Instead of actually analyzing the Project’s impacts on public services, in reliance on the Initial Study, the DEIR
concludes that the Project (Plan) impacts to public services including police, fire and schools will be less than
significant. DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at pages 118 to 124, DEIR at page I-2. As stated above, the DEIR errs in
relying on the Initial Study for the analysis of public service impacts since the Project described in the Initial Study
is materially different than that described in the DEIR. Nonetheless, neither the Initial Study or the DEIR contain
facts or analysis to support the conclusion that across the board, impacts to public services will be less than
significant. The result is a lack of information about the severity and extent of the Project’s impacts on public
services including police, fire, emergency services, child care and health services, among others.
“The Initial Study acknowledges that specific development projects allowed under the Plan and associated
increases in population and land use intensity would result in an increased demand for public services noting that
the Southern Station (in 2013) receives approximately 25 % of the City’s call for service. Initial Study at page 120.
This level of calls for service has likely gone up since 2013 due to growth in and around the Project area.
“The Initial Study’s conclusion that impacts to police, fire and emergency services [are less than significant] is
circular, incomplete and unsupported by analysis and facts. Without any analysis of the need for additional fire,
police or emergency services, the Initial Study concludes:
“…development under the Plan would not result in the need for new or physically altered police
protection facilities, and this impact would be less than significant. The potential significant effects of
any new or physically altered fire facilities are analyzed in other sections of this Initial Study or will be
further analyzed and included in the EIR.” DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 121.
“The Initial Study notes that the SFFD conducts ongoing assessments of its service capacity and response times
and would continue to do so in response to projected growth over the lifetime of the Plan; as another excuse for
excluding meaningful analysis. The limited discussion in the Initial Study also ignores the likely significant
impacts to these services associated with increased traffic congestion noting that facilities are in the district and
presumably unaffected by traffic gridlock.
“This approach falls short of CEQA’s requirements for analysis, facts and evidence to support conclusions
concerning impact significance. A revised analysis in a new DEIR section must be completed and recirculated
with the following elements:
●

Setting (baseline) information including up to date calls and response times for police, fire and
emergency services as well as the SFFD and SFPD’s standards for personal per capita, equipment and
facilities. This description should include a current assessment of the capacity of these services and
assessment of unmet demands for services, facilities and funding.

●

Accurate project description information including but not limited to the growth in population by
residents and employment allowed by the Project and a breakdown of the types of development
projected as service needs vary by development type.

●

A clear articulation of the City’s adopted standards for all public services impacted by the Project (e.g.,
acceptable response times, personnel per population, etc.).

●

Based on projections for new development under the Project, projected increases in calls, types of call
based on proposed development and associated need for additional personnel and facilities based on
adopted and recognized standards.
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“The Central SOMA Neighborhood (Project area) faces ‘amongst the highest violent and property crime rates
in the City’24 – characterize the crime. There is no question the addition of over 63,000 new jobs and 23,400
residents will result in significant demand for additional police and fire personnel and likely facilities and
equipment. In addition, increased congestion on the Project area roads will likely result in reduced response
times unless additional resources are provided in the area (e.g., sub-stations, additional personnel, equipment
and equipment storage, emergency lanes and pull outs, etc.).25 A revised analysis of these impacts must be
prepared and recirculated in a new DEIR and feasibility mitigation measures identified.”
Footnotes:
24
SF Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central Corridor Plan,
p. 4.
25
The DEIR’s discussion of Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts is instructive. DEIR at page IV.D-108. The discussion
acknowledges the traffic congestion in the Project Area and that the Project and cumulative development will make it worse:
“Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would contribute considerably to these significant
impacts on emergency vehicle access.” DEIR at IV.D-108. The DEIR errs in concluding an Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation
would mitigate these impacts. The consultation is deferred to the future and requires review of each street network project to be
sure that private vehicles would not be precluded from yielding right of way to emergency vehicles. That plan must be completed
now, reviewed and approved as part of a revised DEIR and not deferred until there is no longer flexibility to improve the road
system to allow for emergency vehicle access and movement as needed. Such improvements may require additional physical
space, pull-outs and other modifications to address an already dire situation due to existing congestion, the DEIR admits will be
made worse by the Project plus cumulative projects.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.49])

“When the Central SoMa Plan first got rolling, over five years -- the date on the EIR is 2011 – we saw immediately
that it was basically a Downtown expansion plan. And from that date, we have insisted with the Department
and with this Commission that the neighborhood building had equal priority with the economic expansion
agenda. And the staff and the Commission have generally supported that.
“But ‘equal’ really means equal. It doesn't mean, you know, window dressing. It means making it real. And
when we look at what actually comes from the department, it's hard to believe that we are getting that goal with
equal priority because, when you look at this EIR and you look at the public services section, which is where all
the neighborhood elements that matter for everyday life -- recreation centers, police, fire, childcare, preschool,
schools, all those topics -- you don't find it.
“There is no public services analysis in this Draft EIR because it was in -- the initial study done several years
ago determined that, gee, 5200 new households and 21,000 new jobs don't really add enough demand for new
public services.
“Now, perhaps -- I mean, to me that's ludicrous; 5200 new households and 21,000 employees certainly do. But
since you must look at cumulative consequences in CEQA -- the adjacent South of Market to the west of Sixth
Street, which is also growing dramatically, and of course, the adjacent Rincon Hill Waterfront Transbay
neighborhood to the east of Central SoMa, which is growing more, enormously. All combined, the whole South
of Market clearly will have a very large new demand for public services.
“The quality of life issues of residents need more police support, they need more street cleaning.
“But the one I really want to focus on – and the school issue is dramatically important as well. But I really want
to focus on the crisis we have right now, which is there is nowhere near enough childcare facilities in the South
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of Market in the Central City to support the population boom of preschoolers we are witnessing every day. We
see it.
“And you add 5200 more households in Central SoMa, an equal in number in the west, and 10,000 more in the
east, and what do you think? Where is the plan? Where is even the analysis?” (John Elberling, San Franciscans for
Reasonable Growth, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [O-SFRG-2.1])

“Not only does [the Draft EIR] fail to evaluate the CSP’s project-specific and cumulative South of Market-wide
impacts of 10s of thousands of new residents and workers on Public Services, as detailed in our Comment of
January 17, it thereby also fails to identify those impacts as cumulatively Significant and then propose Mitigation
Measures as required by CEQA.” (John Elberling, The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-YBNC-Elberling.1])

Response PS-2
The comments state that the Draft EIR’s analysis, including its cumulative analysis, of public services is
inadequate, in part because of the difference in growth projections between those in the Initial Study and those
in the Draft EIR. The comments also dispute the Initial Study’s conclusion that population and employment
growth in the Plan Area would not result in significant effects on public services and claim that traffic congestion
would increase emergency response times in the Plan Area.
It is not necessary for an EIR to evaluate the adequacy of public services, either individually or cumulatively, or
to ensure that adequate services are provided. Rather, CEQA is concerned with the physical impacts of a project
on the environment. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15360, the environment consists of “the physical
conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance.” Here, the Initial Study
evaluated public services and determined that the Plan would not result in the need for new facilities, the
construction of which could result in significant physical impacts on the environment, which is the question to
be answered under CEQA. As explained in Response GC-2, p. RTC-375, Initial Study p. 121 states that should
the Fire Department (or Police Department or other City agency) determine at some point that new facilities are
needed, any potentially significant effects from construction of such facilities “would be similar to those
anticipated by development under the Plan, such as noise, archeological impacts, air quality impacts such as
emissions of dust and other pollutants, including diesel exhaust, and temporary street closures or other traffic
obstructions.” That is, construction of a new fire station, police station, or other comparable government facility
would not result in new significant impacts not already analyzed; thus, the effects would already have been
addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identified a number of significant effects, including significant effects
that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level (refer to Table RTC-5, Significant and Unavoidable
Impacts for the Central SoMa Plan), from growth in the Plan Area, and construction of new governmental
facilities, should it be warranted, could contribute incrementally to such Plan-level impacts. Should such
facilities be constructed, they would be subject to applicable mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, just
as would any other physical development in the Plan Area. Cumulative public services impacts are discussed
under Impact C-PS-1, on Initial Study p. 123.

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-336

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

Concerning the comment that traffic congestion would increase emergency response times in the Plan Area, see
Response TR-12, p. RTC-180, which explains that the Draft EIR discloses that proposed Plan street network
changes would result in a significant impact on emergency vehicle access. Therefore, the Draft EIR identifies
Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation, p. IV.D-81, to reduce the impact on
emergency vehicle access to a less-than-significant level.
Concerning differences in growth forecasts between the Initial Study and the Draft EIR, please see
Response PD-6, p. RTC-52, which explains the reasons for the differences and concludes that the analyses in the
Initial Study and the Draft EIR remain valid despite the differences between the growth forecasts presented in
the Initial Study and the Draft EIR, and no revisions to the Initial Study or the Draft EIR are required.
Concerning a comment about the need to evaluate “social services,” such services, like childcare discussed
above, are not evaluated under CEQA as they are not generally provided by entities that require specialpurposes buildings (unlike, for example, fire stations or police stations). Therefore, as described in
Response PS-1, p. RTC-332, no physical impacts would result from any increased demand for social services.
Regarding traffic congestion and its effects on public services, the Draft EIR evaluated this issue in Section IV.D,
Transportation and Circulation. The Draft EIR identified significant effects related to emergency vehicle access
as a result of traffic congestion and identified mitigation to reduce the effects to a less-than-significant level (see
Impact TR-8, Draft EIR p. IV.D-79, and Impact C-TR-8, Draft EIR p. IV.D-108).
Regarding the comment that more street cleaning is needed in the Plan Area, this comment will be forwarded
to the decision makers for their consideration. Overall, based on the foregoing discussion, no revisions to the
Draft EIR are required.

Biological Resources
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Initial Study Topic E.13, Biological
Resources (Draft EIR Appendix B). These include topics related to:
●

Comment BI-1: Biological Resources Impact Analysis

Comment BI-1: Biological Resources Impact Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.35
O-CSN-1.67

“L. The Plan will have Significant Biological Impacts Related to Bird Strikes that are Inadequately Analyzed
in the DEIR.
“The DEIR concludes that the Plan will not have significant biological impacts. Wildlife biologist, Dr. Shawn
Smallwood, Ph.D. concludes that the DEIR’s conclusion ignores substantial evidence and that the Plan will have
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significant impacts on several species. (Smallwood Comment). In particular, placing large number of buildings,
particularly tall buildings, in the Plan area will result in thousands of bird deaths due to building collisions.
“First, Dr. Smallwood concludes that the DEIR uses an improper baseline. The Initial Study an[d] DEIR conclude
that there will be insignificant impacts because the area is already urbanized. Dr. Smallwood points out that
many protected species live in urbanized areas, and will have conflicts with the tall buildings proposed by the
Plan. The DEIR ignores these impacts. The Initial Study relies on the California Natural Diversity Database to
conclude that many species are not present in the area. Dr. Smallwood points out that the database is only used
to confirm the presence of species, not the absence. Dr. Smallwood points out that the eBird database confirms
the presence in the area of several protected bird species, including yellow warbler, brown pelican, and
California gull, as well as multiple other species protected by the International Migratory Bird Treaty Act. A
review of eBird also reveals the use of the area by many species of bird, including additional special-status
species such as double-crested cormorant, tricolored blackbird, Peregrine falcon and Cooper’s hawk. The eBird
records reveal what any biologist should expect of San Francisco, and that is the use of the peninsula as a
migration route by many species of bird. Building glazed or glass-façaded high-rises in the middle of this
migration route will obviously destroy many migrating birds, and those birds not colliding with the buildings
will have to exert extra energy during migration to fly around the buildings. Dr. Smallwood concludes that
thousands of birds will be killed by collisions with buildings proposed to be built under the Plan, as well as by
house cats owned by residents. These impacts are neither analyzed nor mitigated in the DEIR.
“Dr. Smallwood concludes that while the San Francisco bird ordinance is laudatory, it is not sufficient to mitigate
the bird-strike impact to less than significant. This impact should be analyzed in a revised DEIR to determine
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives. A plainly feasible alternative would be to limit the number of
very tall buildings, or to adopt the Reduced Height alternative.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.35])

“BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENT
“The DEIR did not include an analysis of impacts and mitigation on biological resources. One of the key
arguments for the DEIR’s omission of a biological resources impacts assessment was given in the Initial Study
(page 125), “The occasional areas of ruderal, or weedy, vegetation generally provide habitat only for species habituated to
urban life and high disturbance levels.” The argument is that because the site is already urbanized and because the
wildlife species that occur there are adapted to urban conditions, the proposed project poses no potential
adverse impacts to wildlife. Using this logic, however, there would be no reason to perform biological resource
assessments for any proposed projects in California because one can readily find anthropogenic conditions to
which local species might have habituated. Whether species of wildlife might have habituated to local conditions
is a contrived standard and not one that appears in CEQA, the CEQA guidelines, or in the judicial record.
“A second key argument for omitting a biological resources impacts assessment was the Initial Study’s assertion
(page 126), that “…none of the reported occurrences of species documented in the CNDDB [California Natural
Diversity Data Base] are within the Plan area.” The Initial Study, and now the DEIR, inappropriately relies on
CNDDB to screen special-status species for occurrence likelihood. CNDDB is useful only for confirming the
presence of a species, but cannot be used to conclude absence because the reporting to CNDDB is voluntary and
not based on scientific sampling or equal access to properties. The limitations of CNDDB are well-known, and
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they are summarized in a warning presented by CDFW on the CNDDB web site
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data /CNDDB/About): “We work very hard to keep the CNDDB and the Spotted Owl
Database as current and up-to-date as possible given our capabilities and resources. However, we cannot and do not portray
the CNDDB as an exhaustive and comprehensive inventory of all rare species and natural communities statewide. Field
verification for the presence or absence of sensitive species will always be an important obligation of our customers…” Lack
of CNDDB records on the project area is an invalid reason for omitting the biological resources assessment.
“In other words, the reason for omitting a biological impacts assessment is that the Initial Study concluded:
(1) There would be no significant impacts to wildlife caused by the construction of multiple high-rise and lowrise buildings, (2) There is no substantial change in conditions between the project reviewed in the 2013 Initial
Study and the new project reviewed in the 2016 DEIR, and (3) The individual building projects would adhere
to the San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building design guidelines. The first reason is flawed because
the Initial Study incorrectly used CNDDB and incorrectly assumed that habituated wildlife will be safe wildlife
in the face of transparent and reflective building facades. The second reason is flawed because the new project
is obviously very different from the project that was subjected to the 2013 Initial Study. The buildings are much
taller. The third reason is more compelling, but it still does not justify omission of a biological resources impacts
assessment in the DEIR. The DEIR needs to include reasonable predictions of likely bird-window collision
fatality rates. The discussion needs to be had about how many birds of special-status species and species
protected by the International Migratory Bird Treaty Act are likely to perish each year after these high-rises are
thrust into the aerial habitat space of migrating and resident birds.
“A quick review of eBird (http://ebird.org/ebird/explore) revealed 12 August 2016 nocturnal visits on the project
site by special-status species including yellow warbler, brown pelican, and California gull, as well as multiple
other species protected by the International Migratory Bird Treaty Act. A review of eBird also reveals the use of
the area by many species of bird, including additional special-status species such as double-crested cormorant,
tricolored blackbird, Peregrine falcon and Cooper’s hawk. The eBird records reveal what any biologist should
expect of San Francisco, and that is the use of the peninsula as a migration route by many species of bird.
Building glazed or glass-façaded high-rises in the middle of this migration route will obviously destroy many
migrating birds, and those birds not colliding with the buildings will have to exert extra energy during
migration to fly around the buildings.
“Beginning on page 129, the Initial Study discusses bird collisions with windows, inappropriately citing the San
Francisco Planning Department’s 2011 Standards for Bird Safe Buildings as the source of the estimated annual
100 million to 1 billion birds killed by windows across the USA. In fact, this estimate comes from Klem (1990),
which was based on extremely limited survey effort and multiple assumptions and is likely long since obsolete
(more on this later). Whereas the Initial Study discusses the bird-window collision issue, its conclusions about
the likely impacts are inconsistent with the Precautionary Principle in risk assessment and unrealistic, and
therefore do not justify the omission of a biological resources assessment in the DEIR. If anything, the discussion
of bird-window collisions in the Initial Study should have prompted a focused and much-expanded biological
resources assessment in the DEIR.
“The existing developed area is causing significant numbers of injuries and deaths of birds every year. For
example, if there are homes or commercial buildings with windows, then there are ongoing impacts to birds.
Window collisions are often characterized as either the second or third largest source or anthropogenic-caused
bird mortality. The numbers behind these characterizations are often attributed to Klem’s (1990) and Dunn’s
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(1993) estimates of about 100 million to 1 billion bird fatalities in the USA, or more recently Loss et al.’s (2014)
estimate of 365-988 million bird fatalities in the USA or Calvert et al.’s (2013) and Machtans et al.’s (2013)
estimates of 22.4 million and 25 million bird fatalities in Canada, respectively. However, these estimates and
their interpretation warrant examination because they were based on opportunistic sampling, volunteer study
participation, and fatality monitoring by more inexperienced than experienced searchers.
“Klem’s (1990) estimate was based on speculation that 1 to 10 birds are killed per building per year, and this
speculated range was extended to the number of buildings estimated by the US Census Bureau in 1986. Klem’s
speculation was supported by fatality monitoring at only two houses, one in Illinois and the other in New York.
Also, the basis of his fatality rate extension has changed greatly since 1986. Whereas his estimate served the need
to alert the public of the possible magnitude of the bird-window collision issue, it was highly uncertain at the
time and undoubtedly outdated more than three decades hence. Indeed, by 2010 Klem (2010) characterized the
upper end of his estimated range – 1 billion bird fatalities – as conservative. Furthermore, the estimate lumped
species together as if all birds are the same and the loss of all birds to windows has the same level of impact.
“Homes with birdfeeders are associated with higher rates of window collisions than are homes without
birdfeeders (Kummer and Bayne 2015, Kummer et al. 2016a), so the developed area might pose even greater
hazard to birds if it includes numerous birdfeeders. Another factor potentially biasing national or North
American estimates low was revealed by Bracey et al.’s (2016) finding that trained fatality searchers found 2.6×
the number of fatalities found by homeowners on the days when both trained searchers and homeowners
searched around homes. The difference in carcass detection was 30.4-fold when involving carcasses volitionally
placed by Bracey et al. (2016) in blind detection trials. This much larger difference in trial carcass detection rates
likely resulted because their placements did not include the sounds that typically alert homeowners to actual
window collisions, but this explanation also raises the question of how often homeowner participants with such
studies miss detecting window-caused fatalities because they did not hear the collisions.
“By the time Loss et al. (2014) performed their effort to estimate annual USA bird-window fatalities, many more
fatality monitoring studies had been reported or were underway. Loss et al. (2014) were able to incorporate
many more fatality rates based on scientific monitoring, and they were more careful about which fatality rates
to include. However, they included estimates based on fatality monitoring by homeowners, which in one study
were found to detect only 38% of the available window fatalities (Bracey et al. 2016). Loss et al. (2014) excluded
all fatality records lacking a dead bird in hand, such as injured birds or feather or blood spots on windows. Loss
et al.’s (2014) fatality metric was the number of fatalities per building (where in this context a building can
include a house, low-rise, or high-rise structure), but they assumed that this metric was based on window
collisions. Because most of the bird-window collision studies were limited to migration seasons, Loss et al. (2014)
developed an admittedly assumption-laden correction factor for making annual estimates. Also, only two of the
studies included adjustments for carcass persistence and searcher detection error, and it was unclear how and
to what degree fatality rates were adjusted for these factors. Although Loss et al. (2014) attempted to account
for some biases as well as for large sources of uncertainty mostly resulting from an opportunistic rather than
systematic sampling data source, their estimated annual fatality rate across the USA was highly uncertain and
vulnerable to multiple biases, most of which would have resulted in fatality estimates biased low.
“In my review of bird-window collision monitoring, I found that the search radius around homes and buildings
was very narrow, usually 2 meters. Based on my experience with bird collisions in other contexts, I would expect
that a large portion of bird-window collision victims would end up farther than 2 m from the windows,
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especially when the windows are higher up on tall buildings. In my experience, searcher detection rates tend to
be low for small birds deposited on ground with vegetation cover or woodchips or other types of organic matter.
Also, vertebrate scavengers entrain on anthropogenic sources of mortality and quickly remove many of the
carcasses, thereby preventing the fatality searcher from detecting these fatalities. Adjusting fatality rates for
these factors – search radius bias, searcher detection error, and carcass persistence rates – would greatly increase
nationwide estimates of bird-window collision fatalities.
“The existing conditions – the developed area – is undoubtedly killing many birds each year. Not only are
windows killing many birds, but so too are house cats, feral cats, electrocution distribution lines, electric power
poles, and autos. This said, the proposed project will add a level of impact that is entirely missing from the
CEQA review. Constructing buildings to 400 feet above ground will not only take aerial habitat from birds, but
it will also interfere with the movement of birds in the region and it will result in large numbers of annual
window collision fatalities.
“High-rise buildings intercept many nocturnal migrants as well as birds flying in daylight. Johnson and Hudson
(1976) found 266 bird fatalities of 41 species within 73 months of monitoring of a four-story glass walkway at
Washington State University (no adjustments attempted). Somerlot (2003) found 21 bird fatalities among 13
buildings on a university campus within only 61 days. Monitoring twice per week, Hager at al. (2008) found 215
bird fatalities of 48 species, or 55 birds/building/year, and at another site they found 142 bird fatalities of 37
species for 24 birds/building/year. Gelb and Delacretaz (2009) recorded 5,400 bird fatalities under buildings in
New York City, based on a decade of monitoring only during migration periods, and some of the high-rises
were associated with hundreds of fatalities each. Klem et al. (2009) monitored 73 building facades in New York
City during 114 days of two migratory periods, tallying 549 collision victims, nearly 5 birds per day. Borden et
al. (2010) surveyed a 1.8 km route 3 times per week during 12-month period and found 271 bird fatalities of 50
species. Parkins et al. (2015) found 35 bird fatalities of 16 species within only 45 days of monitoring under 4
building facades. From 24 days of survey over 48 day span, Porter and Huang (2015) found 47 fatalities under
8 buildings on a university campus. Sabo et al. (2016) found 27 bird fatalities 61 days of searches under 31
windows. In San Francisco, Kahle et al. (2016) found 355 collision victims within 1,762 days under a 5- story
building. Ocampo-Peñuela et al. (2016) searched the perimeters of 6 buildings on a university campus, finding
86 fatalities after 63 days of surveys. One of these buildings produced 61 of the 86 fatalities, and another building
with collision-deterrent glass caused only 2 of the fatalities. There is ample evidence available to support my
prediction that the proposed 200-foot to 400-foot tall buildings will result in many collision fatalities of birds.
“COLLISION FACTORS
“Below is a list of collision factors I found in the scientific literature. Following this list are specific notes and
findings taken from the literature and my own experience.
(1) Inherent hazard of a structure in the airspace used for nocturnal migration or other flights
(2) Window transparency, falsely revealing passage through structure or to indoor Plants
(3) Window reflectance, falsely depicting vegetation, competitors, or open airspace
(4) Black hole or passage effect
(5) Window or façade extent, or proportion of façade consisting of window or other reflective surface
(6) Size of window
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(7) Type of glass
(8) Lighting, which is correlated with window extent and building operations
(9) Height of structure (collision mechanisms shift with height above ground)
(10) Orientation of façade with respect to winds and solar exposure
(11) Structural layout causing confusion and entrapment
(12) Context in terms of urban-rural gradient, or surrounding extent of impervious surface vs vegetation
(13) Height, structure, and extent of vegetation grown near home or building
(14) Presence of birdfeeders or other attractants
(15) Relative abundance
(16) Season of the year
(17) Ecology, demography and behavior
(18) Predatory attacks or cues provoking fear of attack
(19) Aggressive social interactions
“(1) Inherent hazard of structure in airspace.—Not all of a structure’s collision risk can be attributed to windows.
Overing (1938) reported 576 birds collided with the Washington Monument in 90 minutes on one night, 12
September 1937. The average annual fatality count had been 328 birds from 1932 through 1936. Gelb and
Delacretaz (2009) and Klem et al. (2009) also reported finding collision victims at buildings lacking windows,
although many fewer than they found at buildings fitted with widows.
“(2) Window transparency.—Widely believed as one of the two principal factors contributing to avian collisions
with buildings is the transparency of glass used in windows on the buildings (Klem 1989). Gelb and Delacretaz
(2009) felt that many of the collisions they detected occurred where transparent windows revealed interior
vegetation.
“(3) Window reflectance.—Widely believed as one of the two principal factors contributing to avian collisions
with buildings is the reflectance of glass used in windows on the buildings (Klem 1989). Reflectance can
deceptively depict open airspace, vegetation as habitat destination, or competitive rivals as self-images (Klem
1989). Gelb and Delacretaz (2009) felt that many of the collisions they detected occurred toward the lower parts
of buildings where large glass exteriors reflected outdoor vegetation. Klem et al. (2009) and Borden et al. (2010)
also found that reflected outdoor vegetation associated positively with collisions.
“(4) Black hole or passage effect.—Although this factor was not often mentioned in the bird-window collision
literature, it was suggested in Sheppard and Phillips (2015). The black hole or passage effect is the deceptive
appearance of a cavity or darkened ledge that certain species of bird typically approach with speed when
seeking roosting sites. The deception is achieved when shadows from awnings or the interior light conditions
give the appearance of cavities or protected ledges. This factor appears potentially to be nuanced variations on
transparency or reflectance or possibly an interaction effect of both of these factors.
“(5) Window or façade extent.—Klem et al. (2009), Borden et al. (2010), Hager et al. (2013), and Ocampo-Peñuela
et al. (2016) reported increased collision fatalities at buildings with larger reflective facades or higher proportions
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of facades composed of windows. However, Porter and Huang (2015) found a negative relationship between
fatalities found and proportion of façade that was glazed.
“(6) Size of window.—According to Kahle et al. (2016), collision rates were higher on large-pane windows
compared to small-pane windows.
“(7) Type of glass.—Klem et al. (2009) found that collision fatalities associated with the type of glass used on
buildings. Otherwise, little attention has been directed towards the types of glass in buildings.
“(8) Lighting.—Parkins et al. (2015) found that light emission from buildings correlated positively with percent
glass on the façade, suggesting that lighting is linked to the extent of windows. Zink and Eckles (2010) reported
fatality reductions, including an 80% reduction at a Chicago high-rise, upon the initiation of the Lights-out
Program. However, Zink and Eckles (2010) provided no information on their search effort, such as the number
of searches or search interval or search area around each building.
“(9) Height of structure.—I found little if any hypothesis-testing related to high-rise buildings, including
whether another suite of factors might relate to collision victims of high-rises. Are migrants more commonly the
victims of high-rises? I would expect that some of the factors noted in other contexts will not be important with
the upper portions of high-rises, such as birds attacking reflected self-images, or the extent of vegetation cover
nearby, or the presence or absence of birdfeeders nearby.
“(10) Orientation of façade.—Some studies tested façade orientation, but not convincingly. Confounding factors
such as the extent and types of windows would require large sample sizes of collision victims to parse out the
variation so that some portion of it could be attributed to orientation of façade.
“(11) Structural layout.—Bird-safe building guidelines have illustrated examples of structural layouts associated
with high rates of bird-window collisions, but little attention has been towards hazardous structural layouts in
the scientific literature. An exception was Johnson and Hudson (1976), who found high collision rates at 3 stories
of glassed-in walkways atop an open breezeway, located on a break in slope with trees on one side and open
sky on the other, Washington State University.
“(12) Context in urban-rural gradient.—Numbers of fatalities found in monitoring have associated negatively
with increasing developed area surrounding the building (Hager et al. 2013), and positively with more rural
settings (Kummer et al. 2016a). However, these relationships might not hold when it comes to high-rises.
“(13) Height, structure and extent of vegetation near building.—Correlations have sometimes been found
between collision rates and the presence or extent of vegetation near windows (Hager et al. 2008, Borden et al.
2010, Kummer et al. 2016a, Ocampo-Peñuela et al. 2016). However, Porter and Huang (2015) found a negative
relationship between fatalities found and vegetation cover near the building.
“(14) Presence of birdfeeders.—Dunn (1993) reported a weak correlation (r = 0.13, P < 0.001) between number of
birds killed by home windows and the number of birds counted at feeders. However, Kummer and Bayne (2015)
found that experimental installment of birdfeeders at homes increased bird collisions with windows 1.84-fold.
“(15) Relative abundance.—Collision rates have often been assumed to increase with local density or relative
abundance (Klem 1989), and positive correlations have been measured (Dunn 1993, Hager et al. 2008). However,

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-343

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

Hager and Craig (2014) found a negative correlation between fatality rates and relative abundance near
buildings.
“(16) Season of the year.—Borden et al. (2010) found 90% of collision fatalities during spring and fall migration
periods. The significance of this finding is magnified by 7-day carcass persistence rates of 0.45 and 0.35 in spring
and fall, rates which were considerably lower than during winter and summer (Hager et al. 2012). In other
words, the concentration of fatalities during migration seasons would increase after applying seasonally-explicit
adjustments for carcass persistence.
“(17) Ecology, demography and behavior.—Klem (1989) noted that certain types of birds were not found as
common window-caused fatalities, including soaring hawks and waterbirds. Cusa et al. (2015) found that
species colliding with buildings surrounded by higher levels of urban greenery were foliage gleaners, and
species colliding with buildings surrounded by higher levels of urbanization were ground foragers. Sabo et al.
(2016) found no difference in age class, but did find that migrants are more susceptible to collision than resident
birds.
“(18) Predatory attacks.—Panic flights caused by raptors were mentioned in 16% of window strike reports in
Dunn’s (1993) study. I have witnessed Cooper’s hawks chasing birds into windows, including house finches
next door to my home and a northern mocking bird chased directly into my office window.
“(19) Aggressive social interactions.—I found no hypothesis-testing of the roles of aggressive social interactions
in the literature other than the occasional anecdotal account of birds attacking their self-images reflected from
windows. However, I have witnessed birds chasing each other and sometimes these chases resulting in one of
the birds hitting a window.
“SOLUTIONS
“Given the magnitude of bird-window collision impacts, there are obviously great opportunities for reducing
and minimizing these impacts going forward. Existing structures can be modified or retrofitted to reduce
impacts, and proposed new structures can be more carefully sited and designed to minimize impacts. However,
the costs of some of these measures can be high and can vary greatly, but most importantly the efficacies of
many of these measures remain uncertain. Both the costs and effectiveness of all of these measures can be better
understood through experimentation and careful scientific investigation. Post-construction fatality monitoring
should be an essential feature of any new building project. Below is a listing of mitigation options, along with
some notes and findings from the literature.
“(1) Retrofitting to reduce impacts
(1A) Marking windows
(1B) Managing outdoor landscape vegetation
(1C) Managing indoor landscape vegetation
(1D) Managing nocturnal lighting
“(1A) Marking windows.—Whereas Klem (1990) found no deterrent effect from decals on windows, Johnson
and Hudson (1976) reported a fatality reduction of about 67% after placing decals on windows. Many external
and internal glass markers have been tested experimentally, some showing no effect and some showing strong
deterrent effects (Klem 1989, 1990, 2009, 2011; Klem and Saenger 2013; Rössler et al. 2015). In an experiment of
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opportunity, Ocampo-Peñuela et al. (2016) found only 2 of 86 fatalities at one of 6 buildings – the only building
with windows treated with a bird deterrent film.
“(2) Siting and Designing to minimize impacts
(2A) Deciding on location of structure
(2B) Deciding on façade and orientation
(2C) Selecting type and sizes of windows
(2D) Designing to minimize transparency through two parallel facades
(2E) Designing to minimize views of interior plants
(2F) Landscaping to increase distances between windows and trees and shrubs
“GUIDELINES ON BUILDING DESIGN
“If the project goes forward, it should at a minimum adhere to available guidelines on building design intended
to minimize collision hazards to birds. The American Bird Conservancy (ABC) produced an excellent set of
guidelines recommending actions to: (1) Minimize use of glass; (2) Placing glass behind some type of screening
(grilles, shutters, exterior shades); (3) Using glass with inherent properties to reduce collisions, such as patterns,
window films, decals or tape; and (4) Turning off lights during migration seasons (Sheppard and Phillips 2015).
The City of San Francisco (San Francisco Planning Department 2011) also has a set of building design guidelines,
based on the excellent guidelines produced by the New York City Audubon Society (Orff et al. 2007). The ABC
document and both the New York and San Francisco documents provide excellent alerting of potential birdcollision hazards as well as many visual examples. The San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building
design guidelines are more comprehensive than those of New York City, but they could have gone further. For
example, the San Francisco guidelines probably should have also covered scientific monitoring of impacts as well
as compensatory mitigation for impacts that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced.
“Although the San Francisco Planning Department deserves to be commended for its building design
guidelines, some of its guidelines are in need of further review and consideration. Scientific research and
understanding of the bird-window collision impacts remain low on the learning-curve, so we should expect
rapid advances in understanding and solutions as scientific investigations are better funded and monitoring
efforts expand and experimentation is implemented. At the time of the 2011 guidelines, only one building had
been scientifically monitored for bird-window collisions (Kahle et al. 2016), so very few local scientific data on
the impacts were available in San Francisco. As a result, too many of the guidelines are based on anecdotes and
speculation. For example, the bird collision zone of 0-60 feet above ground (San Francisco Planning Department
2011:28) appears to have been based on speculation. No doubt low-rise buildings can kill many birds annually,
but the evidence of this does not preclude high-rises from also killing many birds annually. When it comes to
high-rises, it has often been difficult to determine how high a bird was flying when it collided with the building.
Collision victims are found at the base of the building and could have fallen from 1 to 6 stories up, or perhaps
from 7 to 40 stories up. It needs to be recognized that although the guidelines are commendable as a starting
point, much remains to be learned about bird-window collisions, and flexibility for considering other measures
or revised measures is warranted.
“In another example of a standard that could perhaps use more foundation, the urban bird refuge standard (San
Francisco Planning Department 2011:28) includes thresholds of 300 feet and 2 acres of open space. These
thresholds appear to have been arbitrarily derived. What scientific evidence supports either of them? How
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would these standards bear on nocturnal migrants encountering large glass windows at 390 feet above ground?
I am not arguing that these standards are incorrect, but rather that they might be arbitrary and therefore bear
opportunities for improvement.
“The DEIR should be revised to address some of the San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building
design guidelines for the project as a whole. There is no reason why the DEIR could not address macro-setting
guidelines in the forms of checklist and text discussion. To be consistent with its own guidelines, the San
Francisco Planning Department also might not want to follow through on its plan to amend the Planning Code
to require greening of at least 50% of each site area and to construct at least 50% of roof area as living roofs (DEIR
page II-34).
“MITIGATION
“The bird-collision impacts potentially caused by the project could be mitigated to less than significant levels by
implementing three measures:
1.

Adhere to the San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building design guidelines and to any other
avoidance and minimization measures that have been learned additional or since the 2011 guidelines
document was produced;

2.

Fund long-term scientific monitoring of the impact so that lessons learned can be applied to future
projects or perhaps to effective retrofit solutions; and,

3.

Offset impacts that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced by compensating for the impacts.
Compensation can include habitat protections elsewhere or donations to wildlife rehabilitation facilities
that will likely receive and care for injured birds.

“CONCLUSION
“The proposed project would impose 200- to 400-foot tall high-rises in the aerial habitat of many birds. Birds
migrating through San Francisco at night, in route north or south along the coast, would encounter these highrises. Many of these nocturnal migrants would be attracted to light emissions from the buildings or would
encounter the buildings by chance, and many of these birds would perish due to collision with these buildings.
Other birds would encounter the high-rises during daylight hours and would be deceived by the transparency
or reflected images in the glass of windows. Many of these birds would perish. At lower stories – those near the
ground – windows reflecting planted trees would deceive birds into flying toward the reflected images and to
their deaths. The numbers of collision fatalities could be very large, and some of the collision victims could be
members of species that are rare or declining, and some could be special-status species, such as Sharp-shinned
hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), Least Bell’s
vireo (Vireo belli pusillus), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), and Lawrence’s goldfinch (Spinus lawrencei).
However, it should be remembered that nearly all birds in California are protected by the international
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The EIR should be revised to address these potential impacts. Available bird-safe
building guidelines should be followed where appropriate, but additional measures will be needed where the
guidelines are either wrong or based on poor foundation.
“The EIR should be revised to include a biological resources assessment, which should report reasonable
predictions of collision mortality. The EIR should also provide more detail about which building design
guidelines will be implemented under which conditions. For example, macro-setting guidelines could be

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-346

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

addressed in the EIR. The EIR should also provide details about fatality monitoring needed to quantify collision
mortality. Finally, it should provide details about compensatory mitigation to offset the collision fatalities that
cannot be prevented in building design.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-CSN-1.67])

Response BI-1
The comment states that because the Plan could adversely affect special-status bird species, this impact should
be evaluated in the Draft EIR rather than in the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B).
The commenter incorrectly characterizes the analysis and conclusions in the Initial Study. As stated on Initial
Study p. 131, “changes in building heights and density, as well as construction of new buildings in the current
prevailing architectural style, which are often characterized by large glazed expanses, could have a potentially
adverse effect on raptors, as well as resident and migratory passerines, by increasing the risk for avian collisions
with buildings.” However, for an adverse effect to rise to the level of significance, the effect must be substantial,
whether it involves effects on special-status species,116 including habitat modification, or interference with the
movement of native resident species or native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. Initial Study pp. 129–131
contains a detailed discussion of the effects of avian collisions with buildings and other structures. The Initial
Study also details the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings contained in Planning Code Section 139 and the
protections they would afford resident and migratory birds despite new construction in the Plan Area, given
that all new buildings must comply with the Standards. Finally, Initial Study p. 126 notes, “Individual projects
would also be required to comply with the federal Endangered Species Act, California Fish and Game Code and
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) which protect special-status species.” Accordingly, the Initial Study
concludes that compliance federal and state law and with the Standards of Planning Code Section 139 would
ensure that potential impacts related to bird hazards would be less than significant. Second, the EIR authors
disagree with the commenter’s analogy that the Initial Study’s methodology leads to a conclusion that there is
“no reason to perform biological resource assessments for any proposed projects in California.” It is evident that
certain locales are richer in wildlife (and plant) species, including special-status species, while others (such as
the Plan Area) are less so.
The comment states that the Initial Study inappropriately relies on the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) to screen special-status species for occurrence likelihood. According to the commenter, “CNDDB is
useful only for confirming the presence of a species, but cannot be used to conclude absence because the reporting
to CNDDB is voluntary and not based on scientific sampling or equal access to properties.” The commenter refers
to the eBird database to document that special-status bird species have visited the Plan Area.
The Initial Study does not dismiss the presence of special-status bird species based on CNDDB reports. While
the Initial Study concludes that the likelihood of such species is low, it nevertheless states on p. 126 that “there
is the potential for some special-status bird and bat species to be present in the Plan area,” which the Initial

As stated in footnote 95 on Initial Study p. 126, the Initial Study defines special-status species as plant and wildlife species that
are: listed as rare, threatened, or endangered under the federal or state endangered species acts; candidates under federal or state
law; formerly designated as federal Species of Concern or state Species of Special Concern; designated “special animals” or “fully
protected” by the state; raptors (birds of prey), protected by the California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5; and candidate
species that may be considered rare or endangered pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b).
116
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Study goes on to analyze. The eBird database (like the CNDDB) presents “voluntary” reports of species
presence. Of the 100 “hot spots” (locations of most bird species sightings), virtually all are within parks and/or
along the ocean or bay shoreline and/or near other bodies of water. Only one of these 100 hot spots is near the
Plan Area—Mission Creek, and this site is on an extension of San Francisco Bay. Within the Plan Area, bird
species are reported on eBird at Yerba Buena Gardens and at the Alice Street Gardens, as well as at nearby
Victoria Manalo Draves Park. With the exception of a savannah sparrow reported at Mission Creek in 1995,
none of the species documented is threatened or endangered. However, as noted by the commenter, several
California Species of Special Concern and raptors were reported at Mission Creek and at the two sites within
the Plan Area. With the exception of 25 California gulls (formerly a California Species of Special Concern)
reported at Mission Creek in 2013 and seven at Yerba Buena Gardens in 2015, fewer than 10 of any individual
special-status species are reported in more than 10 years of data. These numbers do not support a conclusion
that a substantial number of special-status bird species is present, much less that a substantial adverse effect
could result from implementation of the Plan.
The commenter also incorrectly asserts that, “the new project is obviously very different from the project that was
subjected to the 2013 Initial Study. The buildings are much taller.” The Initial Study analyzed two height options—
a Mid-Rise Height Option (Option A) and a High-Rise Height Option (Option B), as well as a Land Use Variant,
which did not affect proposed height limits. In general, “the impacts presented [in the Initial Study] are typically
those of Option B, the High-Rise Height Option, because this option would allow for incrementally greater
development potential, residential and non-residential, than would either Option A, the Mid-Rise Height Option,
or the Land Use Variant” (Initial Study p. 73). The height limits proposed under Option B of the Initial Study, based
on the draft Central Corridor Plan of 2013, are nearly identical to those evaluated in the Draft EIR, based on the
2016 Central SoMa Plan, with the exception of increased heights in the 2016 Plan on the block bounded by Bryant,
Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth streets (the site of the existing Flower Mart) and on a small area at the southwest corner
of Fifth and Howard streets. With the exception of those two sites, the tower heights—350, 200, 350, and 240 feet,
east to west, on the south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth streets, and 200 to 400 feet south of
Bryant Street—are identical (compare Initial Study Figure 7, Option B High‐Rise Height Districts, p. 18, to Draft
EIR Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-19).
The comment notes that a study of bird-building collisions in San Francisco (Kahle et al. 2016) “found
355 collision victims within 1,762 days under a 5-story building.” However, this study was conducted at the
new California Academy of Sciences, which is located in Golden Gate Park, a completely different environment
than the Plan Area, in that the Academy of Sciences is within the city’s largest park and is largely surrounded
by vegetation, including mature trees suitable for use by nesting birds. Moreover, the Academy itself is within
a building with a “green roof” that contains vegetation trays made from tree sap and coconut husks. According
to the Academy’s website, an estimated 1.7 million plants fill the trays, creating habitat for birds, insects, other
animals.117 Of the open spaces in and near the Plan Area, only Moscone Center, north of the Plan Area, is
considered an urban bird refuge under the Planning Code.118

California Academy of Sciences website, “Living Roof,” https://www.calacademy.org/exhibits/living-roof, accessed July 28,
2017.
118
San Francisco Planning Department, Urban Bird Refuge map,
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Urban_Bird_Refuge_Poster.pdf, accessed July 28, 2017.
117
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The comment also takes issue with certain aspects of, and suggests revisions to, the City’s Standards for Bird
Safe Buildings. These comments are not related to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis contained in the
Initial Study and Draft EIR and will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their
deliberations on the proposed Plan.
In summary, the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B) adequately analyzed effects on special-status birds,
properly determined that the impact would be less than significant, and analyzed a project that is essentially the
same as what is currently proposed. While development pursuant to the Plan would no doubt result in some
adverse effects to bird species, including direct mortality and potentially some interference with bird migration,
the effects would not rise to the level of a significant impact under CEQA. To further reduce impacts to specialstatus birds, the Draft EIR proposes Improvement Measure I-BI-2, Night Light Minimization, in which the
Planning Department would work with project sponsors to reduce exterior and interior building lighting. As
such, no revisions to the Initial Study or Draft EIR are required.

Geology and Soils
The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Initial Study Topic E.14, Geology and
Soils (Draft EIR Appendix B). These include topics related to:
●

Comment GE-1: Construction on Bay Fill

Comment GE-1: Construction on Bay Fill
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.3
I-Hestor-1.20
I-Hestor-2.4
I-Whitaker.3

“Soil impacts for the SoMa Plan Area is mostly on land created by filling San Francisco Bay. The bay went deep
into what is now the South of Market. The high water table there caused land failures and sand boils in Loma
Prieta. Fatal injuries occurred. The area of the Millennium tower is similar fill. Because that building was not
anchored to bedrock, resulting problems tilted the building. Adjacent soil was dewatered for construction of
nearby Transit Center buildings. What will be the impacts of trenching along Brannan cited by Whitaker for the
projects anticipated under the Central SoMa Plan. What are impacts on existing buildings north of Brannan?
Please include analysis of groundwater table draw down related to tunneling. (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13,
2017 [I-Hestor-1.3])

“The INITIAL STUDY (Appendix B - p.135) improperly scoped out the issue of geology and soils. Please
include map p. 138 which shows that the vast majority of the current Central SoMa Plan area (3rd - 6th Sts) is
artificial fill (former SF Bay) and map p. 143 which shows that same area is a liquefaction zone.”
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“The soils condition in this part of Central SoMa - Bay fill - is similar to that of the Millennium tower in the
Transit Center which building was not anchored to bedrock. See my comments above on first page. Different
types of construction are required for different building heights.”
“Low rise housing - which can be relatively dense low and moderate income housing and family housing doesn’t require foundations driven to bedrock. As heights increase dramatically for office buildings and market
rate housing, the type of housing construction will change. Where the soil is filled San Francisco Bay and heights
remain modest, even if dense low-rise housing is allowed, construction costs come down.
“There needs to be discussion IN THE EIR of what method of construction is mandated by the SOILS and the
high water table of the land. The Central So Ma Plan should learn from the sobering experience of the
Millennium tower.”
“Earthquake impacts are more than ruptures on faults. Loma Prieta had serious impacts in this area of the south
of Market. Not just on the Marina.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.20])

“This area is mostly all bay fill. It was the bay before it was filled. On bay fill, you can’t build types of housing
without driving up the cost. You are going to have to have soils analysis, and you’re going to have to have piles
driven into housing [sic]. It drives up the possibility of housing.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [I-Hestor-2.4])

“With a sinking Millennium Tower at 301 Mission Street and what we already know is a problem with properties
sinking in parts of Central SoMa, the report needs to provide mitigations and deeper study of how the
foundations of existing buildings will not end up settling more due to soil and dewatering practices - and
include a means for monitoring from the start so we don’t have another fiasco of finger pointing between the
Department of Building Inspection, developers, and potentially other stakeholders.” (James Whitaker, Email,
February 12, 2017 [I-Whitaker.3])

Response GE-1
Liquefaction and Settlement
The comments assert that geology and soils were improperly scoped out in the Initial Study and should have
been included in the Draft EIR because most of the Plan Area is underlain by fill materials and located in an area
of liquefaction potential and that individual development projects could experience settlement, similar to the
Millennium Tower, which does not have a foundation supported on bedrock. The comments also state that the
Draft EIR should identify what construction methods are mandated to avoid adverse effects related to settlement
and that settlement effects on existing buildings and necessary monitoring should also be discussed in the Draft
EIR.
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c), one purpose of the Initial Study is to assist in the preparation of
an EIR by focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant; effects determined not to be significant
can be adequately addressed in the Initial Study. The analysis in the Initial Study concluded that impacts related
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to geology and soils would be less than significant with implementation of standard engineering and design
protocols that would be further specified as part of the building permit process and in compliance with the
California and San Francisco Building Codes and State Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Since issues pertaining
to geology and soils were found to be less than significant in the Initial Study as further clarified below, the
Draft EIR need not contain an analysis of geologic impacts, nor the maps requested by the commenter. As such,
no revisions to the Initial Study or Draft EIR are required to address the comment.
As discussed in Impact GE-1, Initial Study pp. 139 through 144, seismic effects resulting from earthquakes
include fault rupture, groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure (such as liquefaction), and seismically
induced landslides. The Plan Area would not be subject to fault rupture or seismically induced landslides, as
discussed on Initial Study pp. 139 and 144. While the Plan Area could be subject to very strong to violent
groundshaking in the event of a major earthquake, individual development projects implemented pursuant to
the Plan would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to groundshaking because
the buildings would be designed and constructed in accordance with the most current San Francisco Building
Code, which incorporates California Building Code requirements, as noted on Initial Study pp. 140 and 141.
Compliance with the building codes would not eliminate such impacts, but the codes have been developed to
reduce potential impacts to acceptable seismic risk levels and, thus, to less-than-significant levels. As also
discussed in the impact analysis, proposed buildings over 160 feet tall could be subject to compliance with the
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection’s (DBI’s) Administrative Bulletin 083 (AB‐083), Requirements
and Guidelines for the Seismic Design of New Tall Buildings using Non‐Prescriptive Seismic‐Design
Procedures.119 This bulletin specifies the requirements and guidelines for the non‐prescriptive design of new tall
buildings that are over 160 feet high to ensure that the design meets the standards of the San Francisco Building
Code.120
In addition, DBI’s Administrative Bulletin 082 (AB‐082), Guidelines and Procedures for Structural Design
Review, specifies the guidelines and procedures for structural design review during the application review
process for a building permit. In addition to requirements for a site-specific geotechnical report as articulated in
Building Code Section 1803 and DBI Information Sheet S-05, Geotechnical Report Requirements, structural
design review may result in review by an independent structural design reviewer. AB-082 describes what types
of projects may require this review, the qualifications of the structural design reviewer, the scope of the
structural design review, and how the Director of DBI as the building official would resolve any disputes
between the structural design reviewer and the project’s engineer of record. DBI has also published Information
Sheet S-18, Interim Guidelines and Procedures for Structural, Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering
Design Review for New Tall Buildings (November 9, 2017), to provide interim guidelines and procedures to
supplement and clarify AB-082 and AB-083. Information Sheet S-18, which addresses buildings 240 feet in
height and taller, states that, for peer review of such buildings, the Structural Design Team must include a
licensed geotechnical engineer. Sheet S-18 also states that the Structural Design Peer Review Team must include
a California-registered geotechnical engineer or civil engineer with geotechnical experience who will meet with
the project engineer with DBI staff, as needed, throughout the building’s design process. Among the findings to
be provided to DBI by the Structural Design Peer Review Team are those concerning foundation design,
Non‐Prescriptive Seismic Design deviates from one or more of the specific standards contained in the San Francisco Building
Code.
120
DBI Administrative Bulletins and Information Sheets are available at http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins and
http://sfdbi.org/information-sheets, respectively.
119
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geotechnical and geological investigations, soil-foundation-structure interaction, foundation or building
settlement, and effects of dewatering on the project site and its vicinity and of construction-related activities on
foundation performance of neighboring structures.
It is further noted that DBI is in the process of expanding the potential role of third-party reviewers. DBI has
issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ# DBI2017-21STRGEOTECH, As-Needed Consultant Services for
Structural Design and Geotechnical Review) for selection of a pre-qualified list of consultants/professionals and
academic experts from which DBI may choose prospective consultants on an as-needed basis. Consultants are
being sought with expertise in the following areas: structural design review/practicing structural engineer,
structural design review/academia, and geotechnical and geological engineering review. According to the RFQ,
the expertise being sought would potentially expand DBI’s structural design review beyond the aspects set forth
in AB-082 to incorporate a number of geotechnical and foundation concerns, including review of individual
projects’ geotechnical reports, site soil classifications, foundation recommendations, deep foundation
evaluations, earth pressure recommendations, soil-structure interaction review, building settlement analysis,
and excavation and groundwater monitoring.121
As noted by the commenter, artificial fills in the Plan Area are mapped in Initial Study Figure 41, Geology in the
Plan Area, p. 138, and the liquefaction potential within the Plan Area is shown in Initial Study Figure 42,
Liquefaction Hazard Zone, p. 143. As identified on Initial Study pp. 142 and 144, individual development
projects implemented pursuant to the Plan could be subject to liquefaction. However, each project would be
required to prepare a geotechnical report pursuant to the State Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. The building
plans would be reviewed by DBI for conformance with the recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical
report prior to the issuance of building permits. The geotechnical report would assess the nature and severity
of liquefaction and other geologic hazards onsite for individual projects and recommend site-specific project
design and construction features that would reduce the identified hazards to an acceptable risk level.
Building Code Section 1803, Geotechnical Investigations, specifies the circumstances under which a site-specific
geotechnical report is required. Site-specific geotechnical investigations shall be conducted in accordance with
Building Code Section 1803.2 and reported in accordance with Section 1803.6. San Francisco’s Geotechnical
Report Requirements are further described in DBI Information Sheet S-05, Geotechnical Report Requirements,
which describes the scope of work that requires submittal of a geotechnical report. Under the Building Code
and the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the investigation must address seismicity, liquefaction, corrosive soils,
and other geological conditions present at the site. The report must be prepared by a California‐licensed
geotechnical engineer or a civil engineer experienced in geotechnical engineering.122 The recommendations in
the geotechnical report must consider the most recent version of California Geological Survey Special
Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, for sites located within
a seismic hazard zone. California Building Code Section 1803.1.1.3 requires that city building departments
review geotechnical reports for individual projects to ensure conformance with the recommendations of the
geotechnical report as a condition of building permit issuance.

BI, Request for Qualifications RFQ# DBI2017-21STRGEOTECH, October 30, 2017,
http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/RFQ%20%23DBI2017-21%20StrGeoTech.pdf, accessed November 22, 2017.
122
California Code of Regulations Title 14, Article 10, The Seismic Hazards Mapping Regulations, allows a certified engineering
geologist having competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation to prepare the geotechnical report in
compliance with the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act [C.C.R., Section 3724(b) Specific Criteria for Project Approval].
121
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San Francisco Building Code Section 1803.5.12 provides further specifications for determining the potential for
liquefaction and related hazards and assessing the potential consequences such as total and differential
settlement, lateral soil movement, lateral soil loads on foundations, and reductions in the load-bearing capacity
of the soil. Measures to address the effects of liquefaction must be recommended in the site-specific geotechnical
report. Such measures must also address the appropriate foundation type and depths and selection of the
appropriate structural systems to accommodate anticipated ground displacements and forces. If ground
stabilization is used, the foundation and structural design would be based on stabilized conditions. The
recommendations of the geotechnical investigation must be incorporated into the project design and are subject
to review for conformance by DBI as part of the building permit approval process.
DBI would ensure that the geotechnical and seismic recommendations of the site-specific investigation would
be consistent with current Building Code requirements through their review of the building permit application
submittals as discussed in DBI Administrative Bulletins AB‐032, Site Permit Processing, and AB‐082, Guidelines
for Procedures for Structural Design Review. As explained in AB‐032, construction work at a project site is
controlled and scheduled by DBI through the Site Permit Review Process. The first step of the Site Permit Review
process is submittal of a Site Permit submittal package that includes a Structural Design Criteria Document. AB‐
082 specifies that under the San Francisco Building Code, DBI can require review of this document by an
independent registered design professional in some cases. The site permit is not issued until DBI is satisfied that
the submittal package meets all code requirements.
The issuance of the site permit, the first step in DBI’s process, does not allow any actual construction onsite.
Construction of specific elements of the project is addressed through addenda to the overall building
construction plans. Addenda to the site permit are required for each specific phase of construction. Each
addendum to the site permit must be approved separately by DBI for that phase of the construction process to
proceed. Addenda are required to address grading, foundation design, superstructure design (basic building
and structural frame), mechanical and electrical systems, and any work excluded from the superstructure and
mechanical and electrical system addenda (a final addendum).
Implementation of the site-specific geotechnical investigation and the site permit review process as conducted
by DBI and described above would also ensure that the effects of settlement on adjacent features as a result of
soil excavation, and pile driving (addressed in Impact GE-3, Initial Study pp. 145 through 147) would be less
than significant.
Compliance with the San Francisco Building Code requirements and related permit conditions is mandatory.
The specific methods for addressing seismic and settlement hazards would be based on site-specific conditions
and would be identified in the site-specific geotechnical investigation for individual development projects
implemented pursuant to the Plan. It is not necessary for the CEQA analysis to mandate specific foundation
types or other methods to alleviate geotechnical hazards because implementation of Building Code
requirements as enforced through DBI’s Site Permit Review Process, including review of the site permit
addenda, would ensure that these hazards would be less than significant. Furthermore, it would not be possible
or appropriate for a programmatic EIR to evaluate project-specific conditions.
Concerning the Millennium Tower, that project is not within the Plan Area. Therefore, based on the foregoing
discussion, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.
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Cost of Housing
The comment expresses concern over the potential cost of housing in the Plan Area because of the cost of
constructing pile-supported foundations in areas of artificial fill. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15358(b), impacts to be analyzed in the EIR must be “related to physical changes” in the environment,
not economic conditions. In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) does not require an analysis of a
project’s social or economic effect because such impacts are not, in and of themselves, considered significant
effects on the environment. Therefore, it is not necessary to analyze the cost of housing in the Initial Study, and
no changes to the Draft EIR are required. Regardless, the comment will be transmitted to City decision makers
for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. Also note that as described in Initial Study
Impact GE-1, p. 142, buildings constructed pursuant to the Plan could be supported on a number of foundation
types, including mat foundations or driven piles supported in the stiff clays, dense sands, and bedrock that
underlie the Plan Area. As described in the Initial Study and above, the appropriate foundation type for each
building constructed in the Plan Area would be determined on the basis of a site-specific geotechnical
investigation, and the design would be subject to review and approval by DBI in accordance with San
Francisco’s Site Permit Review Process and subsequent addenda.

Tunneling
The comment also requests analysis of groundwater table drawdown related to tunneling. Note that no
tunneling is proposed or anticipated as a consequence of Plan adoption. Therefore, no analysis of this topic is
necessary.
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D.17

Plan Merits

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics generally related to the merits of the
proposed Plan, as described in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description. These include topics related to:
●

Comment PM-1: Do Not Support the Plan

●

Comment PM-2: Support for the Plan

●

Comment PM-3: Jobs-Housing Balance—Plan Area

●

Comment PM-4: Plan Will Adversely Affect Central SoMa Neighborhood

●

Comment PM-5: Youth and Family Zone Special Use District

●

Comment PM-6: Restrictions on Building Market-Rate Housing

Comment PM-1: Do Not Support the Plan
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.3
O-YBNC-Elberling-3.4

“1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of Families, Youth and Seniors
Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa
“The area defined as the Central SoMa Plan Area is a neighborhood. While we are not opposed to further
growth, we are opposed to Planning’s proposed transformation of this neighborhood into a new Financial
District. The scale of development and the mix of commercial, office and high end luxury development
described in the Plan are not conducive to a healthy neighborhood.
“There are many established aspects to what constitutes a healthy neighborhood that the DEIR should be
studied against. We demand that this DEIR be studied against the City’s Healthy Development Measurement
Tool (HDMT), which was developed by Planning in partnership with the Department of Public Health and
community organizations during the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning1. Please refer to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Community Health Impact Assessment (ENCHIA)2.3
“Youth, families and seniors in SoMa demand a family-friendly neighborhood, human scale, safety for
pedestrians of all ages and abilities, with access to light and air, and neighborhood services close by. The Plan
as proposed is completely out of character with the goal of sustaining Central SoMa as a neighborhood and a
dynamic employment center co-existing in a mutually supportive way. Instead of building towards the longestablished community and City goal of creating a family-friendly neighborhood in Central SoMa, the DEIR
proposes a second Financial District, which will harm the health of existing and future populations.”
Footnotes:
1
http://www.who.int/hia/conference/poster_bhatia_2.pdf
2
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/multimedia/data-visualizations/2015/hia-map/state/california/eastern-neighborhoods-community
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3

http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/assets/2007/09/hiareportenchia.pdf?la=en

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.3])

“What stands out from the CSP and its DEIR is that the Department claims it wants a family-friendly San
Francisco, but that it doesn’t really mean it - won’t do what it takes to make that happen in real life. Actions - or
lack thereof - speak for themselves, far louder than words.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-YBNC-Elberling.4])

Response PM-1
The comments generally express dissatisfaction with the Plan. One commenter expresses an opinion about the
mix of use districts that constitutes the Plan’s overall land use program. The comments also include a request
that the Draft EIR be studied against the City’s Healthy Development Measurement Tool (HDMT), developed
by the Planning Department in partnership with the Department of Public Health and community
organizations. In addition, commenters express a desire for the Plan to be more family-friendly with a focus on
a healthy neighborhood. See Response AL-1 on p. RTC-274 for a discussion of a family-friendly alternative.
At the request of the Planning Department, the Department of Public Health in 2013 performed an analysis of
the 2013 draft Plan with its update to the HDMT. The resulting Sustainable Communities Health Assessment123
made the following findings with respect to physical environmental conditions:
●

The Plan Area has far fewer trees per acre than the citywide average; however, implementation of the
Plan would result in an increase in the number of trees per acre;

●

The Plan Area has little open space; however, implementation of the Plan would be expected to
“substantially increase the amount of publicly accessible open space in the Plan Area”;

●

The vast majority of the Plan Area is covered by impervious surface, resulting in relatively high volumes
of stormwater runoff; however, implementation of the Plan should result in a decrease in stormwater
runoff;

●

The Plan Area has some of the poorest air quality in San Francisco, with up to 16 percent of households
exposed to poor air quality; however, with implementation of the Plan, the number of new housing
units whose residents are exposed to poor air quality would not increase, because new housing
developed in the Plan Area would be protected by enhanced filtration required by San Francisco Health
Code Article 38;

●

Traffic noise is high in the Plan Area; however, existing citywide requirements would result in lower
interior noise levels in new development, compared to existing buildings, and the Plan’s proposed
streetscape improvements would help improve overall noise levels, compared to conditions without
these improvements;

San Francisco Department of Public Health, “Sustainable Communities Index and the Central Corridor Draft Plan, April 11,
2013, http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_Corridor_HDMT_Report_and_Response.pdf,” accessed
June 16, 2017.
123
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●

The number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles in the Plan Area is considerably
higher than the citywide average; however, implementation of the Plan “is expected to substantially
improve pedestrian safety in the Plan Area”;

●

Bicycle safety is also poor in the Plan Area; implementation of the Plan would improve bicycle safety
but would also increase bicycle ridership, which “could increase the amount of incidents between
vehicles and bicycles”; and

●

Traffic density in the Plan Area is “among the highest in the City due to the large arterials that carry
traffic to and from freeways”; however, implementation of the Plan would “reduce traffic density as it
increases travel through other modes.”

The conclusions of the Department of Public Health analysis are generally consistent with the findings of the
Draft EIR.
In addition to physical environmental conditions, the Department of Public Health evaluation also evaluated
the draft Plan with respect to social and economic conditions, including crime, health facilities, school
performance, housing affordability and safety, and unemployment. These issues, while of major importance to
the community, are not subject to review under CEQA.
The issues raised by the commenters address the merits of the Plan and do not address the adequacy or accuracy
of the environmental analysis provided in the Draft EIR, because the HDMT provides an analysis separate from
that required under CEQA and the Draft EIR fully analyzed environmental effects related to noise, air quality,
traffic, pedestrian and bicycle safety, and stormwater runoff. Therefore, no further response is necessary. The
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed
Plan.

Comment PM-2: Support for the Plan
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-BART.1
O-SFBC.2
I-Hong.1
I-Zhang.1

“On behalf of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), we wanted to provide comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Central SoMa Plan. BART has been an active participant
in the planning process and appreciates this opportunity to continue to provide feedback.
“In June 2016, the BART Board of Directors adopted our updated Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policy,
which promotes high quality, more intensive development at, or near, BART stations. Given the planned land
use growth and transportation improvements in the Central SoMa Plan Area, BART supports this vision for
growth and investment, which aligns with our TOD Policy.
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“The Central SoMa Plan would enable the development of up to 50,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units and result
in significant funding for public benefits for more affordable housing, and transit and complete streets
investments.
“The DEIR anticipates that this growth will stretch BART’s ability to comfortably accommodate more customers
on our trains and at Powell St. Station. The City recognizes the key role BART plays in serving local and regional
residents and workers, and has been working with BART to develop a funding strategy to support future
upgrades and capacity projects in the Station Modernization Plans for Powell, Montgomery and Civic Center
Stations. These projects include a new elevator, new fare gates, lighting upgrades at Powell, as well as traction
power facilities at Civic Center and Montgomery Stations to support our Core Capacity Program serving Market
Street. The funding strategy also includes planning and design for long term transit capacity improvements.
“In June 2016, BART also adopted our updated Station Access Policy, which seeks to enable riders to get to and
from stations safely, comfortably, affordably, and cost-effectively. In particular, the policy seeks to expand the
share of riders walking, biking, and taking transit to the BART stations in order to more sustainably
accommodate the growing demand for access to the BART system. Sustainable and seamless access is also
reflected in the BART Strategic Plan Framework vision statement: "BART supports a sustainable and prosperous
Bay Area by connecting communities with seamless mobility." These policy goals are supported by many
elements of the proposed plan, and BART looks forward to working with the City in implementing projects that
support these goals.
“BART is very appreciative of the level of involvement and discussions with the City since the inception of the
planning process and is looking forward to our ongoing collaboration with the City of San Francisco on this
important project. Thank you for your review and consideration of our comments in this letter. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 510.287.4794 or at VMenott@bart.gov.” (Val Joseph Menotti, San Francisco Bay Area
Rapid Transit District, Letter, February 14, 2017 [A-BART.1])

“For the reasons above, the SF Bicycle Coalition wholly supports the bicycle elements outlined in the Central
SoMa Plan and believes that strong transportation improvements will lay the groundwork for a thriving SoMa.”
(Janice Li, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Letter, February 14, 2017 [O-SFBC.2])

“I am writing in full support of this project. I believe this Document / Plan will help guide developers and
planners alike thru this area of the City. Mostly to sort have a Master Plan that shows how all these Area Plans
work with each other. My name is Dennis Hong, I have been a resident and a private citizen residing in San
Francisco all my life – Sixty years-plus. Thank you for letting me review and comment on this Project and several
others in the past. It’s always a pleasure reviewing and commenting on the Departments professional EIR’s. The
Planning Department has been very supportive with my requests and I appreciate all the professional efforts
that are made in producing these documents. OK, let’s see if this email works. After reviewing this report
(above), here are my following comments which are due today at 5PM and trust I did not miss the deadline to
submit my comments and that my email format works. I have concluded there is sufficient information and I
fully support this Project/Plan and this report. Each project has its own values and comments, this one is more
unique that a typical DEIR.” (Dennis Hong, Email, February 13, 2017 [I-Hong.1])
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“I support the Central Soma Plan in its current form and hope to see them materialize. A shortage of housing is
hurting San Francisco.” (Jingzhou Zhang, E-Comment, December 16, 2016 [I-Zhang.1])

Response PM-2
The comments generally express support for the Plan. The comments do not raise any specific issues relating to
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR that necessitate a specific response. The comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PM-3: Jobs-Housing Balance—Plan Area
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Richards.1

“So as I listen to at the comments and I look at the Plan, I, too, like Mr. Schwark, kind of scratch my head and
go, we have 63,600 employment growth, and the housing -- I guess dwelling units -- I think it’s square footage,
but when I read the plan, it was 7,000 dwelling units. That’s a huge imbalance.
“And I’m not sure -- are we exacerbating an already difficult situation? I don’t know. And I looked at the -- I
started doing some calculations around the project alternatives, and Mr. -- the attorney for the folks in South of
Market who spoke first, Drury, he had some compelling things around the percentages of what you’re going to
be able to achieve with the low-rise alternative, et cetera.
“But when you actually do the ratios, the imbalance, it’s actually the same across them all. So it’s just how much
more -- how much -- it’s a larger number, but it’s the same imbalance.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.1])

Response PM-3
The comments express concern over the jobs-housing ratio of new development that would be implemented
under the Plan and do not concern the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. See
Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, for further discussion of jobs-housing ratios.

Comment PM-4: Plan Will Adversely Affect Central SoMa Neighborhood
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.42
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“What is clear, despite the vastly different and changing Project descriptions throughout the Project record, is
that the Project is expected to bring up to 63,600 jobs and up to 7,500 housing units to the Central SOMA
Neighborhood over the next 25 years, doubling the employment population and tripling the resident
population.2 What is clear, is the Project will seriously exacerbate the Project area’s and City’s severe jobshousing imbalance; an imbalance made worse by the fact that San Francisco now serves as a “bedroom
community” for the Peninsula cities and San Jose.3 What is clear is the Project’s myriad community benefits are
not certain and even if certain, will not offset the impacts of the Project. What is also clear is that the Project calls
for extending the Financial District type High Rise development to the neighborhood -- not limited just to the
sites adjacent to transit centers and hubs – resulting in significant impacts including traffic congestion, shadows,
declining air quality and displacement, among other impacts. Many of Project’s stated goals4 and anticipated
results5 are laudatory. However, the Project lacks the necessary policies, provisions and land use and
designations to ensure those goals and results are in fact the outcome of adoption of the Project.6
“At stake is one of the most diverse and vital neighborhoods in San Francisco. It is at the Area Plan stage that
CEQA requirements fulfilled correctly can have the best result. Deferring further analysis and mitigation to
project by project evaluation simply does not work for issues such as Plan Consistency, Population and Housing
and Public Services, where it is at the planning stage appropriate and feasible mitigation must be made certain.
“The DEIR’s flaws are described in detail below. It is important to note here that the Project (Area Plan) is also
flawed. As described the Plan as proposed departs from clear City policy, and although this Plan will guide
development for 25 years until 2040, it fails to recognize rapidly changing times or present policy direction to
deal with changes.7 Examples of omissions in the Plan include but are not limited to the rapid increase in UBER,
LYFT and other ride sharing services that have swamped our roads and provided an alternative to transit, the
loss of families due to spiraling costs of housing and competition from high wage sectors, rapid increase in high
wage jobs displacing existing jobs but also creating demand for services including a dramatic rise in delivery
services and related fulfillment centers. In addition, the Plan does not take into consideration leading edge
substantive policy solutions emerging from City Hall such as a required mix of housing units with a fixed
minimum percent family “sized.” Within the plans 25-year horizon, the City will also see self-driving cars and
other vehicles. Some of these changes – including the advent of self-driving cars – could accelerate the reduction
in land needed for vehicles and parking. These are but a few of the changes that have been occurring and are
accelerating that must be addressed in the Area Plan. The City should pause both to revise the DEIR and to reengage the public and experts and get this plan right.”
Footnotes:
2
Assuming population figures provided in the DEIR, the Project would triple the resident population of 12,000 to 37,500; possibly
quadruple as resident population may be closer to 10,000. The Project would more than double the employment in the area from a
current level of approximately 45,600 jobs to 109,200 jobs. DEIR at page IV-6 and IV-5.
3
Between 2000 and 20016, San Francisco reportedly added 88,000 new jobs and only 37,000 new housing units, many of which
were not suited for families or accessible to the local workforce due to high prices and rents. Mayor’s Office of Housing. During
the same period, San Francisco has experienced an increase in high wage residents who commute daily to the Peninsula cities and
Silicon Valley, furthering increasing the gap in San Francisco housing available to the local workforce.
4
increase capacity for jobs and housing, maintain diversity of residents, prioritize walking, biking and transit, offer abundance of
parks and recreational opportunities, preserve the neighborhoods cultural heritage, ensure new buildings enhance the character
of the neighborhood. Central SOMA Plan at page 6.
5
33 percent of total units produced after the Plan adoption are affordable, no net loss of PDR, space for services, cultural
preservation, etc. Central SOMA Plan at page 7.
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Such as reducing heights except adjacent to major transit hubs, certainty for production of affordable housing in the neighborhood
prior to, or concurrent with job growth (policy link for certain number of housing units before jobs), certainty for more than one
significant new park, emergency access improvements in place rather than deferred to a future street design, and the like.
7
For example, substantive policy changes by the Board of Supervisors are taking aim at ensuring the City is for all families –
“Family Friendly SF.” Between 2005 and 2015, 61 percent of the 23,200 new units of market rate housing were studios and one
bedrooms. SF Planning Department. The proposed Central SOMA Plan does not include policies with a required unit mix. A
revised Plan that will purportedly guide growth until 2040 should start out being leading edge and a family friendly goal and
implementing policies would be an essential component of that revised Plan.
6

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.42])

Response PM-4
The comment generally addresses the Plan and its merits and provide a discussion of how the Plan could
adversely affect the Central SoMa neighborhood. The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for
consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
The comment also addresses differences between the project descriptions presented in the Initial Study and
Draft EIR; addresses jobs-housing “imbalance” (ratios); contends that the Draft EIR defers mitigation for impacts
related to Plan consistency, population and housing, and public services; and asks about the Plan’s adaptability
to future conditions including ridesharing services, autonomous vehicles, and displacement. The commenter
also incorrectly notes that the Plan would result in significant shadow impacts. See Table RTC-6, Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts for the Central SoMa Plan, in Response AL-1 for a complete list of all of the significant
and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR.
Differences between the project descriptions presented in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR as referred to by
the commenter are addressed in Response PD-7, p. RTC-77. Additionally, Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, discusses
jobs-housing ratios. These responses address the commenter’s concerns about Plan consistency. The comment
does not provide any substantive evidence that mitigation related to Plan consistency, population and housing,
and public services has been deferred. Impacts related to population and housing and public services were
found to be less than significant in the Initial Study. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a),
“mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.” The comments related
to the Plan’s adaptability to future conditions pertaining to ridesharing is discussed in Response TR-7,
p. RTC-151, and displacement is addressed in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248. With regard to the comment about
autonomous vehicles, analyzing impacts associated with such vehicles would be speculative, and CEQA does
not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). As such, revisions to the Draft EIR
to address these comments are not required.

Comment PM-5: Youth and Family Zone Special Use District
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.4
O-VEC.3
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“2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District
“The Central SoMa Plan incorporates areas that are covered under the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District4
was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2009. The SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District's
purpose is to expand the stock of affordable housing, as well as protect and enhance the health and environment
of youth and families in So Ma. The Central SoMa Plan does not adequately take into account the SoMa Youth
and Family Special Use District and instead of strengthening its controls, the DEIR undermines its goals.
“We demand that as part of the Central So Ma Plan, projects within the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District
are required to undergo review and approval by resident groups and community organizations before they are
considered by the Planning Department. We are demanding that this community approval process function
similarly to other Special Use Districts in the City such as the Bernal Heights Special Use District.5
“Planning has abused the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District since it was established during the Eastern
Neighborhood rezoning. These abuses including the re-mapping of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use
District by the Hearst and Forest City's 5M development, which covers five city blocks near 5th and Mission
Streets. The 5M project gained approval in December 2015 for a large office tower by re-mapping the boundaries
of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District with justifications by the Planning Department that this Special
Use District does not have strong controls. SOMCAN, along with several other community-based organizations,
have been demanding strong controls since before 2009 for the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District so we
can protect youth, families and seniors in the neighborhood. Planning has ignored our calls to strengthen this
SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District through the Central SoMa rezoning process. The Central SoMa Plan
must be revised to address this deficiency.
“The environmental impact of displacement is clear and further criticized in our point #5 below. As long as
Planning continues to promote the displacement of youth, families and seniors from Central SoMa in favor of
large scale office and luxury housing developments, there will be an increasing and compounding
environmental impact which has not been studied or reported in the DEIR. We demand that Planning revises
the Central SoMa Plan in partnership with the community to strengthen the controls of the SoMa Youth and
Family Special Use District in order to stabilize and grow our economically and racially diverse community.”
Footnotes:
4
http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1479-SoMa_YFZ_SUD_Legislation.pdf.
5
http://masonkirby.com/wpb/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/nwbhdrb_infopacket.pdf.

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.4])

“It is stated that the current ’plan proposes no change to the SoMa Youth and Family Zone SUD’ (IV.A-7). The
Planning Department should consider the expansion of the Youth and Family Zone SUD especially to support
the efforts of community organizations and the SoMa Stabilization Fund to stabilize the families that live in the
district. Bessie Carmichael/Filipino Education Center was ranked number 5 in the ’most dangerous elementary
school zones in California’ according to study derived from data from the CA Highway Patrol SWITRS &
California Department of Education. Additionally, according to Hamilton Family Services, 116 of 640 students
at Bessie Carmichael (K-8) are homeless (2014). Conditional use authorization is essential in creating a safe and
livable environment for these youth and families. We are also looking to expand the district to include seniors
as we have many SRO’s and senior housing within the plan. While the Plan stresses housing and jobs, we are
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also requesting that the Central SoMa Plan support these efforts to expand the SUD for existing and future
youth, families, and seniors.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-VEC.3])

Response PM-5
The comments include a recommendation that the Planning Department consider an expansion of the SoMa
Youth and Family Special Use District (SUD) within the Plan Area to support efforts to stabilize the families that
live in the district and to potentially improve conditions at places, such as the Bessie Carmichael/Filipino
Education Center, as well as conditions in general for youth, families, and seniors. The comments also request
that individual projects within the Plan Area be required to undergo review and approval by resident groups
and community organizations before they are considered by the Planning Department. The comments further
request that the Planning Department revise the Plan to strengthen the controls of the SoMa Youth and Family
SUD. As discussed and shown in Draft EIR Figure II-2, Existing Plan Area Use Districts, p. II-9, the SoMa Youth
and Family SUD overlays part of the western portion of the Plan Area, and also extends outside of the Plan
Area. The intent of the SoMa Youth and Family SUD, which was adopted in 2008 as part of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning, is to expand the provision of affordable housing within its
boundaries. The SoMa Youth and Family SUD also requires conditional use authorization for several uses,
including bars and liquor stores, restaurants, religious facilities, various entertainment uses, and parking. As
discussed in the Draft EIR, the Plan proposes no change to the SoMa Youth and Family Zone SUD and the
controls would remain in place with implementation of the Plan. These comments pertain to the merits of the
Plan and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. The comments
will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
Regarding comments that express concern about socioeconomic issues and displacement, see Response OC-1,
p. RTC-248.

Comment PM-6: Restrictions on Building Market-Rate Housing
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Cerles.1

“There are too many restrictions on building market-rate housing. The only way that San Francisco will lose the
distinction of having the highest rents in the country is if we allow market-rate housing to be built unabated.
However, this plan seems to ignore that fact and makes developers jump through hoops, as well as increases
the cost of building homes, a cost which the developers then pass on to renters in the form of higher rent. The
Planning Department, which has ’planned’ to make sure San Francisco has the highest cost of living in the
country, is truly doing a disservice to all the native San Franciscans who cannot qualify for affordable housing
but cannot afford the highest rents in the country. Shameful.” (Marty Cerles Jr., E-Comment, December 16, 2016
[I-Cerles.1])
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Response PM-6
The comment addresses the merits of the Plan and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.
The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the
proposed Plan.
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D.18

General Comments

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover general topics in the Draft EIR. Some of these
topics are general in nature and related to the analysis in the Draft EIR, other comments are not related to the
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. These include topics related to:
●

Comment GC-1: Success of Other Area Plans in Achieving Stated Goals

●

Comment GC-2: CEQA Baseline

●

Comment GC-3: CEQA Process

●

Comment GC-4: Cut-and-Cover Construction

●

Comment GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

●

Comment GC-6: Individual Project Analysis

●

Comment GC-7: Legislative Processes

●

Comment GC-8: Lower-Rise Construction Could Lower Cost of Development and Thereby Provide
Lower-Income Housing

●

Comment GC-9: Name a Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS) After Jack Kerouac

●

Comment GC-10: Pace of Change

●

Comment GC-11: Plan Impacts on Seniors

●

Comment GC-12: Timing of the Central SoMa Plan

●

Comment GC-13: Non-Traditional Housing/Short-Term Rentals

●

Comment GC-14: South of Market Area (SoMa) Distances

Comment GC-1: Success of Other Area Plans in Achieving Stated Goals
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.10

“Project Objectives 11-5. In light of previous planning efforts, please discuss how successful the various
rezonings have been in attaining their stated objectives. Specifically in regard to stabilizing and expanding
residential communities (Youth and Family Zone in EN). Expanding commercial work space for artists in post
Downtown Plan south of Market zoning. Expanding transit routes (including on 2-way Folsom PLUS new Muni
lines in south of Market). Stabilizing jobs and services in Eastern Neighborhoods and Western So Ma Plans while
maintaining housing for wide range of incomes.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.10])
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Response GC-1
The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR; rather, the comment addresses
information concerning the implementation of other area plans adopted by the City. For information, the
Planning Department publishes regular updates regarding implementation of its various planning efforts. These
monitoring reports provide updates on the amount of commercial and residential development that has been
constructed during the reporting period, as well as the pipeline of commercial and residential development.
These reports are available at http://sf-planning.org/implementing-our-community-plans. The following reports
may be specifically relevant to the information requested in the comment: the Eastern Neighborhoods
Monitoring Report 2011–2015, the East SoMa Plan Monitoring Report 2011–2015, the Western SoMa Plan
Monitoring Report 2011–2015, and the Market and Octavia 2015 Five-Year Plan Monitoring Report. The
following is summarized from the Planning Department’s Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Reports 2011–
2015:124
●

Affordable housing constituted 12 percent of all new housing constructed in the five Eastern
Neighborhoods (including Western SoMa) from 2011 to 2015;

●

As of June 2016, approximately 740,000 square feet of PDR space has been lost in the Eastern
Neighborhoods since adoption of the Eastern Neighborhood plans, and another 614,000 square feet
could be lost to projects in the development pipeline; the total of 1.35 million square feet would
represent about 35 percent of the mean of the estimated loss of PDR space forecast in the Eastern
Neighborhoods EIR; and

●

Development fees collected from projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods total about $50 million to date,
for use in improving housing, transportation and transit, complete streets, recreation and open space,
and child care.

Additionally, the Planning Department annually updates both its Commerce and Industry Inventory and its
Housing Inventory, both of which provide snapshots of current activity, the Department also publishes annual
reports for each of the neighborhoods governed by recently adopted area plans, along with an annual report by
the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) regarding capital improvements in all plan areas,
including Balboa Park, Visitacion Valley, Rincon Hill, Transit Center, Market and Octavia, and Eastern
Neighborhoods; the most recent IPIC report was published in January 2017.125
Regarding transit service, the Planning Department does not provide transit service, which is the responsibility
of the SFMTA. SFMTA’s Muni Forward program (formerly the Transit Effectiveness Project) includes a number
of service enhancements in the Plan Area, as described on Draft EIR p. IV.D-6, including increased frequency
on the 8AX/8BX lines and 30/30X lines, rerouting of and increased frequency on the 10 Townsend line (although
it will continue to operate on Second Street adjacent to the Plan Area), institution of a new 11 Downtown
Connector line (replacing the 12 Folsom-Pacific line in the Plan Area).
Regarding Folsom Street, the Draft EIR evaluated potential changes to Folsom and Howard streets, including
one-way and two-way options, both of which would see transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements.

San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Reports 2011–2015, undated, http://sfplanning.org/implementing-our-community-plans, accessed June 16, 2017.
125
San Francisco Planning Department, Interagency Plan Implementation Committee, Annual Report, January 2017,
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/plan-implementation/2017_IPIC_Report_FINAL.pdf, accessed August 5, 2017.
124
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Concerning the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District (SUD), as stated on Draft EIR p. IV.A-7, this district:
… overlays part of the western portion of the Plan Area (see Figure II-2, Existing Plan Area Use
Districts), generally bounded by Howard, Fourth, and Harrison Streets, and extending to the west
outside of the Plan Area to just beyond Seventh Street. This SUD was adopted as part of the planning
for the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning project in 2008. It is intended to expand the
provision of affordable housing, and to that end allows for dedication of land to the City and County of
San Francisco (the City) by a developer, for use as a site for affordable housing, in lieu of the developer
paying a fee or providing affordable housing. The SoMa Youth and Family SUD also requires
Conditional Use authorization for several uses, including bars and liquor stores, restaurants, religious
facilities, various entertainment uses, and parking. The Plan proposes no change to the SoMa Youth and
Family Zone SUD.
The SoMa Youth and Family SUD (Planning Code Section 249.40A) will remain in effect regardless of action to
implement the Central SoMa Plan.

Comment GC-2: CEQA Baseline
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.8
O-CSN-1.10
O-CSN-1.16
O-CSN-1.21
O-CSN-1.44
O-CSN-1.56
O-CSN-1.61
I-Margarita.1

“IV. THE DEIR INCLUDES AN INADEQUATE BASELINE.
“The DEIR fails to adequately describe baseline conditions in the Plan area. In several areas there is no baseline
analysis at all. In others, the baseline data is far out of date, from 2010. 2010 data is inherently unrepresentative
since the City and nation was in the midst of the worst recession since the great depression. Therefore, using
2010 baseline data will inherently bias the entire DEIR analysis.
“Every CEQA document must start from a “baseline” assumption. The CEQA “baseline” is the set of
environmental conditions against which to compare a project’s anticipated impacts. Communities for a Better
Environment v. So Coast Air Qual. Mgmnt. Dist. (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 321. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) (14
C.C.R., § 15125(a)) states in pertinent part that a lead agency’s environmental review under CEQA:
“…must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as
they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is commenced, from both a local and regional
perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant.”
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“(See, Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 124-125 (’Save Our Peninsula.’)
As the court of appeal has explained, ’the impacts of the project must be measured against the “real conditions
on the ground.”’ (Save Our Peninsula, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121-123.) As the court has explained, using such a
skewed baseline ’mislead(s) the public’ and ’draws a red herring across the path of public input.’ (San Joaquin
Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of
Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.)
“SoMa is among the most ethnically and economically diverse neighborhoods in the City. The neighborhood is
home to 15% of the City’s minority and women owned businesses, and 8% of the City’s green businesses, which
is significant given that the area makes up only 1% of the City’s land area. 4 The neighborhood has a slightly
higher level of racial diversity than the City as a whole, with about 60% of the population being people of color.5
Although the median household income is slightly higher than the City average, the neighborhood also has one
of the highest levels poverty with 31% of the population living at or below 200% of the poverty threshold.6
“The neighborhood faces extreme environmental challenges. As the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) stated in a 2012 report:
due to close proximity to freeways and high traffic roads, the area has some of the poorest air quality in
the City, with 13% of households living in an area exposed to greater than 10ug/m3 of fine particulate
matter (PM 2.5) and 16% living in areas with ambient air pollution cancer risks greater than 100 in a
million.7
“Asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease hospitalizations are approximately twice as high in Central
SoMa as in the rest of the City.8
“The neighborhood has one of the highest incidences of pedestrian injuries in the City. As DPH stated, ’The
incidence of severe injuries and deaths related to collisions between vehicles and pedestrians, cyclists, and other
vehicles is amongst the highest in the City. The situation for pedestrians is especially troubling, as the average
annual number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles is six times higher in the Plan area
compared to the City as a whole (48 vs. 8).’9 The neighborhood also faces ’amongst the highest violent and
property crime rates in the City. During that time period, the number of assaults per 1,000 residents was 210 in
the plan area and 44 for the City as a whole. Likewise, the property crime rate was 900 in the Plan area and 177
for the whole City.’10
“Finally, the neighborhood faces a severe lack of open space and parks. The same DPH report stated:
Public infrastructure areas that the Plan area performs more poorly in include public health facilities
and parks and open space. The Recreational Area Access Score assesses relative access to park acreage
at any point in the City. Here again the Plan area was one of the lowest performers. Currently 67% of
residents live within 1/2 mile of a public recreational facility compared to 91% for the City as a whole.
Additionally, only 16% of residents are within 1/4 mile of a community garden compared to 26% across
the City.11
“Thus, while Central SoMa is a robust, ethnically and economically diverse community, it also faces serious
challenges in terms of a lack of open space, high levels of pollution, pedestrian safety and extreme traffic
congestion. Solving these problems is the key to making the neighborhood livable and family friendly. Very
little of this critical baseline information is included in the DEIR, making the document inadequate as a public
information document.
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“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, explains that the DEIR’s baseline data is out of date in many respects, for
population, jobs-housing balance, public services and other impacts. (Watt Comment pp. 7-8).”
Footnotes:
4
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Sustainable Communities Health Assessment: Central
Corridor Plan, p. 6 (Nov. 30, 2012) (Exhibit F).
5
Id. p. 21.
6
Id. p. 3.
7
Id. p. 3.
8
Id. p. 22.
9
Id. p. 3.
10
Id. p. 4.
11
Id. p. 4.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.8])

“4. Initial Study and DEIR Use Out-of-Date Baseline Data.
“Also, the 2014 Initial Study uses out-of-date baseline data. Population, housing, traffic and other data used for
the baseline analysis in the Initial Study was taken in 2010. Of course, 2010 was the height of the last recession.
As a result, much of this data does not represent actual current baseline conditions, in which traffic, population,
air pollution, and other impacts are all much higher. CEQA requires that the baseline reflect actual current
conditions on the ground, not an unrepresentative time period, such as the greatest recession since the great
depression. Communities for a Better Environment v. So Coast Air Qual. Mgmnt. Dist. (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 321;
Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 124-125 (’Save Our Peninsula.’) As
the court of appeal has explained, “the impacts of the project must be measured against the “real conditions on
the ground.”’ Save Our Peninsula, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121-123. As the court has explained, using such a skewed
baseline ’mislead(s) the public’ and ’draws a red herring across the path of public input.’ San Joaquin Raptor
Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno
(2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708- 711.
“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, explains that baseline data for employment, housing, population, public
services, jobs-housing balance, and many other factors are either absent or out of date.” (Richard Drury, Central
SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.10])

“3. The Traffic Analysis Uses an Improper Baseline.
“As discussed above, CEQA requires the agency to use a baseline that represents real conditions on the ground
at the time of CEQA review. Mr. Smith concludes that the DEIR fails to use a representative traffic baseline. The
DEIR relies on traffic baseline data from 2011 and earlier. This data reflects a recessionary period. It does not
reflect much higher traffic currently found in the area.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.16])
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“1. Air Quality Baseline Analysis is Inadequate.
“First the air quality analysis cannot be adequate if it uses an erroneous baseline. CBE v. SCAQMD, supra. The
DEIR fails to disclose that the San Francisco Department of Public Health has determined Plan area has among
the worst air quality in the City, due primarily to extreme traffic congestion. An SFDPH 2012 report states:
due to close proximity to freeways and high traffic roads, the area has some of the poorest air quality in
the City, with 13% of households living in an area exposed to greater than 10ug/m3 of fine particulate
matter (PM 2.5) and 16% living in areas with ambient air pollution cancer risks greater than 100 in a
million.15
“Asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease hospitalizations are approximately twice as high in Central
SoMa as in the rest of the City.16 Almost the entire Plan area is in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ),
meaning that airborne cancer risks exceed 100 per million. (DEIR, Figure IV.F-1). Without this critical baseline
information, the DEIR analysis is meaningless. Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified
School Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1049 (Cal. App. 4th Dist. 2013) (’Without a reasonable determination of the
expected attendance at Hoover evening football games on completion of the Project, District may be unable to
adequately compare the baseline attendance to expected attendance in determining whether there is a fair
argument the Project may have a significant impact on traffic and/or parking.n22 (Guidelines, §§ 15125, subd.
(a), 15126.2, subd. (a); Communities, at p. 320 & fn. 5.)’)
“In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d at 718, the court concluded that an EIR
inadequately considered an air pollution (ozone) cumulative impact. The court said: ’The [ ] EIR concludes the
project’s contributions to ozone levels in the area would be immeasurable and, therefore, insignificant because
the [cogeneration] plant would emit relatively minor amounts of [ozone] precursors compared to the total
volume of [ozone] precursors emitted in Kings County. The EIR’s analysis uses the magnitude of the current
ozone problem in the air basin in order to trivialize the project’s impact.’ The court concluded: ’The relevant
question to be addressed in the EIR is not the relative amount of precursors emitted by the project when
compared with preexisting emissions, but whether any additional amount of precursor emissions should be
considered significant in light of the serious nature of the ozone problems in this air basin.’ (Emphasis added).
The Kings County case was reaffirmed in Communities for a Better Environment v. Cal. Res. Agency, 103
Cal.App.4th at 116, where the court rejected cases with a narrower construction of ’cumulative impacts.’
“As in Kings County, given the already extreme air pollution problems facing the Plan area, the Project’s air
quality impacts are even more significant.”
Footnotes:
15
Id. p. 3.
16
Id. p. 22.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.21])

“2. The DEIR Includes an Inadequate Baseline
“The DEIR fails to adequately describe baseline conditions in the Plan Area, including information about the
Project area and regional setting. Setting or environmental baseline information is as essential to adequately
disclosing and analyzing project-related and cumulative impacts as a complete and consistent Project
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description. Without adequate and complete information about the setting, it is not possible to determine
whether the Project improves or makes worse existing environmental conditions.
“Examples of regional baseline setting information that is missing from the DEIR includes but is not limited to
the following.
“a. Affordable, Workforce and Family Friendly Housing
“The DEIR must analyze the potential for the Project to displace existing housing, create demand for additional
housing and displace people requiring construction of replacement housing elsewhere. To perform this analysis,
it is essential the DEIR include in the description of the Project baseline (setting) details concerning existing
affordable units, including deed restricted housing, family housing, senior housing and housing affordable to
the workforce10 in the Project area. Information concerning affordable housing in the Project area is incomplete,
consisting only of the following:
’The Plan area contains approximately 7,800 residential units, approximately 6,800 households, and a
population of approximately 12,000 people, according to Planning Department data. This accounts for
just two percent of the City’s total number of households. According to the Plan, South of Market and
the Plan area in particular, are home to a large amount of deed restricted affordable housing; about
15 percent of the housing is deed-restricted for low income residents, compared to 4.5 percent citywide.’
DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at page 78.
“Without current and complete information about the existing housing stock in the Project Area, the DEIR
cannot adequately analyze the Project’s impact on affordable, workforce, senior and family friendly housing
and households and conclusions concerning the significance of Project-related and cumulative impacts cannot
be supported by facts and evidence. The DEIR must be revised to include this and other baseline information.
“b. Existing Jobs-Housing Balance and Fit with the Project Area, City and Region
“The DEIR must analyze the potential for the Project to make worse the existing imbalance of jobs and housing
in the Project area as well as the City and region. Finding the right jobs-housing balance has long been an
important concern for urban planners and an important policy consideration for general and area plans. More
recently, attention has turned to jobs-housing fit – the extent to which housing price and rent is well matched to
local job salary and quality. Both the Initial Study and DEIR are silent on the matter of jobs housing fit and fail
to adequately address the issue of jobs housing balance. The DEIR should be revised to describe the existing jobhousing balance and fit for the Project area, adjacent planning areas, the City and region. Updated baseline
information must include a description of changes in demand for housing in San Francisco due to the choice by
Peninsula and Silicon Valley employees to reside in San Francisco and relevant to the DEIR’s analysis, how this
change is increasing housing costs, increasing competitive for scarce housing stock and displacing existing
residents. This information is not only necessary to adequately analyze environmental topics such as
displacement and Project demand for new housing, but it is also essential to determining the extent to which
the Project will increase commuting, traffic and vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, without this information, the
full impacts associated with air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, among other impacts cannot be
adequately analyzed and conclusions concerning the significance of Project-relation and cumulative impacts
cannot be supported by facts and evidence. The DEIR must be revised to include this and other baseline
information.
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“c. Public Services
“The DEIR must analyze the Project’s impacts on a wide array of essential public services, including but not
limited to fire, police, emergency, health-care, child-care as well as schools. Neither the DEIR nor the Initial
Study contain the information needed to support an adequate analysis of the Project’s impacts to public services.
Information about public services is out of date and incomplete. For example, the scant information on police
and fire services dates back to 2012 and 2013, and lacks any information about the City’s service standards,
existing capacity and unmet needs. See DEIR Appendix B, Initial Study at pages 118 and 119. A great deal has
changed in a very few years since the incomplete baseline information on services was presented in the Initial
Study due to rapid growth in the City post-recession that has not been accounted for in the Initial Study setting
information concerning services. The DEIR must be revised to include this and other baseline information.
Without this information, adequate analysis of the Project’s impacts is impossible and conclusions concerning
impact significance cannot be supported by facts and evidence.”
Footnote:
10
Workforce housing is housing at the lower end of market rate serving households with up to 200% of median income and often
referred to as the “missing middle” or gap in affordable housing in San Francisco. Voters recently approved funding to build
more housing, including for the SF workforce.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.44])

“Use of Outdated Baseline Data
“According to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,1 and
as stated in the DEIR,
“The significance thresholds for assessment of a planning document, such as the proposed Plan, involve
an evaluation of whether:
●

The plan would be consistent with the control measures contained in the current regional air quality
plan (the 2010 Clean Air Plan), would support the primary objectives of that plan and would not
hinder implementation of that plan; the plan’s growth in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) do not exceed
the plan’s population growth; and the plan would not cause localized CO impacts.

If the foregoing questions can be answered in the affirmative, the proposed Plan would not:
●
●
●

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation; nor
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)” (p. IV.F‐
21, IV.F‐22).

“Using these thresholds, the DEIR concludes that because ’the Plan would be consistent with the control
measures contained in the current regional air quality plan (the 2010 Clean Air Plan), would support the primary
objectives of the 2010 Clean Air Plan and would not hinder implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan,’ and
because ’the rate of growth in VMT with implementation of the Plan would not exceed the Plan’s rate of
population growth and the Plan would not cause localized CO impacts,’ ’the Plan would not violate an air
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quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any non‐attainment criteria pollutant’ (p. IV.F‐34).
“This conclusion, however, is incorrect, as the DEIR’s air quality analysis is based on outdated baseline data that
do not accurately reflect current traffic, air quality, pedestrian safety, and population within the Plan area. For
example, the DEIR conducts an analysis to determine whether or not the rate of growth in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) with implementation of the Plan would exceed the Plan’s rate of population growth. This analysis,
however, relies upon outdated 2010 baseline data, which is more than five years old. The DEIR states,
’Growth projections prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department (and discussed under
Analysis Assumptions in the Overview subsection of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures) indicate that with implementation of the Plan, Plan Area residential population
would increase from approximately 12,000 in 2010 to 37,500, by 2040, the analysis horizon year. This
represents an increase of 213 percent. Additionally, employment is projected to grow from about 45,600
under existing conditions to approximately 109,200 by 2040, an increase of 139 percent. The combined
population‐employment (“service population”) increase with implementation of the Plan, would
therefore be approximately 154 percent ([37,500 + 109,200] ÷ [12,000 + 45,600] = 2.54, or an increase of
154 percent from existing). Based on output from the County Transportation Authority travel demand
model, daily VMT to and from the Plan Area would increase by approximately 77 percent by 2040, from
approximately 987,000 to about 1.751 million’ (p. IV.F‐33).
“The use of 2010 population and traffic projections to determine the Plan’s incremental net increase in criteria
air pollutants is inadequate, as it does not accurately represent the current baseline conditions within the Plan
area. As stated by the BAAQMD in their 2009 Justification Report, the use of outdated population growth
estimates can result in inconsistencies within a Plan’s air quality analysis.2 Therefore, by relying upon baseline
data that is more than five years old, the Plan’s air quality impact is inadequately evaluated.
“Not only does the DEIR rely upon outdated traffic and population projections to determine the Plan’s air
quality impact, but it also fails to consider recent changes in the Plan area’s air quality and pedestrian safety.
According to the Sustainable Communities Health Assessment conducted for the proposed Plan, ’due to close
proximity to freeways and high traffic roads, the area has some of the poorest air quality in the City, with 13%
of households living in an area exposed to greater than 10 μg/m3 of fine particulate matter (PM 2.5) and 16%
living in areas with ambient air pollution cancer risks greater than 100 in a million’ (p. 2). The report continues
on to state that while ’residents in the Plan area own fewer cars, drive less, and spend more time walking and
cycling,’ the area still has ’among the highest densities of traffic in the city’ (p. 3). The report also indicates that
the Plan area’s current pedestrian injuries and traffic congestion are among the highest in the city, stating,
’The incidence of severe injuries and deaths related to collisions between vehicles and pedestrians,
cyclists, and other vehicles is amongst the highest in the City. The situation for pedestrians is especially
troubling, as the average annual number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities per 100 road miles is six
times higher in the Plan area compared to the City as a whole (48 vs. 8). Compared to other
neighborhoods, the Plan area also has a higher proportion of drivers who are driving over the speed
limit. While more residents who live in the Plan area may not be driving themselves, the traffic density,
a general proxy for adverse environmental exposures and health hazards from traffic, is among the
highest in the City due to the large arterials that carry traffic to and from freeways. Additionally, 100%
of the current population in the plan area lives within 150 meters of a designated truck route (research
suggests that the concentration of emitted motor vehicle pollutants may be highest within 150 meters
of roadways)’ (p. 3).
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“As you can see in the excerpt above, the Plan area’s current air quality, traffic conditions, and pedestrian safety
are among the worst in the city – something that the DEIR fails to address or even consider when evaluating the
Plan’s air quality impact. Once implemented, the Central SoMa Plan, which proposes to develop 17,280,000
square feet of residential uses, 10,430,000 square feet of office uses, and 4,007,000 square feet of retail and other
uses, will only exacerbate these already significant health and environmental issues (Table VI‐1, p. VI‐3, pp. 627).
Therefore, we find the DEIR’s conclusion of a less than significant air quality impact to be incorrect, and maintain
that the Plan would have a significant air quality impact, as our analysis provides substantial evidence to
support this significance determination.”
Footnotes:
1
Air Quality Guidelines, BAAQMD, June 2010. Available at http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning‐andresearch/ceqa/draft_baaqmd_ceqa_guidelines_may_2010_final.pdf?la=en, p. 9‐2.
2
Revised Draft Options and Justification Report California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, BAAQMD,
2009. Available at http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning‐and‐research/ceqa/revised‐draft-ceqa‐thresholds‐justification‐
report‐oct‐2009.pdf?la=en.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.56])

“The Transit Analysis is Based on Data Not Representative of Current Conditions
“The DEIR's transit impact analysis relative to the capacity of the transit operations serving the area are reported
on DEIR Tables IV.D-8, IV.D-9, IV.D-10, IV.D-18, IV.D-19 and IV.D-20, respectively on DEIR pages IV.D-45,
IV.D-46, IV.D-48, IV.D-90, IV.D-92- IV.D-94. By footnotes, the Tables are said to be based on the San Francisco
Planning Department's Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, dated May 2015.
However, if the referenced DEIR tables are compared to the ones in the subject SF Planning Department memo
(actually dated May 15, 2015), the following things become evident:
●

The tables are reformated to facilitate comparison of the existing ridership and capacity utilization
condition to that when the added ridership of the Project is combined with the existing ridership - an
entirely legitimate act.

●

The existing ridership numbers are modified to correct very small addition errors in the transference of
individual SF MUNI line counts to the screen line totals on the tables or addition errors on the tables
themselves - again entirely legitimate.

●

In tables IV.D-9 and IV.D-19, the SF MUNI data is reconfigured into screen lines that make more sense
with respect to the Project area - again a legitimate action.

●

The 2040 cumulative ridership data (the 2040 No Project data) in the DEIR is apparently compiled from
a later run of San Francisco's travel model than that in the cited Planning Department memo - a
legitimate act but one that should have been mentioned in the DEIR.

●

The DEIR consultants actually updated the existing conditions ridership data for one regional transit
service provider, BART, in 2016 -a legitimate and commendable action.

●

The DEIR tables fail to reproduce footnotes on the original existing conditions tables from the cited SF
Planning Department memo that indicate the actual collection date of the data and fail to enter footnotes
that convey data dates indicated in the text of the cited memo - a misleading act that conceals the
outdated nature of some of the existing conditions data.
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“In fact, the cited San Francisco Planning Department memo makes clear that the SF MUNI data was collected
in the Fall of 2013. Data on the ridership on the regional transit service providers is sourced by footnote to a
secondary source document produced by SFMTA in 2012. Ridership collected by the actual regional transit
service providers obviously predates that document and is most likely collected in 2011 or earlier. Given the
extent of changes affecting transit ridership demand that have taken place in San Francisco and the region since
2011 and 2013, no reasonable person can argue that the data employed in the transit ridership versus capacity
impact analysis is representative of existing conditions.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.61])

“Good afternoon. As a long time -- my name is Margarita, and I live at 631 Folsom Street.
“As a longtime resident of Central SoMa, I have many issues with the version of the Central SoMa Plan released
last summer and the Draft EIR released last December.
“First and foremost, I want to emphasize that Central SoMa is a neighborhood and a community, not a drivethrough corridor. And I'm very thankful that the Area Plan was renamed to reflect that.
“Central SoMa is a wonderful and thriving mixed-use neighborhood, with beautiful historic buildings, diverse
population, as well as easy access to transit, the Downtown, and the AT&T Park.
“Central SoMa also faces many challenges. The area has some of the worse air quality in San Francisco. There is
a lack of parks and public spaces, and many parts of the area are severely underutilized. The sidewalks are
narrow and the pedestrian experience often grim.
“The area is intersected by the constant hum of a perpetually packed elevated highway. And the highway onramps spill over cars to surrounding streets for many hours of the day, bringing traffic to a standstill. The
automobile constantly threatens pedestrians. The loud honking of frustrated drivers is a persistent reminder
that the City has failed to take action.” (Margarita,126 Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Margarita.1])

Response GC-2
Some of these comments, about baseline data used in the Draft EIR, address the following issues:
●

The comments state that the Draft EIR fails to accurately characterize existing (baseline) conditions in
the Plan Area with respect to employment, housing (including affordability), population (including
residential diversity), jobs-housing balance, transportation (including pedestrian safety), noise, air
quality, open space, public services, and crime, and that baseline data in the Draft EIR and the Initial
Study is out of date, rendering the analyses inadequate.

Comments concerning existing crime, diversity of the Plan Area population, the affordability and/or suitability
of Plan Area housing for seniors/families, and providing adequate childcare and healthcare facilities, will be
transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. While these
comments raise valid concerns of importance to the Plan Area, the comments refer to social and/or economic
issues that are not germane to CEQA, and are not required to be analyzed in an EIR. Accordingly, these issues
126

Margarita did not provide her last name during the hearing.
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are not discussed further. Specifically, with respect to displacement and housing affordability, see
Response OC-1, p. RTC-248. In general, socioeconomic effects are beyond the scope of the CEQA environmental
review process unless a link can be established between anticipated socioeconomic effects of a proposed action
and adverse physical environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), CEQA Section 21082.2). As
explained in Response OC-1, there is no evidence showing that new residential development in San Francisco
is the cause of displacement of existing residents or is resulting in environmental effects. Moreover, research
indicates that new housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but instead
helps stabilize existing home prices and rents and suppresses price appreciation. Additionally, Response PH-3,
p. RTC-321, explains why the Plan would not displace a substantial number of existing housing units or people
and Response PS-1, p. RTC-332, addresses concerns regarding child care in the Plan Area.

Timeliness of Baseline Data
The comment that the Draft EIR fails to adequately disclose existing conditions with respect to employment,
housing, population, jobs-housing balance, transportation (including traffic and pedestrian safety), noise, air
quality, open space, and public services, is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that the
environmental setting of an EIR should describe conditions that exist at the time that a NOP is published (or,
where no NOP is issued, at the time that environmental analysis commences). The NOP for the Central SoMa
EIR was published in April 2013. Concerning population, housing, and employment, the Draft EIR presents
2010 data as a baseline condition because, at the time of NOP publication, 2010 census data was current, given
the time lag that occurs in publication of census data. For example, while the initial congressional redistricting
population data from the 2010 census was released in early 2011, more detailed data concerning population
housing characteristics, including, for example, the population and number of housing units in the Plan Area,
was not released until later in 2011 and 2012. Although the Census Bureau issues annual American Community
Survey estimates based on survey data, information from the 2010 census remains the most current decennial
census data and the current set of complete (i.e., non-survey-based) population, housing, and employment
counts. Likewise, the employment data compiled by the Planning Department on the basis of 2010 Dun &
Bradstreet data was also the most currently available as of publication of the NOP. Furthermore, regional
population and employment growth projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) are
made only for five-year intervals. The Planning Department’s Land Use Allocation, which was the basis for the
transportation modeling undertaken for the Draft EIR, was based on ABAG growth projections from 2010 to
2040, as set forth in ABAG’s Projections 2013 (based on forecasts prepared in 2012 for the development of Plan
Bay Area). This was likewise the most recent set of forecasts at the time the NOP was published and the
environmental analysis commenced. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately used data compiled in 2010 as the
baseline for its growth forecasts and analyzed growth-related impacts over the 2010–2040 period. Regarding
jobs-housing balance, see Response OC-2, p. RTC-258, which discusses the utility of jobs-housing balance as a
measure.

Modeling of Existing (Baseline) Conditions
Concerning transportation, noise, and air quality, as explained in Draft EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and
Circulation, the analysis of transportation impacts (e.g., transit capacity and transit delay, pedestrian level of
service, bicycle conditions) is based on counted travel volumes and observed conditions as of 2013, as noted on
Draft EIR p. IV.D-4, consistent with the CEQA direction that the baseline reflect conditions at the time of NOP
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publication. To ensure that the quantitative analysis of transportation impacts was conservative, the entirety of
the Plan’s projected growth increment between 2010 and 2040 was added to this 2013 baseline, meaning that the
analysis captures growth that had occurred up to publication of the NOP in 2013. This same quantitative analysis
was then relied upon in the quantification of traffic noise impacts. Traffic-generated air quality health impacts
were modeled based on output from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s SF-CHAMP travel
demand model run in 2012; this was the most current SF-CHAMP model run as of the 2013 NOP publication.
This SF-CHAMP model output, as noted, was based on ABAG Projections 2013, the regional projections
associated with Plan Bay Area. Although MTC and ABAG in July 2017 approved Plan Bay Area 2040, as of the
writing of this RTC document, ABAG has yet to issue updated regional growth projections by census tract (what
will be issued in 2018 as Projections 2017), which is the data necessary for the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority to update the SF-CHAMP model to incorporate updated regional growth forecasts.
Therefore, the forecast data relied upon in the Draft EIR remains current.
The 2012 existing condition in the SF-CHAMP model effectively means that the model output was conservative
in that, as described above, it added the entire 2010–2040 growth increment to Year 2012 conditions, which are
assumed to have been somewhat more congested than 2010 conditions. Additionally, certain available data were
updated subsequent to NOP publication, during preparation of the Initial Study and the Draft EIR (as noted by
one commenter, BART ridership information was updated shortly before publication of the Draft EIR; also,
additional pedestrian counts were taken in 2014), when that information became known. Therefore, it is clear
that the Draft EIR’s quantitative analyses account for existing conditions as of the date of NOP publication.
In the six below-listed tables, the Draft EIR correctly cites a May 2015 Planning Department memorandum to
transportation consultants as the source of the transit ridership data. To clarify the date that the transit ridership
data in the Planning Department memorandum was obtained, the sources of these six tables are revised as
follows (new text is double underlined, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough):
●

Table IV.D-8, Muni Downtown Screenlines – Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours - Existing and Existing
plus Plan Conditions, p. IV.D-45:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.

●

Table IV.D-9, Central SoMa Cordons—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—Existing and Existing plus
Plan Conditions, p. IV.D-46:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.

●

Table IV.D-10, Regional Transit Screenlines—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—Existing and Existing
plus Plan Conditions, p. IV.D-48:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memoranda, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2012 regional transit ridership data), and Updated BART Regional
Screenlines, October 2016,; Fehr & Peers, 2016.

●

Table IV.D-18, Muni Downtown Screenlines—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—2040 Cumulative
Conditions, p. IV.D-90:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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●

Table IV.D-19, Central SoMa Cordons—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—2040 Cumulative
Conditions, p. IV.D-92:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.

●

Table IV.D-20, Regional Transit Screenlines—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—2040 Cumulative
Conditions, p. IV.D-94:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memoranda, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies,
May 2015 (based on 2012 regional transit ridership data), and Updated BART Regional
Screenlines, October 2016,; Fehr & Peers, 2016.

Transportation
Concerning transit, the Draft EIR used baseline transit data from 2013, as noted on Draft EIR p. IV.D-4, which
was the most currently available data as of the date of NOP publication, and the transportation modeling output
from the SF-CHAMP model remains current because MTC has not yet released updated data based on Plan Bay
Area (2040). As also noted above, and by the commenter, the Draft EIR did incorporate updated BART ridership
data as of 2016 to present more current data where available. Existing transit capacity utilization is discussed
beginning on Draft EIR p. IV.D-4 and shown in Draft EIR Table IV.D-8, Muni Downtown Screenlines – Weekday
AM and PM Peak Hours - Existing and Existing plus Plan Conditions, p. IV.D-45, and Table IV.D-9, Central
SoMa Cordons—Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours—Existing and Existing plus Plan Conditions, p. IV.D-46.
Existing pedestrian conditions are discussed beginning on Draft EIR p. IV.D-9, which states, among other things,
that many Plan Area sidewalks are narrower than recommended in the City’s Better Streets Plan. Regarding
pedestrian safety, Draft EIR pp. IV.D-9 through IV.D-12 identifies a number of deficiencies in pedestrian
facilities that, along with the large number of seniors living in the vicinity of Moscone Center (described on
p. IV.D-13), result in existing pedestrian conditions that are more hazardous than in most parts of San Francisco.
The Draft EIR then analyzes pedestrian safety impacts taking into consideration the baseline conditions in the
Plan Area, beginning on p. IV.D-56. For a more detailed response, also see Response TR-9, p. RTC-167.
Concerning traffic, Draft EIR p. IV.D-21 explains that the Planning Commission, in March 2016, voted to replace
evaluation of traffic congestion, based on vehicle delay as measured by intersection level of service analysis, with
evaluation of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Accordingly, traffic congestion and intersection delay are no longer
considered in the evaluation of a project’s significant impacts under CEQA in San Francisco. See Response TR-3,
p. RTC-139, and Response TR-6, p. RTC-149, for additional discussion of VMT and traffic impacts.

Air Quality
Concerning air quality, the comments allege that the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis is faulty because it relies on the
change in VMT and population from 2010 to 2040. The Draft EIR’s analysis of VMT is based on the 2012 output
of the SF-CHAMP travel demand model. As explained above, this was the most current SF-CHAMP model run
as of the 2013 NOP publication and, therefore, properly represents the Draft EIR’s existing, or baseline,
condition. The commenter has not provided any information to suggest that the VMT-based air quality analysis
would have identified a new significant impact had different assumptions been employed. Moreover, for the
reasons noted here, the Draft EIR’s assumptions were reasonable.
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Regarding existing air quality conditions, the Draft EIR fully describes the existing setting, including existing
cancer risk and concentration of fine particulate matter (PM2.5), beginning on p. IV.F-9. The Draft EIR first
explains the potential cancer risk and other health effects of toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions, including
PM2.5 and diesel particulate matter, and then describes how San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to
evaluate air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources in the city, identifying areas with
poor existing air quality, including areas near freeways. These areas are identified as the APEZ. As explained
on p. IV.F-10, “The majority of the Plan Area is located within the APEZ, primarily because of high traffic
volumes on Plan Area streets. There are also a number of individual sources of TACs in the Plan Area, including
diesel generators, gasoline stations, auto body repair shops, and other light industrial activities.” Draft EIR
pp. IV.F-12 through IV.F-15 go on to explain the role of heavy traffic volumes in creating poor air quality and,
on p. IV.F-14, specifically calls out a number of streets in the Plan Area and vicinity with volumes in excess of
10,000 vehicles per day, which, the Draft EIR states, BAAQMD guidance indicates can adversely affect sensitive
receptors, including nearby residents. See Response AQ-2, p. RTC-208, for additional discussion of the APEZ
and air quality impacts.
The modeling to identify the APEZ was undertaken in 2012 and relied upon the same data used by the
Department of Public Health in its Sustainable Communities Health Assessment that is cited by one commenter.
As explained on Draft EIR p. IV.F-9, the City (Planning Department and Department of Public Health) partnered
with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area
sources within San Francisco. This modeling, which led to designation of the APEZ, also serves as the basis for
San Francisco Health Code Article 38, which, as amended in 2014, requires “enhanced ventilation,” including
filtration of outdoor air, for all new development in the APEZ that will include sensitive receptors (primarily
residential units, but also uses such as childcare centers, schools, and nursing homes). As required under
Article 38, updated air quality modeling is currently being undertaken to update the APEZ location; however,
the results of this modeling are not yet available as of publication of this document. Therefore, the air quality
setting presented in the Draft EIR properly includes the most current modeling data as of Draft EIR publication.
Accordingly, the Draft EIR accurately characterizes existing air quality conditions in the Plan Area. It is noted
that, due to improved emissions controls, traffic-generated emissions are anticipated to decrease over time. This
is evidenced by comparison of Draft EIR Figure IV.F-2, Parcels Newly Added to Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
with Plan Implementation, p. IV.F-47, and Figure IV.F-3, Parcels Newly Added to Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
with Plan Implementation (2040), p. IV.F-56, which show that the same volume of project traffic results in a
slightly smaller portion of the Plan Area being within the APEZ in 2040 than under Existing-plus-Project
conditions.

Recreation
Regarding recreation, the Draft EIR and the Initial Study both clearly describe existing parks and other open
spaces in the Plan Area. See, for example, Draft EIR p. II-31, “Like SoMa generally, the Central SoMa Plan Area
has limited public open spaces and facilities”; the text goes on to list the open spaces in and near the Plan Area
and continues, “The uneven distribution of these community assets leaves portions of the area underserved
with open space.” Existing parks and open spaces are mapped on Draft EIR Figure II-14, Existing and Proposed
Parks, Open Space, and Recreational Facilities, p. II-32. Existing parks and open space are also discussed
extensively in Draft EIR Section IV.H, Shadow, beginning on p. IV.H-2. Initial Study Section D.10, Recreation,
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discusses existing parks on pp. 101–102. See Response RE-1, p. RTC-326, for additional discussion of impacts
regarding recreational facilities and open space.

Public Services
Concerning public services, the Initial Study evaluated public services and determined that the Plan would not
result in the need for new facilities, the construction of which could result in significant physical impacts, which
is the question to be answered under CEQA. This is, in large part, because, as stated on Initial Study p. 121,
should the Fire Department (or Police Department) determine that new facilities were required in the future,
“any potentially adverse effects from new fire facilities would be similar to those anticipated by development
under the Plan, such as noise, archeological impacts, air quality impacts such as emissions of dust and other
pollutants, including diesel exhaust, and temporary street closures or other traffic obstructions.” That is,
construction of a new fire or police station would not result in new significant impacts not already analyzed;
thus, the effects would already have been addressed in the Draft EIR. It is also noted that the Fire and Police
departments recently (2015) opened a new Fire Station No. 4 and a relocated Southern Police Station in the new
Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, about 0.5 mile south of the Plan Area. The relocated Southern Police
Station serves the Plan Area, while Fire Station 4 serves the Plan Area on certain calls. Concerning the revisions
to Plan Area growth forecasts subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, see Response PD-6, p. RTC-52,
which explains that the increase in projected growth would not result in impacts beyond those disclosed in the
Initial Study. See also Response PS-2, p. RTC-336, for additional discussion of impacts related to public services.

Comment GC-3: CEQA Process
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.11
O-SFHAC.1
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.1
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.2
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.20
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.23

“5. City Staff Refused to Grant an Extension of the Comment Period Despite Massive Project Revisions and
Two Federal Holidays.
“Exacerbating this problem is the fact that for at least three years, City staff led the public to believe that the
project was as described in the Initial Study. In particular, the 2013 Central Corridor plan document strongly
favored the Mid-Rise Alternative over the High-Rise Alternative, and described a project extending all the way
to Market Street. Then, just a week before the holidays, on December 14, 2016, the City released the DEIR for a
short 60-day comment period, for the first time unveiling the very different Project in the DEIR. CEQA does not
countenance such ’bait-and-switch’ tactics which serve only to confuse and mislead the public and short-circuit
the public process embodied in CEQA. ’An accurate, stable and finite project description is the Sine qua non of
an informative and legally sufficient EIR.’ County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977), 71 Cal.App.3d 185 (rejecting
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an EIR that changed the project description over the course of the CEQA review process). The City has done the
opposite – radically changing the project description after years of processes and public meetings in which an
entirely different project was presented to the public. Despite this sleight of hand, the City flatly refused any
extension of the public comment period, despite admitting that the situation met all of the City’s criteria for an
extension, particularly given that the comment period fell over both the Christmas and New Year’s holidays.
The City’s Environmental Review Officer responded to three separate requests for extension by stating:
The Planning Department has identified a number of situations that may warrant longer public review
periods, such as those including projects affecting multiple sites in various locations, or an area larger
than a single site; or in situations where multiple federally recognized holidays occur within a DEIR's
45-day the public review period. Both situations apply to the Central SoMa Plan DEIR.
“(Letter from Lisa M. Gibson, San Francisco Environmental Review Officer (Feb. 3, 2017). Despite admitting that
the criteria for an extension had been met, the City proceeded to reject the extension request.
“The City makes a mockery of CEQA and the public process. ’Public participation is an essential part of the
CEQA process.’ (CEQA Guidelines §15201). ’Environmental review derives its vitality from public
participation.’ (Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn. v. Montecito Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400). By
dramatically altering the Project after years of public review, on the eve of the holiday season, and then refusing
to extend the public comment period, the City ’mislead(s) the public’ and ’draws a red herring across the path
of public input.’ San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; Woodward
Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors,
S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.11])

“Cory Smith on behalf of the 300 members of the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition. We're still going
through the report with our members, getting a cohesive response to work with staff. I do have two comments
though. We have had the opportunity to really be hands on with this for a long time. We've had multiple tours
in Central Soma and really do appreciate the City's working with us and trying to make sure as much of this is
open and available to the public as possible. My other comment is actually related to the Eastern Neighborhoods
EIR and the conversation happening there.
And please, please, please let us avoid a duplicate situation where five years from now, ten years from now
we're going to be looking over everything all over again.
“If we’re going to take the time -- we spend a lot of time and a lot of money developing a cohesive plan, we need
to be able to stick with it because I don't want to end up in this circular cycle where we are continuously coming
up and questioning these things.
“If we can get everybody on the same page and get everybody's best interests in mind, I think we are better off.
Thank you.” (Corey Smith, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[O-SFHAC.1])

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-381

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

D. Comments and Responses

“Comment Period Extension Period Should Have Been Granted
“Firstly, we object again on the grounds that there has been insufficient time for the public to review this nearly
700 page long technical document. We, along with other community members, submitted a letter dated
February 3, 2017 requesting for an extension of the comment period, which Planning denied.
“Since 2000, SOMCAN has worked to educate and organize the community particularly around land use issues.
With only 60 days from the release of the DEIR to the closing of the comment period, and the fact that the DEIR
was released on December 14, 2016 just prior to the holidays, there has not been enough time for our
organization to complete a thorough review, technical and otherwise, of the DEIR, as well as present the contents
to community members, and compile their feedback. This a fatal flaw and fundamental deficiency of this DEIR
that it has not sufficiently been available to the public for review and comment.” (Angelica Cabande, South of
Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.1])

“A More Extensive and Thorough Public Review Needed of DEIR Given Relaxing of Project Level Reviews
“This is not a project level EIR. This is a Plan Area EIR that comes to us in the new era of ’by-right’ development
encouraged at the State level (there is once again legislation pending at the State level to allow development ’byright’ without any project level environmental review or public hearings) and at our local level, with this Central
SoMa Plan proposing a radical relaxing of development controls.
“In the past, Area Plans have been written with the presumption that more detailed environmental review will
be done as projects are proposed by developers during the implementation of the Area Plans. This will almost
certainly not be the case here, yet the public has not been allowed a reasonable time to review this DEIR and
provide comment; and Planning has ignored the fact that the City is reducing the public's ability to comment
on implementation of the Central SoMa Plan going forward.
“The following are SOMCAN’s comments to the DEIR as we have best been able to compile them given the
insufficient time Planning has afforded our organization to engage residents of SoMa in a thorough review and
understanding of the contents of this DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.2])

“Conclusion: Preparation of the DEIR Did Not Sufficiently Allow for Public Input” (South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.20])

“The preparation of this DEIR did not adequately allow for incorporation of community input. For example, the
boundaries of the Central So Ma Plan changed significantly during 2016, and the public was not sufficiently
noticed.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCANCabande.23])
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Response GC-3
The comments object to the Planning Department not having extended the public review period for the Draft
EIR and note that the Plan was revised substantially in 2016 from the draft Plan published in 2013. The comments
also suggest that individual projects proposed in the Plan Area will not be required to undergo any additional
environmental review.
The Draft EIR public review process is discussed on p. RTC-2 of this document. A typical Draft EIR public review
period is from 30 to 45 days, and the state CEQA Guidelines stipulate that the public review period for a draft EIR
shall not be longer than 60 days “except under unusual circumstances” (Section 15105). Administrative Code
Section 31.14(b)(1) similarly requires public review of a Draft EIR for not more than 60 days “except under unusual
circumstances.” “Unusual circumstances” warranting extended review are not defined in the Administrative Code
or in the CEQA Guidelines. However, in a December 2014 memo to the Planning Commission, the Planning
Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO) explained that the Department’s typical Draft EIR review period
is 47 days, from a Wednesday publication date through the first weekday (Monday) following a 45-day term.
Instances that may warrant a longer review period include a project affecting multiple sites in various locations or
an area larger than a single site (e.g., an area plan, such as the Central SoMa Plan), a full-scope EIR for which no
Initial Study was prepared, multiple federally recognized holidays during the review period, circumstances that
could make it difficult to people to access or review the Draft EIR, and situations in which it is reasonable to alter
the Draft EIR review period to coincide with another review period.127
In this case, consistent with the ERO direction noted above, the public review period for the Draft EIR was
established at the time of Draft EIR publication as 60 days, rather than the typical 47 days, because of the large
area covered in the analysis and to allow for public review during the holidays. The public review period was
from December 14, 2016, through February 13, 2017. As required by Administrative Code Section 31.14(e), the
Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR during the review period, on
January 26, 2017. In accordance with Administrative Code Section 31.14(b)(1), either the Planning Commission
or ERO may extend the comment period, “upon the request of an agency or person with special expertise from
whom comments are sought.” According to the 2014 ERO memo, an extension may be granted in the case of a
substantial error in noticing or publication of the Draft EIR, the appearance during the public review period of
important new issues, or should barriers to Draft EIR review become apparent. None of these conditions applied
here. Therefore, no such extension was determined to be warranted.
Community outreach efforts shaped the Plan’s scope and planning policies. Throughout the initial planning
process, the Planning Department met with a range of community stakeholders, and involved City and regional
agencies as part of the Plan’s Technical Advisory Committee. The Planning Department held meetings with
over 20 different stakeholder groups (including SOMCAN), facilitated multiple public meetings, made five
informational presentations before the Planning Commission, led two walking tours, conducted a storefront
charrette, conducted a print- and web-format survey, and provided an interactive informational website. This
resulted in publication of a public review draft of what was known as the Central Corridor Plan in April 2013.
Subsequently, the Planning Department conducted seven public workshops and open houses, held four more
informational hearings before the Planning Commission, and published more than 20 policy papers exploring

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, Memo to the Planning Commission,
“Length of Draft Environmental Impact Report Review Periods,” December 11, 2014.
127
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potential Plan revisions in 2014 and 2015 prior to issuing the revised Central SoMa Plan in August 2016. Thus,
the revised Plan was available for public review four months prior to release of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR’s
project description is based on the 2016 Plan released in August, but was modified to consider higher heights
on certain parcels that would result in greater overall environmental effects than the 2016 Plan, which is
generally consistent with similar heights incorporated in Option B studied in the Initial Study. Regarding the
difference between the Initial Study project description and the Draft EIR project description, including the
proposed height and bulk map, see Response PD-6, p. RTC-52.
With regard to whether or not individual projects proposed in the Plan Area would be required to undergo
additional environmental review, as of the publication of the Draft EIR on December 14, 2016, Assembly Bill 73
(which passed September 29, 2017, and became effective on January 1, 2018) regarding Housing Sustainability
Districts (HSD) (see p. RTC-7 for further discussion) did not exist and prior to then, subsequent development
projects in the Plan Area would have been required undergo project-level CEQA review to determine whether
or not they would result in significant environmental effects not disclosed in the Draft EIR. This subsequent
environmental review process is described on Draft EIR p. IV-8. As discussed on p. RTC-7, it is possible that a
portion of the Plan Area could be designated a HSD. If that were to occur, eligible projects would undergo a
ministerial approval process and, therefore, would not be subject to environmental review. However, eligible
projects would be required to incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR.
A comprehensive overview of the Plan’s public engagement process is summarized online at http://sfplanning.org/public-outreach-and-engagement.128

Comment GC-4: Cut-and-Cover Construction
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.2

“Impacts that will spill over into the Central SoMa Plan Area from cut-and-cover construction methods on the
soil, the structures, traffic intersections, sidewalks and businesses. I note that the area of most intensive proposed
activity and increased height is just north of the Caltrain yard along Townsend St.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February
13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.2])

Response GC-4
The comment refers to construction of the proposed Caltrain Downtown Extension, or DTX (which could also
accommodate high-speed rail), which is proposed to occur along the south (Townsend Street) and east (Second
Street) edges of the Plan Area. The DTX project is separate from the Central SoMa Plan, and is the subject of a
Draft Supplemental EIR/Environmental Impact Statement published in December 2015 by the Transbay Joint
Powers Authority, the Federal Transit Administration, and the Federal Railroad Administration. Specifically,
San Francisco Planning Department, “Public Engagement and Outreach,” The Central SoMa Plan website, http://sfplanning.org/public-outreach-and-engagement, accessed May 30, 2017.
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the comment refers to “cut-and-cover” construction, which involves excavation from the surface down, as
opposed to tunneling, which occurs entirely below grade. The Caltrain DTX would employ cut-and-cover
construction through the existing Caltrain rail yard south of Townsend Street between Fourth and Sixth streets,
as well as beneath Townsend Street between Third and Fourth streets, where construction would transition to
tunneling. It is anticipated that effects of cut-and-cover construction would be similar to those of building
construction described in the Draft EIR (e.g., some disruption of pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and auto/truck
traffic, as well as air quality emissions and noise and vibration from construction equipment). In particular,
construction in the block of Townsend Street between Third and Fourth streets would require lane closures,
although some lanes would remain open except perhaps for limited periods. (This would be similar to ongoing
construction of the Muni Central Subway in the South of Market neighborhood.) Each of these construction
impacts is analyzed in the Draft EIR, which finds that construction-related transportation impacts (Impact TR-9)
would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, as would construction noise (Impact NO-2),
although construction-related air quality impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the
Caltrain DTX project would not result in any significant cumulative impacts in combination with development
under the Plan not disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment GC-5: Adequacy of the Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation Measures
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-CSN-1.6
O-CSN-1.13
O-CSN-1.38
O-CSN-1.40
O-CSN-1.45
O-CSN-1.53
O-CSN-1.54
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.21
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.25

“After reviewing the DEIR, together with our team of expert consultants, it is evident that the document contains
numerous errors and omissions that preclude accurate analysis of the Project. As a result of these inadequacies,
the DEIR fails as an informational document and fails to impose feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
Project’s impacts. The Neighbors request the City address these shortcomings in a revised draft environmental
impact report (’RDEIR’) and recirculate the RDEIR prior to considering approval of the Project. The Neighbors
have submitted expert comments from:
●

Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP (Exhibit A);

●

Environmental Scientists Matthew Hagemann, P.G., C. Hg., and Jessie Jaeger (Exhibit B);

●

Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith, PE (Exhibit C), and

●

Wildlife Biologist Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D. (Exhibit D).
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“All of these experts conclude that the Plan has numerous impacts that are not adequately analyzed or mitigated
in the DEIR. The expert comments are submitted herewith and incorporated by reference in their entirety. Each
of the comments requires separate responses in the Final EIR. For these reasons, a revised DEIR should be
prepared prior to Project approval to analyze all impacts and require implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.6])

“At its core, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify all significant adverse impacts of a project and adopt all
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce those impacts. 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15002(a)(1). A
prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs ’if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed
decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.’
(San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App. 4th 713, 722]; Galante Vineyards
v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1117; County of Amador v. El Dorado
County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal. App. 4th 931, 946). The DEIR fails to meet these basic requirements.” (Richard
Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.13])

“IX. A REVISED DRAFT EIR MUST BE PREPARED AND RECIRCULATED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.
“Recirculation of an EIR prior to certification is required ’when the new information added to an EIR discloses:
(1) a new substantial environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented (cf. Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a)(1), (3)(B)(1)); (2) a substantial increase in the
severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level
of insignificance (cf. Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a)(3)(B)(2)); (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation
measure that clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but which the project's proponents
decline to adopt (cf. Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a)(3)(B)(3), (4)); or (4) that the draft EIR was so fundamentally
and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that public comment on the draft was in effect meaningless.’
Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1130, citing Mountain
Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Comm’n (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.
“The DEIR is so fundamentally and basically inadequate, that recirculation of a new draft EIR will be required
to allow the public to meaningfully review and comment on the proposed project.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.38])

“After carefully reviewing the DEIR for the Project including its Appendices, proposed Central SOMA Plan, and
relevant policy papers, and Financial Analysis, I have concluded the DEIR fails in numerous respects to comply
with CEQA and to fulfill CEQA’s fundamental mandate. As described below, the DEIR violates this law because
it fails to analyze adequately the significant environmental impacts of the Project or propose sufficient mitigation
measures in the form of Plan policies, provisions and land use designations to address those impacts. Where, as
here, the EIR fails to fully and accurately inform decision makers and the public of the environmental consequences
of proposed actions, it does not satisfy the basic goals of the statute. Because of the DEIR’s numerous and serious
inadequacies, the City of San Francisco must revise and recirculate the document to permit an adequate
understanding of the environmental issues and potential solutions (mitigation and alternatives). Consideration
should also be given to preparing a revised NOP and Initial Study prior to a revised DEIR because the 2014 Initial

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-386

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

D. Comments and Responses

Study is patently inadequate and describes a completely different project from the Plan set forth in the DEIR.”
(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.40])

“B. The DEIR’s Analysis of, and Mitigation for, the Impacts of the Project Are Inadequate
“The discussion of a project’s environmental impacts is at the core of an EIR. See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126(a). As explained below, the DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts are deficient
under CEQA because the DEIR fails to provide the necessary facts and analysis to allow the City and the public to
make informed decisions about the Project, mitigation measures and alternatives. An EIR must contain facts and
analysis, not just bare conclusions. A conclusion regarding the significance of an environmental impact that is not
based on analysis of the relevant facts fails to fulfill CEQA’s information mandate.
“Additionally, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate significant environmental impacts.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Under CEQA, ’public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects. . . .’ Pub. Res. Code Section 21002.
“As explained below, the DEIR fails to provide decision makers and the public with detailed, accurate
information about the full breadth of the Project’s potentially significant impacts with respect to growth
inducement, population and housing, shadows, parks and recreation, public services and plan consistency. The
DEIR’s cumulative analysis of these impacts is also deficient. Where the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the
Project-related impacts, the cumulative analysis cannot be adequate. Further, the DEIR does not identify and
analyze feasible mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid such impacts.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.45])

“Decision makers and the public cannot possibly assess the Project’s impacts through the present DEIR which
is riddled with omissions, errors and inconsistencies. Among other fundamental deficiencies, the DEIR
repeatedly understates the Project’s significant environmental impacts and therefore fails to formulate feasible
mitigation to reduce these impacts. To resolve these issues, the City must prepare a revised DEIR that would
necessarily include substantial new information.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.53])

“Our review concludes that the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the Plan’s impact on local and regional air
quality, pedestrian safety, and traffic. As a result, air emissions and health impacts associated with construction
and operation of the proposed Plan are underestimated and inadequately addressed. An updated DEIR should
be prepared to adequately assess and mitigate these potential impacts.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors,
S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.54])

“The Central SoMa Plan DEIR is inadequate and should be revised with the additional suggested studies and
recirculated to address the critical flaws we outlined above. (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action
Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.21])
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“As a public disclosure document, the Central SoMa DEIR is wholly insufficient and a new alternative should
be studied that fully supports families and seniors in SoMa, and the DEIR should be recirculated for public input
and review.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCANCabande.25])

Response GC-5
The comments state that the Draft EIR is inadequate and should be revised and recirculated for public input
and review. The comments present the commenters’ general conclusions as to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Specific comments on which these conclusions may be based are responded to elsewhere in this RTC document,
under the relevant environmental topics. Table RTC-6, Topics and Reference Points in the Initial Study, Draft
EIR, and RTC, lists the topics discussed and where those discussions occur in the Initial Study, the Draft EIR,
and/or this RTC document.
TABLE RTC-6

TOPICS AND REFERENCE POINTS IN THE INITIAL STUDY, DRAFT EIR, AND RTC
Initial
Study

Topic
Change in 2013 Plan analyzed in the Initial Study and 2016 Plan in the
Draft EIR
Discussion of impacts that could result from development allowed
under the Plan with respect to shadow
Analysis of population and housing, recreation, and public services

Draft EIR

RTC

pp. V-5 and V-6

PD-6, p. RTC-52;
OC-3, p. RTC-263

p. IV.H-11

SH-1, p. RTC-229;
SH-2, p. RTC-232

p. 77;
p. 101;
p. 118

PH-3, p. RTC-321;
RE-1, p. RTC-326;
RE-2, p. RTC-329;
PS-1, p. RTC-332;
PS-2, p. RTC-333

Identification of inconsistencies with plans and policies

Chapter III

PP-1 through PP-9,
pp. RTC-88 through
RTC-106

Analysis of air quality

Section IV.F

AQ-1, p. RTC-201

pp. IV.D-41 through
IV.D-43;
pp. IV.D-56 through
IV.D-65

TR-6, p. RTC-149;
TR-9, p. RTC-167

Analysis of traffic impacts and pedestrian safety

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 contains the standards used to determine whether an EIR is adequate:
“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive,
but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
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The Draft EIR complies with the standards set in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. Further, inadequacy of an
EIR can be shown only when there has been a prejudicial abuse of discretion by the lead agency, either because
the agency has not proceeded in the manner required by law or because the conclusions in the EIR are not
supported by substantial evidence (CEQA Section 21168.5). None of the comments on the Draft EIR shows
failure to follow the law or demonstrates that the EIR’s conclusions are not based upon substantial evidence.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of a Draft EIR prior to certification is required only
when “significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft
EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification.” New information added to an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.
“Significant new information” includes a disclosure showing that:
1.

A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented.

2.

A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3.

A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents
decline to adopt it.

4.

The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded.

None of these conditions has been triggered. No significant new information as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, including new impacts or project alternatives, has been identified or added to the Draft EIR
after publication of the Notice of Availability. The comments also state that a new alternative that supports
families and seniors in SoMa is necessary, but the comments do not include further information describing a
development scenario for such an alternative, or other evidence as to how such an alternative would reduce the
significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR. See Response AL-1, p. RTC-274, for further
discussion as to why a family-friendly alternative is not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
information and analysis contained in the Draft EIR and this RTC document is adequate for the purposes of
CEQA, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

Comment GC-6: Individual Project Analysis
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-One Vassar.8
O-One Vassar.9
O-Tishman.5
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“Page:
Comment:
“IV.D-68 Loading Impacts. Given the scope of development proposed for the One Vassar Project, the DEIR
should acknowledge a need for flexibility in loading access along the south side of Harrison Street
and Perry Street. The One Vassar Project may include a lay-by located on Harrison Street, just west
of the Hawthorn crosswalks to serve as a drop-off for the residential building.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur,
One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.8])
“Page:

Comment:

“IV.H38-39

Shadow on Plan-Proposed Open Spaces. The One Vassar Project is anticipated to include a 45'wide pedestrian alley between its residential and hotel buildings which may constitute privatelyaccessible public open space. This section should reflect the potential development of this pedestrian
alley and note that permitted development on adjacent parcels would necessarily result in significant
shadow to this area.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.9])

“Page:
Comment:
“General The 598 Brannan Project will require on-site loading accessible from Welsh Street, due to the fact that
such access is not desired along Brannan or 5th Streets. Current parallel parking spaces (and also
perpendicular parking that is obstructing on the public right of way) utilized on Welsh will need to
be eliminated in order to allow room for truck turning radius to and from the project's proposed
loading access points and sidewalk widening along Welsh as proposed by the Central SoMa Plan.
This should be acknowledged within the DEIR’s discussion of parking and loading impacts for the
area.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.5])

Response GC-6
The comment requests that the Draft EIR describe project-specific impacts of the 598 Brannan Street project and
the One Vassar project (also known as the 400 Second Street project). Both projects are included in the list of
“Subsequent Development Projects” (Draft EIR p. IV-8) for which Environmental Evaluation Applications are
on file with the Planning Department.129 The level of detail in the project-specific CEQA review requested by
the commenter is inappropriate for a program-level EIR. The Draft EIR analyzes the direct and indirect physical
impacts of the Plan, which are primarily the changes in zoning heights and allowable land uses. As stated in the
Draft EIR’s discussion of Subsequent Development Projects on p. IV-8, “these projects are not considered in the
cumulative analysis, but rather in the Plan analysis, as the proposed uses and intensity of development would
be allowed under the Plan. It is important to note that this EIR does not analyze the specific environmental impacts
of these projects. These projects would be subject to their own environmental evaluation …” [emphasis added].
As stated in the Draft EIR, no project-specific CEQA review of these projects is conducted in the Draft EIR; such
analysis would be undertaken as part of project-specific CEQA review, as applicable. Accordingly, no revision
of the Draft EIR is required.
Nevertheless, for information, it is noted that the Draft EIR finds significant loading impacts as a result of
subsequent development projects (see Impact TR-6 on Draft EIR p. IV.D-68) and identifies mitigation measures
that would apply to those projects. Thus, it is likely that Plan-level mitigation measures related to loading

129

The One Vassar project is identified in the EIR by the address 400 Second Street, which is one of the parcels on that project site.
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impacts would be required for those projects mentioned in the comments. With regards to shadow, the Draft
EIR considers shadow impacts on existing open spaces because shadow analyses must consider whether
shadow as a result of development under the Plan would affect the use or enjoyment of open space, which is
not entirely possible to determine for undeveloped open spaces. For informational purposes, the Draft EIR
provides an assessment of shadow on the Plan’s proposed park on the block bounded by Bryant, Fourth,
Brannan, and Fifth streets.

Comment GC-7: Legislative Processes
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Johnson.2

“And I think there are a number of different types of community facilities. And even when you talk about how
do we shape our communities to account for new services that are change the face of our cities, like shared
housing, shared transit, you know, more delivery services, things like this -- those are all going to require zoning
and code changes and building code changes. When everything dropped off by a drone from Amazon, we're
going to require changes in our codes to create spaces for that.
“So I think it’s a deeper discussion than just about what do we want to see. I think there's more mechanisms
than just the zoning and the planning. There are actually law changes that we have to consider. Thanks.”
(Christine Johnson, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Johnson.2])

Response GC-7
The comment (made at the Draft EIR public hearing following a comment with respect to childcare facilities)
notes that some services and facilities that may be desirable to the community could require legislative changes
that extend beyond the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission and its jurisdiction over interpretation of the
Planning Code and other planning policies. The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the
Draft EIR, and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment GC-8: Lower-Rise Construction Could Lower Cost of Development and
Thereby Provide Lower-Income Housing
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.23

“Developers have bid up the price of land counting on DRAMATIC increases in building heights. The cost of
high-rise steel, pile- driven construction will drive up the cost of housing. Modest increases with appropriate
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frame construction will allow lower income housing to be built. The Central So Ma Plan should not be predicated
on maximizing developer profit and costs. The current plan for most of this area is the Western SoMa Plan.
“If the fill nature of the soils requires expensive types of construction, limiting those who can afford to build,
reducing heights may very well enable less costly construction methods that will reduce the cost of housing
construction.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.23])

Response GC-8
The comment states that relatively higher development costs—driven, in part, by the cost of land, as well as by
the cost of construction, including necessary foundation construction—may result in relatively higher housing
costs. The comment notes that the cost that developers are willing to pay for land is influenced by the potential
for greater development density that would be allowed under the Plan, particularly where taller buildings
would be permitted. The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment
will be transmitted to the decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment GC-9: Name a Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS) After Jack
Kerouac
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Goldstein.1

“Though not directly related to any impact of the plan, I think the city should either name or request that one
of the POPOS in the area be named after Jack Kerouac. There are a number of locations in the city named for
him, but I think one area that has escaped much notice in this respect is the area around the Caltrain Station.
Kerouac worked as a brakeman for Southern Pacific on the trains that would eventually become Caltrain. Many
locations in or around the planning area are explicitly mentioned in his poem ’October in the Railroad Earth.’
The Bluxome St. Linear Park and suggested POPOS at 4th and Townsend seem ideal locations to name after Mr.
Kerouac.” (Joshua Goldstein, E-Comment, January 1, 2017 [I-Goldstein.1])

Response GC-9
The comment states that a POPOS should be named after American author Jack Kerouac and does not address
the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for
consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
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Comment GC-10: Pace of Change
This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
A-CPC-Moore.1
A-CPC-Moore.4
A-CPC-Moore.5
A-CPC-Richards.7

“We are here to shape the document so that it’s basically informing the decision makers. That’s all it is.
“We want it to be comprehensive and shedding light on things which are contradictory for the last three or four
years because many of the comments we hear -- and you know it best -- are similar comments that we have heard
on individual projects, particularly in the Eastern Neighborhoods. And they are all loud and clear in the room.
“And the idea of public services, the balance of -- the housing-job balance, all of those are repetitive -- not
repetitive but repeated comments that I think they're coming almost to a screeching intersects at this huge
project, given that we’re not talking about individual buildings but we are talking about the change of a larger
quadrant of the city.” (Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017
[A-CPC-Moore.1])

“And what I'd like to also remind us of is that both in Rincon Hill, the special treatment of the 5M project, project,
the special treatment of the Hub all, I think, affect how we look at this project.
“And I think we need to find a way to reflect and interweave the discussions on the broader discussion of the
transformation of the city at large.” (Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January
26, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore.4])

“I'm raising a question that is almost impossible for you to address, Ms. Gibson, and that is the issue that we are
living in a time of changing realities, where assumptions change and have significantly changed in the last three
or four years. That is a comment by Ms. Hestor, by Mr. Drury and many others. How do we quantify that, and
how do we bring it forward in something to inform decision makers what to do?” (Kathrin Moore, San Francisco
Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore.5])

“So is that in your -- I have some questions around that. It's an interesting thing. I mean, the City needs to grow,
I agree. But I think we need to balance the growth with the ability to actually have the housing and the transit
and all the other support services keep up.
“We see what happened over in Potrero Hill. We keep hearing complaints about 16th Street. We don't have a
bus line. We have a lot of cars jamming the streets. We [are] talking about doing even more over there. We're in
that cycle where we start questioning whether the EIR made any sense because that was ten years ago; so much
has changed in ten years. Maybe the 25-year Plan, given the acceleration to level of change, may not make much
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sense anymore because -- you know.” (Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards.7])

Response GC-10
The comments speak to apparent concern about the pace of change and development in San Francisco in recent
years, including the perception that city services, including transit, may not be keeping up with growth in
population and employment.
As discussed above in Response GC-2, p. RTC-375, concerning the baseline data on which the Draft EIR analyses
are based, the data used in the Draft EIR are the most currently available at the time the analyses were
undertaken. As also noted, the Draft EIR evaluates anticipated long-term growth within the Plan Area, although
the pace at which that growth and change occurs can certainly be expected to vary over time. Given the strong
economic conditions that have persisted for several years in much of the Bay Area, and especially in San
Francisco, there is a perception among some residents and other observers that the current pace of change may
be rapid. Specifically, regarding the transit analysis, the Draft EIR finds significant and unavoidable transit
impacts on Muni and regional transit, as discussed on pp. IV.D-43 through IV.D-55. Decision makers may
consider other information in their deliberations on the proposed Plan. For example, in June 2017, the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority published a report on ride-sharing vehicles, which have been the
subject of much discussion before the Planning Commission in recent years.130 As another example, the Planning
Department annually updates both its Commerce and Industry Inventory and its Housing Inventory, both of
which provide snapshots of current activity. Likewise, the Department publishes an annual Downtown Plan
Monitoring Report.131 Additionally, the Department publishes annual reports for each of the neighborhoods
governed by recently adopted area plans, along with an annual report by the IPIC regarding capital
improvements in all plan areas, including Balboa Park, Visitacion Valley, Rincon Hill, Transit Center, Market
and Octavia, and Eastern Neighborhoods. The most recent IPIC report was published in January 2017.132

Comment GC-11: Plan Does Not Address Impacts on Seniors
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SDA.1

“Senior and Disability Action is an organization that mobilizes and educates seniors and people with disabilities
to fight for individual rights and social justice. Through individual support and collective action, we work
together to create a city and world in which seniors and people with disabilities can live well and safely.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority, “TNCs Today: A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network Company
Activity,” June 2017, http://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Today_061317.pdf, accessed July 28, 2017.
131
These reports are available at http://sf-planning.org/citywide-policy-reports-and-publications.
132
San Francisco Planning Department, Interagency Plan Implementation Committee, Annual Report, January 2017,
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/plan-implementation/2017_IPIC_Report_FINAL.pdf, accessed July 28, 2017.
130
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“Our organization is submitting this comment letter in regards to the Central SoMa Plan Draft Environmental
Impact report (IE: DEIR) which covers the South of Market Area—2nd Street, 6th street (East and west
respectively), Townsend, Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets.
“We have concerns in regards to the scope of the plan and the impacts that it will have on seniors and those
with disabilities in regards to traffic and open space. The EIR is ’Plan area’ specific, not project level. With a
proposal of this magnitude, we feel that the communities voice must not be shut out, that thorough public
review must be accommodated.
“We are very concerned of the creating of a high rise district outside of the financial district. Many seniors and
people with disabilities live in this area. What will be the impact on pedestrian safety? Many of our seniors have
had close calls and some have had accidents that required extended hospital stays. Wind is a big concern. One
of our members suffered a fall in a gust of wind, injuring her knees. And what of the impacts on housing stability
of seniors and those with disabilities? What are the impacts of the influx of new community members?
“These concerns are very real to our organization and reflect the concerns of seniors and people with disabilities
whom we serve. We feel that the DEIR is insufficient and urge that a new alternative be explored and conceived,
with sufficient public input and discourse.” (Tony Robles, Senior and Disability Action, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-SDA.1])

Response GC-11
The commenters express concern about effects of the Plan on seniors and people with disabilities, particularly
with respect to pedestrian safety, wind, and housing. Draft EIR p. IV.D-57 evaluates impacts of the Plan on
pedestrians, in particular seniors and those with disabilities. Draft EIR pp. IV.E-9 and IV.F-14 also consider
residential uses, including senior residences, to be sensitive receptors for purposes of noise and air quality
analyses. As such, environmental impacts on seniors and persons with disabilities as a result of the Plan are
addressed in the Draft EIR as appropriate under CEQA. For discussion regarding wind impacts of the Plan on
seniors and persons with disabilities, see Response WI-8, p. RTC-223. See also Response PH-2, p. RTC-312, for
further discussion of impacts of the Plan on seniors and persons with disabilities. For a discussion regarding the
public input process for this Plan, see Response GC-3. Comments regarding housing specifically for seniors and
disabled persons address social and/or economic impacts that are outside the purview of CEQA. See
Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, for further discussion of gentrification and displacement. The commenter has not
provided any evidence or information as to how the Plan could affect housing for seniors in a way that would
result in a physical environmental impact; as such, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. The comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for their consideration in deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment GC-12: Timing of Central SoMa Plan
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-1.8
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“Based on the lengthy multi-year planning processes - particularly the lengthy time spent planning Western
SoMa Plan which fine-tuned protections for existing residents AND JOBS - an observer might think that
Planning was waiting for the Western SoMa planning process to END. So that it might be ripped to shreds and
discarded after members of the public, who worked years on Eastern Neighborhoods then Western SoMa Plans,
were burned out and went away. And another high-rise district, on bay fill, could be created to benefit
developers of offices and market-rate housing.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.8])

Response GC-12
The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be transmitted to
City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment GC-13: Non-Traditional Housing/Short-Term Rentals
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
O-SOMCAN-Cabande.9

“6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being Used as Traditional
Housing
“Cities across the US and even Canada are learning that developers are not producing housing units to be used
for housing people. Many cities are now fully realizing the negative impacts of the push to ‘build, build, build’,
an ideology fully embraced by this Central SoMa Plan. Footnoted here are examples of Vancouver13 and New
York City14 that show that in world where real estate is solely developed as a commodity and home-sharing is
corporatized, often new condos are not being occupied by local residents, or any people at all. Also footnoted is
a map of vacant units in San Francisco indicating that many of our City's vacant units are in SoMa.15
“We are not opposed to building new housing, but we feel that it is environmentally important to ask the
question, who are we building new housing for? Without adequate controls and enforcement in place:
●

SRO's in SoMa will not continue to be used as open and accessible affordable housing options;

●

new condos will be affordable only as high end luxury housing or sitting vacant because they are owned
by investors who have no intention of living in these units;

●

new condos will be used as commercial ‘short term rentals’ instead of as residential use;

●

new condos will be used as ‘corporate rentals’ instead of as residential use; and

●

other buildings will be used as ‘student housing’ instead of residential use.

“The inadequacy of the DEIR is that it studies the impacts of residential development as though it will be used
for residences. The environmental impacts of corporate rentals, short term rentals and other commercial uses
are different from residential uses. Without sufficient controls and enforcement, there is no way to ensure that
new housing that is incentivized to be built under this new land use Plan will be used as housing.”
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Footnotes:
13
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/real-estate/vancouver/dark-windows-illuminate-problems-in-vancouvers-real-estatemarket/article31822833/
14
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/08/nyregion/stream-of-foreign-wealth-flows-to-time-warner-condos.html
15
http://www.antievictionmappingproject.net/vacant.html

(Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.9])

Response GC-13
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider impacts resulting from investor-owned properties or
short-term or corporate rentals, and relays apparent concerns that new residential development allowed under
the Plan could be used as short-term rentals as opposed to traditional residential uses. The land uses proposed
in the Plan encourage a mix of uses, including residential, office, and commercial, to increase the capacity for
jobs and housing in the Central SoMa Plan Area. On Draft EIR p. IV-5, analysis of Plan impacts related to such
increases was based on growth projections developed by the Planning Department from regional growth
forecasts. It would be speculative to quantify the number of units that could be used for such purposes. Leasing
private property for the purpose of short-term rentals is subject to City regulations administered by the San
Francisco Office of Short-Term Rentals, pursuant to Administrative Code Chapter 41A. The commenter also
provides no evidence that short-term rentals result in greater physical environmental impacts than fully
occupied units. In fact, as explained in Response TR-2, p. RTC-134, it is likely that units occupied on a temporary
basis would result in less daily impact, particularly related to VMT, than continuously occupied units because
hotel use—which can be assumed to have travel demand comparable to short-term rental units, generates fewer
daily and peak-hour trips than does residential use. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.

Comment GC-14: South of Market Area (SoMa) Distances
This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:
I-Hestor-2.6

“The Plan reiterates the thing I’ve been complaining about for decades. Blocks south of Market are different
from blocks north of Market. When they say, ’Oh, it's only a two-block area from the Fourth Street rail,’ it’s
ridiculous. No one knows them as two blocks if you’re used to north of Market blocks or residential blocks. The
distance has to be spelled out every time.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.6])

Response GC-14
The comment states that setting forth distances in “blocks” is misleading with respect to the SoMa
neighborhood, including the Plan Area, given SoMa’s larger-than-typical blocks. To provide further detail
regarding distances cited in the Draft EIR, the following revisions are made (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):
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On Draft EIR p. IV.B-12, the first sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows:
The visual character of the area just two blocks north of the Plan Area (within 1,200 feet) is dominated
by large, relatively shorter structures on large lots. …
On p. IV.C-12, the fifth sentence of the second full paragraph is revised as follows:
… A new Bessie Carmichael School/FEC was built for grades K-5 at 375 Seventh Street (a block [about
800 feet] west of the Plan Area) in 2004, with the Harrison Street campus now serving as the campus’
middle school; together, the two facilities comprise the only public school in the South of Market. …
On p. IV.C-12, the seventh sentence of the second full paragraph is revised as follows:
… Since that time, the apartments have largely been occupied by newly arrived Filipino families, while
the ground floor commercial space has provided a home for numerous Filipino community
organizations, such as the West Bay Pilipino Multi-Service Center (now on Seventh Street, a block [about
800 feet] west of the Plan Area), the South of Market Employment Center, Bayanihan Community
Center (now located in the Bayanihan House at 1010 Mission Street, just west of the Plan Area), and
Bindlestiff Studio theater (now on Sixth Street). …
On p. IV.D-80, the first sentence of the third full paragraph is revised as follows:
The Plan’s proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number
of streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of
vehicles in the remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to
allow emergency vehicles to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks protected
bicycle lanes), and result in additional vehicle delay on these streets; however, the Plan’s street network
changes would not cause any complete permanent roadway closures or disruption to emergency vehicle
access (the exception would be the closure of Essex Street which extends for one block (550 feet) between
Folsom and Harrison Streets). …
On p. IV.E-5, the first full sentence of the first partial paragraph is revised as follows:
… This location is two blocks (about 1,750 feet) east of San Francisco Fire Department Station No. 1 at
935 Folsom Street, and is on the route that fire apparatus travel when responding to calls north and east
of the station, because all major streets in the area are one-way. …
On p. IV.G-17, the first sentence of the last partial paragraph is revised as follows:
Based on an evaluation of proposed, approved, and under-construction buildings within four blocks
(about 3,500 feet) upwind and two blocks (about 1,200 feet) crosswind of the Plan Area, it was
determined that no specific buildings that could be developed under the cumulative scenario would
combine with the wind effects of the Plan to result in a substantial cumulative impact related to wind,
beyond those identified for the Plan, above. …
On p. IV.H-1, the last sentence, continuing onto p. IV.H-2, is revised as follows:
… South Park, in the block bounded by Bryant, Second, Brannan, and Third Streets, is the only
Recreation and Park Department property in the Plan Area, although Gene Friend Recreation Center is
across Sixth Street from the Plan Area and Victoria Manalo Draves Park and Gene Friend Recreation
Center are is about a half a block (about 310 feet) west of the Plan Area’s boundary, located in the middle
of the block between Columbia Square and Sherman Street. …
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On p. IV.H-5, the first sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Gene Friend Recreation Center” is
revised as follows:
Gene Friend Recreation Center is located on a 1-acre parcel at the northwest corner of Sixth and Folsom
Streets, a block outside of across Sixth Street from the Central SoMa Plan Area, within the Western
SoMa. …
On p. IV.H-8, the first sentence under the heading “Yerba Buena Lane” is revised as follows:
Yerba Buena Lane is a one-block-long (550-foot-long) public pedestrian passage north of the Plan Area
that connects Market Street to Mission Street. …
On p. IV.H-10, the first sentence of the second full paragraph is revised as follows:
As noted, the only park subject to Section 295 within the Plan Area is South Park, although Gene Friend
Recreation Center is just across Sixth Street from the Plan Area, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park is less
than one-half block (about 310 feet) west of the Plan Area. …
On p. VI-33, the second sentence of the last partial paragraph is revised as follows:
… The Central Subway will extend from Chinatown through the Union Square area, the Plan Area, and
Mission Bay, and will pass within two blocks (less than 500 feet) of the Pier 70 development site before
continuing south through the Bayview and into Visitacion Valley. …
On p. VI-34, the third sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows:
… The primary difference would be that the Modified TODCO Plan would extend the Western SoMa
Plan’s Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (F-NCT) district two blocks (about 1,750 feet)
east to Fourth Street, rather than zoning parcels along Folsom Street as Mixed-Use, General (MUG) or
Mixed-Use, Office (MUO). …
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E. Draft EIR Revisions
The following changes to the text of the Draft EIR are made in response to comments on the Draft EIR or are
included to clarify the Draft EIR text. The revisions reflect changes identified in Section D, Comments and
Responses, or staff-initiated text changes; all of which clarify, expand or update information and/or graphics
presented in the Draft EIR. Staff-initiated changes to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR are
highlighted with an asterisk (*) in the margin to distinguish them from text changes in response to comments.
For each change, new language is double underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikethrough. The changes
are organized in the order of the Draft EIR table of contents.
These revisions do not result in any changes in the analysis or conclusions prepared pursuant to CEQA, and
thus do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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E.1

Summary

The following revisions are made to the impacts statements and mitigation measures identified in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the Plan—Identified in the
EIR, starting on p. S-7:
TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

…

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would
result in the demolition or substantial alteration of
individually identified historic architectural
resources and/or contributors to a historic district
or conservation district located in the Plan Area,
including as-yet unidentified resources, a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Identified Historical Resources.
The project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning
Department’s Preservation staff at the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation application to
determine whether there are feasible means to redesign or otherwise revise the project to avoid a substantial
significant adverse change in the significance of an effects on historic architectural resource(s) (including
historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the project’s historical resources
analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), “[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.” If
avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall seek feasible means to reduce effects on historic
architectural resource(s) to the maximum extent feasible. a less-than-significant level, Avoidance and
minimization measures shall seek to retain the resource’s character-defining features, and may include, but
are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. with
the significance of the impact to be judged based on whether the proposed project would materially impair
the resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).

SUM

Should Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a be determined to be infeasible, Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-1c, M-CP-1d,
and/or M-CP-1e, shall be applicable, based on the specific circumstances of the project in question. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within
a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors.” The applicability of each factor would vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff
on a case-by-case basis.
…
* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or
contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff determined that such a
LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall undertake an oral history project prior to
demolition or adverse alteration of the resource that includes interviews of people such as residents, past
owners, or former employees. The project shall be conducted by a professional historian in conformance with
the Oral History Association’s Principles and Standards (http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.html). In
addition to transcripts of the interviews, the oral history project shall include a narrative project summary
report containing an introduction to the project, a methodology description, and brief summaries of each
conducted interview. Copies of the completed oral history project shall be submitted to the San Francisco
Public Library, Planning Department, or other interested historical institutions.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or
contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation Planning staff determined that such a
measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall work with Department Preservation staff
or other qualified professional, to undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its
setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer, preferably one with
experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be narrated by a qualified professional
who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The
documentation shall include as much information as possible—using use visuals in combination with
narration about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of
the historical resource.
Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Department, and to
repositories including but not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library, Northwest Information Center,
and the California Historical Society. This mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the public
and inform future research.
The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any Building Permits
for the project.
…
Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan
Area would result in a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5,

S

* M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The project sponsor of a
development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning Department Environmental
Planning/Preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings constitute historical resources
that could be adversely affected by construction-generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby

LTSM

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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Impact
through indirect construction damage to historic
architectural resources.

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
historic buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a subsequent development
project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall include historic buildings within 25 feet if
vibratory and vibration-generating construction equipment, such as jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and
vibratory rollers would be used. If one or more historical resources is identified that could be adversely
affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction specifications for the proposed project a
requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby
historic buildings. Such methods may include maintaining a safe distance between the construction site and
the historic buildings (as identified by the Planning Department Preservation staff), using construction
techniques that reduce vibration (such as using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open
excavation trenches, the use of non-vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring
methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security to minimize risks of
vandalism and fire. No measures need be applied if no vibratory equipment would be employed or if there
are no historic buildings within 100 feet of the project site.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. For those
historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy equipment would be used
on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a monitoring
program to minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is
documented and repaired. The monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving
would be used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components, subject to access being
granted by the owner(s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to
undertake a pre-construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning
Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph the buildings’ existing
conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a
standard maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing condition,
character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction practices (a common standard is
0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels do not exceed the established
standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory
construction activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not
be granted, the project sponsor shall employ alternative methods of vibration monitoring in areas under the
control of the project sponsor.
Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be halted and alternative
construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. (For example, pre-drilled piles could be
substituted for driven piles, if feasible based on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might be able to
LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-404

NA = Not Applicable

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

E. Draft EIR Revisions

TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during
ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur, the building(s) shall
be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on the site.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…
Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 21084.3.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment. This tribal cultural
resource mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils-improving
activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical
grouting to a depth of five (5) feet or greater below ground surface.

LTSM

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to affect a tribal cultural
resource in tandem with the Ppreliminary Aarcheology Rreview (PAR) of the project by the San Francisco
Planning Department archeologist. For projects requiring a Mmitigated Nnegative Ddeclaration or
Eenvironmental Iimpact Rreport, the Planning Department “Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural
Resources and CEQA” shall be distributed to the Ddepartment’s tribal distribution list. Consultation with
California Native American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a tribal cultural resource will
occur at the request of any notified tribe. For all projects subject to this mitigation measure, if staff determines
that the proposed project may have a potential significant adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the
following shall be required as determined warranted by the ERO.
If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and effective, based
on information provided by the applicant regarding feasibility and other available information, then the
project archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan (ARPP).
Implementation of the approved ARPP plan by the archeological consultant shall be required when feasible.
If staff determines that preservation–in-place of the Tribal Cultural Resource is not a sufficient or feasible
option, then the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the TCR resource in coordination
with affiliated Native American tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in coordination with
affiliated Native American tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO shall be required
to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify proposed locations for installations or displays, the
proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or
installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations,
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and
interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays.

…
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D. Transportation and Circulation
…
Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would result in a
substantial increase in transit demand that would
not be accommodated by local transit capacity,
and would cause a substantial increase in delays
resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional
transit routes.

S

Editor’s Note: Formatting corrections involving deletion of stray bullets and tabs in Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a –
M-TR-3c are not shown in strikethrough for ease of reading.

SUM

M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City and County actions that could reduce the transit
impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.
Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other City agencies and
departments as appropriate, shall ensure that seek sufficient operating and capital funding is secured,
including through the following measures:
●

Establish fee-based sources of revenue such as parking benefit districts.

●

Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a portion of the revenue
collected going to support improved local and regional transit service on routes that serve Downtown
and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

●

Seek grant funding for specific capital improvements from regional, state and federal sources.Area Plan
funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review each street network
project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant transit delay impacts have been
identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R
Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this review, SFMTA
shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that would meet the performance criteria of
maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such
features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue jumps, stop
consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and transit boarding islands, as
determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes
to the street network designs shall be subject to a similar review process.
Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the SFMTA shall establish
a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and development in Central SoMa to transit and
other transportation sustainable mode planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following
measures:
●

Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the pedestrian
environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the day, especially in areas where
sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for
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pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This includes traffic calming
strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes,
as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.
●

Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from transit stops and
pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access points to buildings through parking lots
and other auto-oriented entryways.

●

Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and direct resources
brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee assessments, as outlined above, to
further the multimodal implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed to
serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall provide maintenance
and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century
report.1 In 2014, an addendum to the Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century report was prepared.
The document provides a vision for addressing Muni’s storage and maintenance needs, particularly in light
of significant growth in fleet as well as changes in the fleet composition
M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding improvements such as low floor
buses and pre-payment the construction of additional bus bulbs or boarding islands where appropriate, that
would reduce the boarding times to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on routes where Plan
ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8 Bayshore, 8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, 14
Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These
boarding improvements, which would reduce delay associated with passengers boarding and alighting, shall
be made in combination with Mitigation Measures M-TR-3c, Upgrade Transit-only Lanes on Third Street,
M-TR-3cd, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, and M-TR-3e, Implement
Tow-away Lanes on Fifth Street, which would serve to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along
the transit route.
M-TR-3d: Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street. The SFMTA shall implement a
northbound tow-away transit-only lane on Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant Streets during the PM
peak period to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on the 47 Van Ness. This peak period transit-only
lane can be implemented by restricting on-street parking (about 30 parking spaces)
…
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Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not result in
pedestrian safety hazards nor results in a
substantial overcrowding on sidewalks or at
corner locations, but would result in overcrowding
at crosswalks.

Impact TR-5: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would not result in
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or
otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle
accessibility.

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation
S

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
* M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks. Consistent with the proposed provisions of the Plan to
establish a minimum width of crosswalks of 15 feet, and up to 40 feet where future pedestrian volumes
warrant, aAs appropriate and feasible, the SFMTA shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to the continental
design, consistent with the Better Streets Plan when there is a street network improvement that upgrades
sidewalk widths.

SUM

With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option street network
changes, the SFMTA shall monitor crosswalk operations for deteriorated conditions (i.e., crosswalk operating
conditions of LOS E or LOS F, or observations of substantial crosswalk overcrowding), and, as feasible, widen
the following crosswalks:

LTS

●

At the intersection of Third/Mission widen the east and west crosswalks to 20 feet.

●

At the intersection of Fourth/Mission widen the east crosswalk to 40 feet, and widen the west crosswalk
to 35 feet.

●

At the intersection of Fourth/Townsend widen the west crosswalk to 30 feet.

* Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Cycle Track Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign. To
further reduce potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and other vehicles, the SFMTA
could develop and implement a cycle track protected bicycle lanes public education campaign to develop
safety awareness by providing information to the public through outreach channels such as media campaigns,
brochures, and websites. This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA bicycle safety outreach,
specifically geared to Central SoMa and cycle tracks protected bicycle lanes. Elements of the education
campaign could include:
●

Clarifying rules of the road for cycle tracks protected bicycle lanes.

●

Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the cycle track protected bicycle
lane (i.e., on the sidewalk or buffer zone, rather than in the cycle track separated lane or adjacent to parked
vehicles).

●

Providing bicycle-safety education for neighborhood schools (e.g., the Bessie Carmichael School), and
neighborhood groups within Central SoMa.

●

Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Department officers are initially and repeatedly educated on traffic
law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists.

●

Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased enforcement for violations
by bicyclists.

NA

The public education campaign could include a website webpage, as well as instruction videos with
information for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. To the extent possible, the public education campaign
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could be coordinated with the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition efforts. The public education should be
coordinated, to the extent possible, with community organizations including the South of Market Community
Action Network (SOMCAN), San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, and neighborhood business groups.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

* Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Cycle Track Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys.
Following implementation of the cycle tracks protected bicycle lanes on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Third and
Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct motorist, pedestrian, bicycle, and business surveys to understand
how the protected bicycle lanes cycle tracks are performing, and to make adjustments to the design and
supplemental public education campaign. In addition to the user surveys, the post-implementation
assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership and traffic volume counts, video analysis of
behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of vehicle queuing, and compliance with new
signs/signals. The information would be used as input for subsequent design and implementation of cycle
tracks protected bicycle lanes on other streets in San Francisco, as well as documenting the effectiveness of
the cycle track protected bicycle lane.
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would result in an
increased demand of on-street commercial and
passenger loading and a reduction in on-street
commercial loading supply such that the loading
demand during the peak hour of loading activities
would not be accommodated within on-street
loading supply, would impact existing passenger
loading/unloading zones, and may create
hazardous conditions or significant delay that may
affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or
pedestrians.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of development
projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential, office, industrial, or commercial uses shall
prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA
in order to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new
loading demand. The DLOP shall be submitted along with a building permit and approval should occur prior
to the certificate of occupancy.

SUM

Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning Department and the SFMTA
to review the proposed number, location, and design of the on-site loading spaces, as well as the projected
loading demand during the entitlement/environmental review process. In addition to reviewing the on-site
loading spaces and projected loading demand, the project sponsor shall provide the Planning Department
and SFMTA a streetscape plan that shows the location, design, and dimensions of all existing and proposed
streetscape elements in the public right-of-way. In the event that the number of on-site loading spaces does
not accommodate the projected loading demand for the proposed development, the project sponsor shall
pursue with the SFMTA conversion of nearby on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces, if
determined feasible by the SFMTA.
The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation protocols, or changes in
conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall include the
following components, as appropriate to the type of development and adjacent street characteristics:
●

Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are efficiently used, and that trucks
that are longer than can be safely accommodated are not permitted to use a building’s loading dock, the
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project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall develop a plan for management of the
building’s loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the building are informed of limitations and
conditions on loading schedules and truck size. The management plan could include strategies such as
the use of an attendant to direct and guide trucks, installing a “Full” sign at the garage/loading dock
driveway, limiting activity during peak hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices, and
other features. Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult
with the SFMTA concerning the design of loading and parking facilities.
●

Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, the project sponsor of a
development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that building management employs attendant(s) for
the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as
determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the project’s driveway to direct vehicles
entering and exiting the building and avoid any safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk
during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as
dictated by traffic, bicycle and pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and loading
dock. Each project shall also install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective
warning devices as approved by the Planning Department and/or the SFMTA, to alert pedestrians of the
outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable.

●

Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size of truck that can be
accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to accommodate any large trucks (i.e., generally
longer than 40 feet) that may require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in trucks that need
occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the DLOP plan shall include
procedures as to the location of on-street accommodation, time of day restrictions for accommodating
larger vehicles, and procedures to reserve available curbside space on adjacent streets from the SFMTA.

●

Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for buildings are being
developed, the project sponsor or representative shall meet with the appropriate representative from
Recology (or other trash collection firm) to determine the location and type of trash/recycling/compost
bins, frequency of collections, and procedures for collection activities, including the location of Recology
trucks during collection. The location of the trash/recycling/compost storage room(s) for each building
shall be indicated on the building plans prior to submittal of plans to the Building Department.
Procedures for collection shall ensure that the collection bins are not placed within any sidewalk, bicycle
facility, parking lane or travel lane adjacent to the project site at any time.

●

Delivery Storage. Design the loading dock area to allow for unassisted delivery systems (i.e., a range of
delivery systems that eliminate the need for human intervention at the receiving end), particularly for
use when the receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operation. Examples could include the receiver site

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation
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providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle operators, which enables the loading vehicle operator
to deposit the goods inside the business or in a secured area that is separated from the business.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

The final DLOP and all revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee of the SFMTA. The
DLOP will be memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit.
* Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones. The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy (strategy) for Central
SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that articulates curb use priorities for different types
of streets, while safely managing loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected
commercial and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency’s development
of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network changes. Replacement of loading zones will
be considered, to the extent feasible. detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network changes
that identify existing on-street commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, and then
identify how demand within the existing loading facilities could be accommodated with the proposed street
network changes. The detailed design shall also consider on-street loading supply needs for new
development, as well as driveway access to loading facilities within existing and future buildings along the
affected segments. The detailed design for each segment shall be prepared within a reasonable time frame of
physical implementation to ensure that future land use conditions are reflected.
As part of detailed design for each affected street the SFMTA shall conduct the following:
1.

Document the existing commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones at the time of
detailed design.

2.

Conduct loading demand surveys/observation at appropriate times of day for each type of loading
activity, to determine the actual demand associated with the on-street spaces and the need to replace or
augment the on-street commercial loading spaces.

3.

Identify replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading spaces. Commercial
loading spaces should be prioritized over parking spaces, and, to the extent feasible, the replacement
commercial loading spaces shall be of similar length on the same block and side of the street. Where
commercial loading spaces would be permanently removed, install new commercial loading spaces
within 250 feet on adjacent side streets if feasible.

4.

At each location where passenger loading/unloading zones would be eliminated, contact the permit
holder to determine adequacy of alternate locations and/or need for the passenger loading/unloading
space. In some locations, such as schools and hotels, passenger loading/unloading activities could be
accommodated within commercial loading spaces, with time of day restrictions.
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Conduct business surveys and review detailed plans with merchant associations or other local
stakeholders to determine need for commercial loading spaces.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Develop and implement a public education campaign regarding the street network changes, reduction or
elimination of on-street parking spaces, location of replacement commercial loading spaces, and any timeof-day restrictions. On streets where on-street parking would be completely eliminated, provide
information regarding commercial loading space supply on adjacent streets. In addition, provide
information regarding California Vehicle Code §22500 and San Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.70
that loading activities (either truck or passenger loading/unloading) should not occur while stopped in
any crosswalk, bicycle lane or travel lane.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shall should develop protocols for ongoing assessment of
commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for review of new development projects
along the affected street segments to identify needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new
driveway to a development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and passenger
loading spaces.
In addition, the SFMTA shall explore the potential to develop and implement an off-hour delivery program
to shift delivery windows for commercial deliveries to times when conflicts are less likely to occur. Such a
program could be implemented as a pilot project, similar to the pilot project conducted in New York City in
2009–2010.3 Most commercial loading spaces in Central SoMa are metered, and the off-hour delivery program
can include pricing to reduce the amount of time vehicles park, stand or stop at the curb, so that spaces turn
over for more users, and double parking is minimized.
…
Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, could result in
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. For street network projects that
reduce the number of available vehicle travel lanes for a total distance of more than one block where transitonly lanes are not provided: Street network projects shall be designed to comply with adopted city codes
regarding street widths, curb widths, and turning movements. To the degree feasible while still
accomplishing safety-related project objectives, SFMTA shall design street network projects to include
features that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles. Examples of
such features include: curbside loading zones, customized signal timing, or other approaches developed
through ongoing consultation between SFMTA and the San Francisco Fire Department. During the design
phase of each street network project, SFMTA shall consult with emergency service providers, including the
San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police Department. Through the consultation process,
the street network design shall be modified as needed to maintain emergency vehicle access. SFMTA shall
identify design modifications through this process, as needed to meet the following performance criteria:

LTSM
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No physical barriers shall be introduced that would preclude emergency vehicle access.

Street design modifications should achieve the goals of the project without precluding emergency vehicle
access. Design modifications selected by SFMTA, as needed to meet the performance criteria, shall be
incorporated into the final design of each street network project and could include, but shall not be limited
to: mountable concrete buffers, mountable curbs and corner or sidewalk bulbs, modification of corner or
sidewalk bulbs and curb locations to accommodate turning emergency vehicles, and emergency vehicle signal
priority. Any subsequent changes to the streetscape designs shall be subject to a similar consultation process.
Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated
with development under the Plan, including the
proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in substantial
interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle
circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and
would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

S

* Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and Construction Coordination.

SUM

Construction Management Plan—For projects within the Plan Area, the project sponsor shall develop and, upon
review and approval by the SFMTA and Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan,
addressing transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The Construction
Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to contractors and affected agencies with
respect to coordinating construction activities to minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall
circulation in the project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on ensuring transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The Construction Management Plan would supplement and expand,
rather than modify or supersede, andy manual, regulations, or provisions set forth by the SFMTA, Public
Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the California Department of Transportation.
If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent project(s) as to result in
transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with various City
departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works through ISCOTT, and other interdepartmental meetings
as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan that shall address
construction-related vehicle routing, detours, and maintaining transit, bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian
movements in the vicinity of the construction area for the duration of the construction period overlap. Key
coordination meetings shall be held jointly between project sponsors and contractors of other projects for
which the City departments determine construction impacts could overlap. The Coordinated Construction
Management Plan, to be prepared by the contractor, would be reviewed by the SFMTA and would address
issues of circulation (traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project construction in the
area. Based on review of the construction logistics plan, the project may be required to consult with SFMTA
Muni Operations prior to construction to review potential effects to nearby transit operations.
The Construction Management Plan and, if required, the Coordinated Construction Management Plan, shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact
(Revision for this bullet provided in Response TR-13)

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation
●

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours—Limit construction truck movements to during the hours
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., or and other times if approved
required by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic, including transit during the a.m. and
p.m. peak periods.

●

Construction Truck Routing Plans—Identify optimal truck routes between the regional facilities and the
project site, taking into consideration truck routes of other development projects and any construction
activities affecting the roadway network.

●

Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—The project sponsor shall coordinate travel lane
closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures through the ISCOTT and
interdepartmental meetings process above, to minimize the extent and duration of requested lane and
sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and bicycle routes, so
as to limit the impacts to transit service and bicycle circulation and safety.

●

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access—The project sponsor/construction
contractor(s) shall meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management
Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an assessment of
the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and
transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project.

●

Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers—The construction contractor shall include
methods to encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit access to the project site by construction
workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking
spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in
emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit
information to construction workers).

●

Construction Worker Parking Plan—The location of construction worker parking shall be identified as well as
the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan. The use of onstreet parking to accommodate construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All construction bid
documents shall include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of
construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles
would enter and exit the site shall be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction
workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how
workers would travel between off-site facility and project site shall be required.

●

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents—To minimize construction impacts on
access for nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall provide nearby residences and

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including
construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and
lane closures. At regular intervals to be defined in the Construction Management Plan and, if necessary,
in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the
project sponsor that shall provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as
contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…
Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, and the associated
increased demand of on-street loading, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
contribute considerably to significant cumulative
loading impacts.

S

Implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan, and Mitigation
Measure M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones.

SUM

S

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. To
reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project sponsor and
subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall develop and
implement a TDM Plan for a proposed project’s net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces)
as part of project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be in
accordance with Planning Department’s TDM Program Standards for the type of development proposed, and
accompanying appendices.136 The TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to
be refined as planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development project’s
TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards
and accompanying appendices available at the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is
defined in Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review
and approve the TDM Plan, as well as any subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target

SUM

…

E. Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed street network changes,
would generate noise that would result in
exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of
standards in the San Francisco General Plan or
Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and
would result in a substantial permanent increase
in ambient noise above existing levels.

San Francisco Planning Department, Draft TDM Program Standards, February 2017 July 2016, and accompanying appendices, which implements the adopted TDM Ordinance
(Ordinance No. 34-17, effective March 19 2017),. Available at http://sf-planning.org/tdm-materials-and-resources, accessed on September 19, 2016 July 13, 2017.
136

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project
performance (actual VMT), and adjust TDM measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction.
This measure is applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption
under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure may be is superseded for those projects that are
already required to fully comply with the if a comparable TDM Program Standards Ordinance is adopted
(i.e., without reductions in target requirements) that applies to projects in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall
be developed by the project sponsor for each particular development project, and shall aim to achieve the
maximum VMT rate reduction feasible. The TDM Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Planning
Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in Updating Transportation Impacts
Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines document published by California Office of Planning and Research on August
6, 2014, or whatever document supersedes it, and the Planning Department TDM Program Standards and
accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project Approval Action. The TDM program may
include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which are summarized below for explanatory example
purposes. Actual development project TDM measures shall be applied from the TDM Program Standards
and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail:
1.

Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure bicycle
parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike bicycle share memberships for project
occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services;

2.

Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project occupants;

3.

Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants;

4.

Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the use of
sustainable transportation modes by families;

5.

High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service;

6.

Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and
tailored transportation marketing services;

7.

Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in underserved areas; and

8.

Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking cash out offers,
and reduced off-street parking supply.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development including PDR, Places of
Entertainment, or other uses that may require the siting of new emergency generators/fire pumps or noisierthan-typical mechanical equipment, or facilities that generate substantial nighttime truck and/or bus traffic
that would potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise (either short-term during
LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-416

NA = Not Applicable

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

E. Draft EIR Revisions

TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Department shall require the preparation of a
noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within
900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise
measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately describe maximum
levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall be
prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with
reasonable certainty that the proposed use would not adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that
there are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened
concern about noise levels that would be generated by the proposed use that the proposed use would meet
the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police Code Article 29. Should such any concerns be present,
the Department may shall require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in
acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, and the incorporation of noise
reduction measures as recommended by the noise assessment prior to the first project approval action.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

…

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
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SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

F. Air Quality
…
Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual
development projects in the Plan Area and street
network changes, but not proposed open space
improvements, would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for
which the project region is in nonattainment under
an applicable federal or State ambient air quality
standard.

(Revision for this bullet provided in Response AQ-2)

S

…

SUM

* Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC
Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy building permit and every five years
thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop electronic correspondence to be distributed by email or posted onsite annually to tenants of the project that encourages the purchase of consumer products and paints that are
better for the environment and generate less VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage
environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and links to SF Approved.5
* Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions. Proposed projects that would exceed the
criteria air pollutant thresholds in this EIR shall implement the additional measures, as applicable and
feasible, to reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions. Such measures may include, but are not limited
to, the following:
●

For any proposed refrigerated warehouses or large (greater than 20,000 square feet) grocery retailers,
provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with Transportation Refrigeration Units at the loading docks.

●

Use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings. “Low-VOC” refers
to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District
Rule 1113; however, many manufacturers have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are
referred to as “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings.

●

Implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators
and Fire Pumps.

●

Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions onsite or offsite (e.g.,
mitigation offsets) if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB. Measures to reduce emissions
onsite are preferable to offsite emissions reductions.

SF Approved (sfapproved.org) is administrated by the San Francisco Department of Environment staff, who identifies products and services that are safer and better for the
environment (e.g., those that are listed as “Required” or “Suggested”).
5

LEGEND:
NI = No impact
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact
Impact AQ-5: Development under the Plan,
including proposed street network changes,
would result in operational emissions of fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation
S

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
* M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy. The Central SoMa Plan is expected to generate
$22 million in revenue dedicated to greening and air quality improvements. A portion of these monies shall
be dedicated to identifying and exploring the feasibility and effectiveness of additional measures that would
reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such emissions to persons whose primary residence is within
the Plan Area and whose residence does not provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco
Health Code Article 38. Objective 6.5 of the Plan calls for improvements to air quality, with specific strategies
to support reduced vehicle miles traveled, increased greening around the freeway to improve air quality and
use of building materials and technologies that improve indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning
Department, in cooperation with other interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions
for the Central SoMa Plan Area with the goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population exposure
including, but not limited to:
●

Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision makers with information to identify
specific areas of the Plan where changes in air quality have occurred and focus air quality improvements
on these areas;

●

Additional measures that could be incorporated into the City’s Transportation Demand Management
program with the goal of further reducing vehicle trips;

●

Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sources;

●

Other measures to reduce pollutant exposure, such as distribution of portable air cleaning devices; and

●

Public education regarding reducing air pollutant emissions and their health effects.

SUM

The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air quality improvements
within four years of plan adoption.

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation
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LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Impact
Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan,
including the proposed street network changes,
but not open space improvements, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, would result in
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic
air contaminants under 2040 cumulative
conditions.

Level of
Significance
Before
Mitigation
S

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures
* Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for Development
Projects. (see Noise Impact NO-1a in this Summary Table)

SUM

Implement Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2, Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy, M-AQ-4b,
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel
Generators and Fire Pumps, M-AQ-5b, Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter (PM2.5), Diesel
Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants, M-AQ-5c, Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for
San Francisco Health Code Article 38, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b, Implement Clean Construction
Requirements. As discussed above, the Department of Public Health is required to update the Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone map at least every five years in accordance with San Francisco Health Code Article 38. The
updated mapping would capture parcels that could be added to the APEZ as a result of future traffic.
Mitigation Measures M AQ 4b, M AQ 5a, and M AQ 6b would apply to the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone of
San Francisco Health Code Article 38 in effect at the time subsequent development projects are proposed.

…

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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The following revisions are made to the impacts statements and mitigation measures identified in Table S-2, Summary of Impacts of the Plan—Identified in the
Initial Study, starting on p. S-43:
TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE INITIAL STUDY [REVISIONS ONLY]
Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
prior to Mitigation

Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Improvement/Mitigation Measures

…

Biological Resources

*

Impact BI-1: Development under to the Plan and
the proposed street network changes has the
potential to adversely affect special-status species
and to interfere with the movement of wildlife
species.

S

* M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys: Conditions of approval for building permits issued
for construction within the Plan Area shall include a requirement for pre-construction
special-status bat surveys when large trees with a diameter at breast height equal to or
greater than 6 inches are to be removed or underutilized or vacant buildings that have been
vacant for 6 months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are found,
a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a Memorandum
of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the biologist to handle and collect bats) shall
take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building
demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around active bat roosts being used for
maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be determined in consultation with
CDFG. Bat roosts initiated during construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer
would necessary.

LTSM

…

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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The following revisions are made to the impact statements concerning loading, Impact TR-6 and Impact C-TR-6, in Table S-3, Comparison of the Environmental
Impacts of the Plan to the Impacts of Alternatives, starting on p. S-58:
TABLE S-3

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Impacts

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

…

D. Transportation and Circulation
…
Loading

Impact TR-6: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in an
increased demand of on-street
commercial loading and a reduction
in on-street commercial loading
supply such that the loading demand
during the peak hour of loading
activities would not be
accommodated within on-street
loading supply, would impact
existing passenger
loading/unloading zones, and may
create hazardous conditions or
significant delay that may affect
transit, other vehicles, bicycles or
pedestrians. (SUM)

Less loading demand
than the proposed Plan;
no reduction in on-street
parking. (LTS)

Less loading demand
than the proposed Plan.
(SUM)

Similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Loading demand
similar to the proposed
Plan. (SUM)

Same loading demand
as the proposed Plan;
no reduction in onstreet loading supply.
(LTSM)

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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TABLE S-3

Impacts

COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PLAN TO THE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Central SoMa Plan

Alternative 1:
No Project Alternative

Alternative 2:
Reduced Heights
Alternative

Alternative 3:
Modified TODCO Plan

Alternative 4:
Land Use Variant

Alternative 5:
Land Use Plan Only
Alternative

…
Cumulative
Loading

Impact C-TR-6: Development under
the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and the
street network changes, and the
associated increased demand of onstreet loading, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute
considerably to significant
cumulative loading impacts. (SUM)

Less loading demand
than the proposed Plan;
no reduction in on-street
loading supply. (LTS)

Less loading demand
than the proposed Plan.
(SUM)

Less loading demand
than the proposed Plan.
(SUM)

Similar to the proposed Same loading demand
Plan. (SUM)
as the proposed Plan;
no reduction in onstreet loading supply.
(LTS)

…

LEGEND:
NI = No impact

LTS = Less than significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required

SU = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, no feasible mitigation

S = Significant

LTSM = Less than significant or negligible impact; after mitigation

SUM = Significant and unavoidable adverse impact, after mitigation
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E.2
*

Introduction

On Draft EIR p. I-9, the following text is added to clarify that subsequent projects that comply with the
requirements of a Housing Sustainability District would not require further environmental review:

I.B.5 Environmental Review of a Housing Sustainability District
(HSD) and Subsequent Housing Sustainability Projects
On January 1, 2018, California Assembly Bill (AB) 73 went into effect. AB 73 adds new Sections 66200–
66210 to the Government Code and authorizes local municipalities to establish Housing Sustainability
Districts (HSD) to facilitate the production of housing in areas served by existing infrastructure.
Housing projects located within a designated HSD that meet certain requirements may utilize a
streamlined and ministerial approval process. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21155.10, “A lead
agency shall prepare an environmental impact report when designating a housing sustainability district
pursuant to Section 66201 of the Government Code to identify and mitigate, to the extent feasible,
environmental impacts resulting from the designation. The environmental impact report shall identify
mitigation measures that may be undertaken by housing projects in the housing sustainability district
to mitigate the environmental impacts identified by the environmental impact report.”134
The City, through adoption of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors, could choose to designate
portions of the Central SoMa Plan Area as an HSD. The HSD could include all parcels within the Central
SoMa Plan Area that are zoned to permit residential use. Should the Central SoMa Plan Area be
designated as a HSD and that designation not result in any changes to height, bulk, density, use or other
development standards proposed in the Plan Area, implementation of the HSD would not change or
intensify the expected physical or programmatic parameters of development expected or allowed under
the proposed Central SoMa Plan. Therefore, designation of the Central SoMa Plan Area as part of a HSD
would not change any of the conclusions reached in this EIR. Furthermore, eligible projects seeking
entitlement under the HSD would be required to meet adopted design review standards, be approvable
through a ministerial process, and incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR. Pursuant
to AB 73, subsequent projects in the Plan Area that meet the requirements of a HSD would not require
further environmental review.
*

In addition, to clarify that subsequent development projects that comply with the requirements of a HSD would
not require further environmental review, the following edit has been made to this sentence and similar
sentences that appear throughout the Draft EIR:
“This EIR assumes that subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would be subject to
environmental review at such times those projects are proposed, as applicable.”
This change occurs on Draft EIR pp. I-6, I-7, I-8, IV-8, IV.D-25, IV.D-36, IV.D-39, IV.H-21, and IV.D-88.

134

Full text of the bill is available at https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB73.
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E.3
*

Chapter II, Project Description

On Draft EIR p. II-1, the following text is added under Section II.A, Overview, to address HSDs:
Additionally, the Central SoMa Plan Area may be designated as a Housing Sustainability District (HSD)
in accordance with AB 73 (passed January 1, 2018). Pursuant to AB 73, subsequent projects in the Plan
Area that meet the requirements of a HSD would not require further environmental review.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-7, the following text is revised to reflect changes to the 2018 Draft Plan from the 2016 Draft Plan:
This section describes the Plan analyzed in this EIR. The Plan consists of the proposed goals, objectives,
policies, and implementation measures contained in the August 2016 February 2018 draft of the Central
SoMa Plan, plus the following components that are not specifically part of the draft Plan:
●

*

Height limits for several parcels, as shown in Figure II-7 on p. II-19, are higher than those
proposed in the 20162018 draft Central SoMa Plan. These include the following locations:
○

Block 3733: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 130 feet along Folsom
Street, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 85 feet;

○

Block 3762: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 240 feet at the corner of
Fourth and Harrison Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit
of 160 feet;

○

Block 3776: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 115 feet on a parcel along
Brannan Street, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 5565/85 feet;

○

Block 3777: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 130 feet on some parcels
along Brannan Street, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of 85 feet;

○

Block 3785: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 160 feet along several
parcels near Sixth and Townsend Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a
height limit of 85 feet; and

○

Block 3786: the Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 250 feet at the corner of
Brannan and Fifth Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height limit of
130 feet; and

○

The Plan examined in the EIR includes a height limit of 300 feet on several parcels between
Bluxome and Townsend Streets, whereas the draft Central SoMa Plan proposes a height
limit of 130 feet.

On Draft EIR p. II-8, the following text is added at the end of Section II.D, Plan Components, to address HSDs:
The City, through adoption of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors, could choose to designate
portions of the Central SoMa Plan Area as an HSD in accordance with AB 73. In order for a Housing
Sustainability District to qualify under AB 73, the following general requirements must be met:
1.

The HSD must be within 0.5 mile of public transit, or otherwise highly suitable for residential
or mixed-use development;

2.

The area of an individual district must not be larger than 15 percent of the city’s total land area;

3.

An ordinance creating the district must include procedures and timelines for review of projects;
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4.

At least 20 percent of all housing units constructed in the HSD must be affordable to very low–
, low-, and moderate-income households for a period of no less than 55 years; and

5.

The district must allow for the ministerial approval of housing projects.

The Central SoMa Plan Area meets criteria 1 through 3 above, and is anticipated to produce over
30 percent below market rate units, which would meet criterion 4. Any local ordinance creating an HSD
would allow for ministerial approval of projects, satisfying criterion 5. The HSD could include all or
some subset of parcels within the Central SoMa Plan Area that are zoned to permit residential use.
In order utilize the ministerial approval provisions of an HSD, an individual project would need to:
1.

Include at least 10 percent units on site affordable to lower-income households (in San
Francisco, all projects would still be required to satisfy Planning Code Section 415 inclusionary
requirements, either through providing all inclusionary units on site, or through a combination
of on-site and fee payments);

2.

Meet labor standards, including prevailing wage and trained workforce requirements, if
meeting certain project size thresholds; and

3.

Meet any adopted design review standards, be approvable through a ministerial process and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures from the EIR evaluating the HSD ordinance.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-10, Figure II-3, Proposed Plan Area Use Districts, has been revised to reflect the change from
MUO to CMUO zoning districts.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-19, Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts, has been revised to show the
revised heights now proposed.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-20, Figure II-8, Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts,
has been revised to show the revised heights now proposed.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-22, the fifth and sixth sentences of the first paragraph of text beneath the bullet list on Draft
EIR p. II-22 have been revised as follows to clarify that certain height limits less than 200 feet would apply to
portions of the Plan Area and not to specific building sites:
… In addition, the Plan would allow for:
●

five four areas with a 160-foot height limit buildings and about half a dozen buildings seven
areas with a height limit of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison Street the I-80
freeway;, as well as

●

a 115-foot-tall building on the northwest corner of Brannan and Ritch Streets, between Third
and Fourth Streets;. The project would also allow for

●

four towers of 200, 240, 350, and 350 feet on the south side of Harrison Street between Second
and Fourth streets (interspersed on the north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the
south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet);, and

●

towers of 200 feet on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets and the northwest
corner of Second and Harrison streets; and, as well as

●

a 300-foot tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, where the Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) has proposed a residential project.
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Figure II-3
Proposed Plan Area Use Districts [Revised]
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Figure II-7
Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts [Revised]
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Figure II-8
Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts [Revised]

E. Draft EIR Revisions

*

On Draft EIR, p. II-22, the last three sentences of the first paragraph of text beneath the bullet list on Draft EIR
p. I-22 have been deleted as the Draft EIR adequately analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both the
state density bonus program and that Plan’s own height bonus provisions:
… some existing lower height limits would be increased to as much as 85 feet. It is noted that the Plan’s
proposed height districts take into considerations the State’s affordable housing density bonus, as
delineated in Assembly Bill 2501 Housing: Density Bonuses, approved by the Governor on September
28, 2016. As such, subsequent residential projects that could be developed under the Plan are not
expected to exceed heights proposed by the Plan. The exception may be 100% affordable housing
projects, which could utilize the City’s affordable housing bonus program in accordance with the
provisions, requirements, and limitations of that program.

*

On Draft EIR p. II-23, the third sentence of the paragraph of text following the heading introducing Objective 8.5
on Draft EIR p. II-23 has been revised as follows to clarify that and additional 25 feet in height potentially could
be granted in connection with any site where affordable housing or open space is proposed in excess of required
amounts:
… For example, aAn additional 25 feet of height would be allowed on sites where such flexibility in
height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall
amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind
and shadow.
On Draft EIR p. II-35, the first paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the location of Proposed Street
Network Changes Detail Drawings:
The street network changes described below represent major investments that would be implemented
gradually over time. Reconfigurations to street operations (such as conversion from one-way to twoway operation, installation of transit and bicycle facilities, and changes in the number of travel lanes)
could be initially implemented on a street-by-street or block-by-block basis using roadway striping,
traffic signal modifications, corner bulb-outs, and other low-cost tools. However, sidewalk widening
(and the removal of some on-street parking in order to widen sidewalks) is a more substantial capital
expense, and therefore sidewalk widening is expected to be implemented gradually as funding becomes
available over time. In addition, some new developments would be required to widen sidewalks in
front of their respective buildings per the City’s Better Streets Plan. On blocks without development
opportunity sites, sidewalk widening may need to be undertaken by the City, and would have to be
prioritized among other transportation funding priorities. A complete set of figures illustrating the
proposed street network changes is included in Draft EIR Appendix F.

E.4

Chapter III, Plans and Policies

On Draft EIR p. III-10, the fourth sentence from the bottom of the page in the last paragraph has been revised as
follows to correct an editorial error:
… In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a
maximum of 300 350 feet. …
*

On Draft EIR pp. III-19 to III-20, the last two paragraphs on p. III-19 and the first two paragraphs on p. III-20
have been revised as follows to reflect changes to the “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit)
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Program” inventory since publication of the Draft EIR and to address changes to the 598 Brannan Street project
description and the 400 Second Street project to the inventory:
As of January 12, 2018 July 22, 2016, the Planning Department inventory of office space showed less
than half a million (about 444,000) approximately 2.1 million square feet of space available for large
projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional 1.081.02 million square feet available
for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).57 Another 875,000 square feet is added to the large
project pool and another 75,000 square feet is added to the small project pool each October (the start of
the Section 321 year). The 2012–2013 Section 321 year was the most active in the history of the office
allocation program, with 3.6 million square feet of large projects approved (no small projects were
approved); the Salesforce (formerly Transbay) Tower at 101 First Street at Mission Street represented
38 percent of this total, at 1.37 million square feet. This building is currently under construction. After a
lull in 2013–2014, another 2.2 million square feet of office projects was approved in the 2014-2015
Section 321 year, including “Park Tower” (250 Howard Street) in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment
Area (767,000 square feet; groundbreaking occurred in October 2015) and 633,500 square feet of office
space in the 5M Project at Fifth and Mission Streets. Another 1.23 million square feet was allocated in
the 2015–2016 Section 321 year, with 86 percent of that going to the 50 First Street (“Oceanwide Center”)
project. Only 90,000 square feet was allocated in the 2016-2017 approval period, to one large project—
expansion of a building at 633 Folsom Street. As of January 2018, no office allocations had been granted
in the 2017-2018 Section 321 year.
As of January 2018 July 2016, the Planning Department reported eight four large projects with
applications pending for allocation of office space totaling 5.92 1.16 million square feet. One project, the
proposed conversion of the San Francisco Design Center building at 2 Henry Adams Street from
showrooms to office space (246,000 square feet; Case No. 2013.1593), was effectively denied in July 2014
when the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee tabled a resolution designating the building a City
Landmark, an action that was required to allow the office conversion. This action essentially reduced
the 5.92 1.16 million square feet of pending space as of January 2018 November 2015 to 910,000
5.68 million square feet.
Of the other three seven projects, three two are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental
review: 2.03 million square feet of office space at 610–698 Brannan Street (the Flower Mart site; Case
No. 2017-000663); a proposed 700,000 1.2 million-square-foot building in the Central SoMa Plan Area
development containing approximately 922,300 square feet of office use at 598 Brannan Street (Case
No. 2012.0640E); and a mixed-use project including 421,000 square feet of net new office space at
400 Second Street (One Vassar Street; Case No. 2012.1384) and a four-story, 89,800 square-foot addition
to an existing seven-story building at 633 Folsom Street (Case No. 2014.1063). The fourth other proposals
would create some 1.8 million square feet of office space at the former Pier 70 shipyard; convert 119,600
square feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory at 1800 Mission Street to office use; develop
approximately 289,000 square feet of office space at 542–550 Howard Street; and develop about
84,500 square feet of office space, along with PDR space, at 552 Berry Street/1 De Haro Street. (Although
the Pier 70 project received several approvals in 2017, office allocations at that site will be granted on an
incremental basis as development proceeds.)
The large building inventory reached a maximum of just over 5.1 million square feet available at the
start of the 2012–13 allocation period in October 2012. As of July 2016 January 2018, the Planning
Department has environmental or other applications on file for some 6.9 3.79 million square feet of office
space in addition to the 5.92 million square feet of pending office space. The applications on file
combined with the pending office space totals more than 9.7 million square feet, which is considerably
more than the 444,000 2.1 million square feet available. The largest projects on file include
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redevelopment of the San Francisco Flower Mart site at Sixth and Brannan Streets, within the Plan Area
(approximately 2.0 million square feet), redevelopment of the bayside portion of Pier 70 (approximately
1.8 million square feet), a mixed-use project at Seawall Lot 337 (the San Francisco Giants’ “Mission
Rock” project on Port of San Francisco Land; approximately 1.3 million square feet), which has received
certain approvals but as of January 2018 has not submitted application for allocation of office space;
redevelopment of the former Potrero Power Plant site, including approximately 590,000 square feet of
office space; and three projects in the Plan Area: an approximately 907,000 square-foot office project at
725–735 Harrison and Fourth Street, also within the Plan Area 823,500 square feet of office space on the
site of the San Francisco Tennis Club at Fifth and Brannan Streets, and addition of about 169,000 square
feet of office space to a recently constructed building at 505 Brannan Street. There are applications on
file for 3.85.4 million square feet of office space in seven nine separate projects within the Central SoMa
Plan Area, including two three small (less than 50,000 square-foot) projects. It is noted that, with
approval of Proposition O in November 2016, office development at Candlestick Point and the former
Hunters Point Shipyard is not subject to the annual limit on office development contained in Planning
Code Section 321. This could allow for earlier approval of projects elsewhere in the City, including in
the Plan Area, given that the Planning Commission had voted in 2010 to give priority in office
allocations to projects in the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point project area over other office projects,
except for the Salesforce Tower and projects in Mission Bay South.
Footnote:
57
San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” July
22, 2016 January 12, 2018. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Section 102.9.
Available at http://zasfplan.sfplanning.org/ANLM/Office_Allocation_Stats.pdf, accessed October 24, 2016 January 26,
2018.

E.5
*

Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

On Draft EIR pp. IV-1, the following text is added after the final complete sentence in the last partial paragraph
to further clarify the differences between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan as they were analyzed in the Initial
Study and the Draft EIR, respectively:
… Because the area of effect became more limited, the proposed zoning and height options became
more focused, and the proposed regulations more stringent and exacting than the 2013 draft Plan, the
differences between the two Plans would not result in new effects or more severe physical
environmental impacts than those disclosed in the Initial Study, as discussed further below.

Differences Between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan
The following discussion examines the differences between the goals contained in the 2013 and 2016
Plans, as well as the differences between the geographic area covered by each Plan and the differences
in growth projections as set forth in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR.

Difference Between Plan Goals Set Forth in the EIR and Initial Study
In terms of Plan goals, the comments inaccurately state that the “DEIR Project Has Entirely Different
Goals than the Initial Study.” The same underlying concepts and principles support both the 2013 and
2016 Plans, and the current draft Plan, which proposes to “accommodate growth, provide public
benefits, and respect and enhance neighborhood character” (2016 Plan p. 5) is a refinement of the 2013
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Plan, which aimed to “support transit-oriented growth” (2013 Plan Goal 1) while “respecting the rich
context, character and community of SoMa, providing benefits for its existing residents and workers as
well as the services needed for new ones, and growing sustainably” (2013 Plan p. 6). Table IV-a,
Comparison of Goals, 2013 and 2016 Plan Drafts [New], compares the goals of the 2013 and 2016 draft
Plans side-by-side, along with explanatory text from each plan. While the precise wording and the order
in which the goals are presented has changed between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan, there is strong
concordance between the objectives that support each draft of the Plan.
TABLE IV-A

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS [NEW]
2013 Plan

2016 Plan

Goal 1: Support transit-oriented growth, particularly
workplace growth, in the central corridor area.

Goal 1: Increase the Capacity for Jobs and Housing

The Central Corridor area lies just south of Market Street, San
Francisco’s main drag, adjacent to existing centers of commerce,
housing, and visitor activity in Downtown and Mission Bay. It
is linked regionally and locally by a strong and diverse
transportation network including BART, Caltrain, MUNI and
the coming Central Subway. And it is already an area of
demonstrated demand, in a part of SoMa that has seen more
growth and economic activity than any other city neighborhood
in the last ten years. From a location, transit, and market
demand perspective, it is a logical growth center. Allowing a
wide and flexible range of uses, increasing allowed densities,
and strategically raising height limits are the Plan’s key
strategies to enable increased development potential.
However, any increases in development capacity need to be
balanced with other Plan goals - respecting the rich context,
character and community of SoMa, providing benefits for its
existing residents and workers as well as the services needed
for new ones, and growing sustainably. [p. 6]

Central SoMa is an appropriate location for such development. The
area is served by some of the region’s best transit, including BART
and Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the
Central Subway currently under construction. Flat streets and a
regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for people
walking and bicycling (as facilitated by improvements discussed in
Goal 4). There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology
companies that new and growing companies want to locate near.
There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of
residential units, local- and regional-serving retail, cultural and
entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair
businesses. Simultaneously, there is substantial opportunity to
increase density in Central SoMa. There are numerous
undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots
and single-story commercial buildings. [p. 13]
Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center
Moving forward, Central SoMa is also well positioned to be a
center for job growth. As discussed in Goal #1, it is well located,
being served by some of the region’s best transit and having a lot of
developable land. Much of that demand will be for office-oriented
jobs, particularly in the “knowledge-sector” industries that drive
our economy. However, in allowing for that growth it is important
that the neighborhood maintains and grows its other sectors to
sustain its unique diversity of economic activities and the liveliness
that SoMa is known for. [p. 35]

Goal 2: Shape the area’s urban form recognizing both city and
neighborhood contexts.

Goal 8: Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City

As noted above, the Central Corridor area plays a significant
role as a job hive, cultural center, and transit nexus in our city,
but it also is a unique place with a rich history and a fabric of
diverse buildings and mix of activities that give it its local and
international dynamism. Famous for its brawny warehouses,
eclectic mix of commercial buildings from throughout the 20th
Century and fine-grained alleys, growth should reflect this
character while accommodating the broader growing needs of
tomorrow and the next generation.

While many existing residential, historic, public, and large
commercial buildings in Central SoMa are likely to remain in the
foreseeable future, there is also a substantial amount of land on
which new development is likely to occur.

Urban design provides a tool to address overall neighborhood
livability and character, particularly regarding the scale of the
streetwall, lot fabric, sunlight to open space, and historic
resources. This Plan sets forth a proposal for a mostly mid-rise
district, based on an overall base height set by the width of the
area’s streets. The Plan uses a number of urban design
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New buildings and landscapes will change the neighborhood in
many ways. The design of ground floors can control how
interesting and safe a street will be for people walking. The size
and massing of buildings as perceived from the street can be
inviting if scaled appropriately, alienating if too small or too far
removed, or intimidating if too large, looming or impervious. The
collection of the buildings as viewed from the distance can either
enhance or detract from the overall skyline and sense of the city’s
landscape. The architecture of a building can either engage people
with intimate details and support a feeling of a cohesive and
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TABLE IV-A

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS [NEW]

2013 Plan
strategies, from lowering heights to preventing lot mergers, to
protect assets like existing open spaces, residential enclaves,
small-scale neighborhood commercial clusters and historic
districts. [p. 6]

2016 Plan
dynamic neighborhood or only coolly express its own internal
interests without enriching its context.
Within the existing neighborhood, there are already numerous
good and bad examples for each of these issues. The goal of the
Central SoMa Plan is to ensure that each new building enhances the
character of the neighborhood and the city as a whole by having
engaging ground floor, appropriate scale, great architecture and a
beneficial contribution to the skyline. [p. 95]
Note: Objective 8.3 reads, “Reinforce the character of Central SoMa
as a mid-rise district with tangible ‘urban rooms.’”

Goal 3: Maintain the area’s vibrant economic and physical
diversity.

Goal 2: Maintain the Diversity of Residents

SoMa is one of the most vibrant areas of the city. The Central
Corridor Plan Area incorporates an incredibly diverse crosssection of San Francisco’s population, uses and buildings.
Within the Plan Area there are multiple mini-neighborhoods
where one use might be more predominant than others,
numerous communities with longstanding heritage in the area,
and a wide range of residents, from singles to families, at a
range of incomes.
A key goal of this Plan is to maintain this vibrancy through land
use strategies that support and build upon existing diversity, by
protecting existing residential areas from major change or
displacement, by fostering the continued mix of uses – offices,
housing, retail, hotels, industrial, and entertainment -- sitting
side by side, by preserving important historic buildings, and
guiding the sensitive design of new ones. [p. 7]

SoMa has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race,
income, and unit size. This diversity is a critical part of its
neighborhood character. Respecting this neighborhood character
requires that the variety provided by the existing residents should
be maintained, and that future development would replicate this
pattern to the highest degree possible. [p. 27]
Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center
SoMa has been a commercial center for San Francisco for well over
a century. Historically an industrial district, such businesses now
sit cheek by jowl with offices, retail, hotels, and entertainment
venues. This combination creates an environment that is both
incredibly lively and unique in San Francisco. [p. 35]

Goal 4: Support growth with improved streets, additional
open space, and other elements of “complete communities.”

Goal 5: Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational
Opportunities

The healthiest kind of neighborhood is one where people can
live, work, move, and thrive. As a neighborhood that has been in
transition for a number of years, SoMa still lacks many of the
kinds of services and amenities that would make it a truly
“complete” community for its residents and workers. For
example, the Central Corridor area is currently served by a
diverse set of public open spaces and facilities, particularly
surrounding Yerba Buena Gardens. But the uneven distribution
of these community assets leaves portions of the area
underserved, and the Plan proposes a number of strategies to
provide new public open space. Its large blocks, poor pedestrian
conditions, few biking facilities and fast moving traffic are
proposed to be transformed into complete streets that support
walking, biking, and transit, and function as a welcoming
component of public realm.

Central SoMa currently suffers from a shortage of public parks and
recreational opportunities relative to number of residents, workers
and visitors to the area. This is largely due to its industrial history.
Within the Plan Area there is only one outdoor recreational space:
South Park. There are also smaller indoor and outdoor passive
spaces as well as private indoor gyms. There are also three large
public facilities just outside the Plan Area that serve the people of
Central SoMa: Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend Recreation
Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Given the superior public
transit in Central SoMa, area residents have access to a broad range
of other recreational opportunities in the city. However, given the
length of blocks and limited number of facilities, substantial portions
of the Plan Area lack easy access to playgrounds, public sports
courts, and quiet spaces for more contemplative activities.

In addition to public realm and circulation improvements that
address the area’s needs for physical infrastructure, the Plan also
includes consideration of programs that can enhance access to
community services, affordable housing and work
opportunities. Impact fees will fund not just open space and
street improvements, but also child care and library facilities.
Increased housing requirements will expand the amount of
affordable housing in the area, and citywide economic
development tools will help broaden access to the area’s jobs.
[p. 8]
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By increasing the population in Central SoMa, the need for parks
and recreational opportunities will only increase. Fortunately, the
Central SoMa Plan presents an excellent opportunity to build new
parks and recreational facilities, provide the funding to maintain
them, and the activity to keep them well used. Seizing these
opportunities will require dedicated and strategic focus. [p. 59]
Goal 4: Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that
Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
Central SoMa is served by a widely spaced grid of major streets that
form large blocks, often subdivided by narrow streets and alleys in

RTC-434

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

E. Draft EIR Revisions

TABLE IV-A

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS [NEW]
2013 Plan

2016 Plan
patterns that vary from block to block. While the narrow streets and
alleys typically serve only very local needs, the continuous grid of
major streets connects city neighborhoods and links the city to the
region via I-80, I-280 and U.S. 101. The major streets in SoMa have
multiple lanes, widely spaced traffic signals, and are often one-way
– all strategies to move automobiles and trucks through the district
at rapid speeds.
While the existing street pattern still works for traffic circulation in
off-peak hours, as traffic congestion has worsened over the decades,
these streets are now often snarled with automobiles, trucks, transit,
and taxis/ridesharing services. The resulting traffic is a substantial
source of air and noise pollution and disproportionate rates of traffic
injury, degrading the quality of life for residents, workers and
visitors to the area.
Whether at congested times or not, the present design of the major
streets does not serve pedestrians well and will certainly not
accommodate the pedestrian needs of the new residents, workers
and visitors contemplated by this Plan. Design that primarily
accommodates the needs of motor vehicles relegates the needs of
people walking to a secondary status. The result is unsafe and
unpleasant conditions for pedestrians: many sidewalks do not meet
minimum city standards; signalized or even marked crosswalks are
few and far between; many crosswalks at major intersections are
closed to pedestrians; and long crossing distances increase exposure
to traffic. The combination of high traffic speeds and volumes and
poor pedestrian infrastructure is reflected in the high rate of
pedestrian injuries seen throughout the Plan Area.
The existing conditions are also quite poor for people riding bicycles,
and discourage others from cycling in this neighborhood. On most
streets, bicycles are expected to share lanes with much heavier and
faster moving motor vehicles. Where bicycle lanes exist, they place
cyclists between moving traffic and parked cars and do not protect
cyclists from right-turning vehicles at intersections. Insufficient
facilities for people riding bicycles are reflected in the high rate of
injuries to bicyclists seen throughout the Plan Area. [p. 43]

Goal 5: Create a model of sustainable growth.
At the same time that new growth adds demand to our water,
energy and waste systems, state and local environmental goals
mandate that we reduce greenhouse gas emissions, energy use
and stormwater output. Eco-Districts provide a way of looking
at water and energy conservation and waste reduction on a
neighborhood or district level, by bringing neighbors,
community institutions, and businesses together with the public
sector to develop innovative projects to reduce the ecological
footprint of the neighborhood.
A pilot Eco-District in the Central Corridor can illustrate how a
significant rezoning effort can be linked to sustainable growth.
Several of the components planned for the Central Corridor can
support Eco-District development – new infrastructure in the
area can be designed to assist in achieving energy, water or
ecosystem goals; new buildings can be designed to the highest
level of environmental sustainability; and eco-friendly behavior
can be supported by the Plan Area’s new uses, improved streets,
and new communities. [p. 8]
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Goal 6: Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient
Neighborhood
Central SoMa is poised to become a truly sustainable (healthy, green,
efficient), resilient, and regenerative neighborhood—an “EcoDistrict” where urban development gives more to the environment
than it takes. In such a community, buildings use 100 percent
greenhouse gas-free energy (much of it generated within the
neighborhood); carbon emissions and fossil fuels are completely
eliminated; non-potable water is captured, treated, and re-used
within the district to conserve potable water and eliminate waste;
nature is a daily experience, with greening and biodiversity thriving
on streets, buildings, and parks; and zero solid waste is sent to the
landfill.
To achieve this bold vision, the Central SoMa “Eco-District” is
committed to advancing livability and environmental performance
through innovative and neighborhood-scale systems, projects, and
programs. Creative partnerships between residents, organizations,
businesses, and government entities help ensure sustainability
targets are achieved and progress is tracked over time. The results
will be palpable to the daily experiences of people living, working,
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TABLE IV-A

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS [NEW]
2013 Plan

2016 Plan
and visiting the neighborhood, and will place Central SoMa at the
forefront of action on global climate change. [p. 69]

Chapter 6 – Historic Resources & Social Heritage
SoMa has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within
this diverse mix of land uses, SoMa and the Central Corridor
Area is distinguished by the existence of individually significant
properties. Within the Central Corridor Area Plan there are a
number of City Landmarks, generally in the northern edge of the
Plan Area, including St. Patrick’s Church (Landmark No. 4), the
Jessie Street Substation (Landmark No. 87), and the Old U.S.
Mint (Landmark No. 236), and one locally-designated historic
district, the South End Historic District. Various other significant
properties and districts relating to the Filipino and gay “leather”
communities have been identified through informational
surveys and inventories within the boundaries of the Central
Corridor Plan Area.
The Plan Area’s built fabric, and the social role of those buildings,
play a key role in its unique character. The historic preservation
objectives and policies of the Central Corridor Plan provide for
identification, retention, reuse, and sustainability of these unique
properties. As the area changes and develops, historic features
and key properties that define it should not be lost or their
significance diminished through demolition or inappropriate
alterations. New construction in designated historic districts
should respect and relate to their contexts. The Plan supports
sound treatment of historic resources according to the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, encourages rehabilitation of resources for new
compatible uses, and it allows for incentives for qualifying
historic projects. [p. 82]

Goal 7: Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural
Heritage
SoMa has … developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within this
diverse mix of land uses, there are historically and culturally
significant properties and districts. SoMa is an important center for
two culturally important communities: Filipinos and the lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) community. SoMa is
home to the largest concentration of Filipinos in San Francisco, and
is the cultural center of the regional Filipino community. The
Filipino community has deep roots in the neighborhood, beginning
in the 1920s and becoming a predominant presence in the 1960s. The
LGBTQ community also has a long-standing presence in SoMa. By
1956, the two most prominent national organizations dedicated to
improving the social status of gays and lesbians were both
headquartered within the Central SoMa. Beginning after World War
II and to present day, various LGBTQ-oriented business
establishments have located to SoMa’s industrial areas.
The Plan Area’s cultural heritage is a valuable historical, social, and
economic resource that requires thoughtful management to
safeguard the city’s unique identity and to ensure a high quality-oflife for its current and future inhabitants. Retaining the city’s
architectural heritage builds an inimitable sense of place and a
tangible connection to its past. Sustaining the traditions, businesses,
arts, and practices that compose San Francisco’s social and economic
fabric preserves experiences that can be shared across generations.
And, protecting the city’s archeological sites and artifacts provides
increasing insight into the story of its past inhabitants. Conservation
of our cultural heritage encourages a deeper awareness of our shared
and multi-faceted history while facilitating sustainable economic
development. As the area changes and develops, key elements of the
historic built environment should not be lost or diminished through
demolition or inappropriate alterations. The City supports
preservation and sustainable rehabilitation of historic resources
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties and encourages the introduction of
new compatible uses, and allows for preservation incentives for
qualifying projects. Moreover, new construction in identified
historic districts should respect and relate to its architectural context.
The City also supports stabilization, promotion, and increased
visibility of the area’s living heritage, which includes businesses,
organizations, traditions, and practices associated with the Filipino
and LGBTQ communities. [p. 84]

As shown above, the 2016 Plan merely repackages and rewords the primary goals of the 2013 Plan. The
overall intent of the Plan goals, as they may relate to physical environmental effects, remains the same.
The change in the wording of Plan goals between publication of the Initial Study and publication of the
Draft EIR does not result in any inadequacy in either document, does not set forth substantial new
information, and does not require recirculation of either the Initial Study or the Draft EIR.
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Difference in the Geographic Area of the Plan Between the Draft EIR and Initial Study
As noted in the comments, the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan analyzed in the Initial Study
encompassed the 28-block area from Market Street south to Townsend Street, between Second and Sixth
streets. As currently proposed and as set forth in the Draft EIR, the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan
includes all or parts of 17 city blocks bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west,
Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard, and
Stevenson streets to the north. The change in geographical extent between the 2013 Plan and the 2016
Plan equals the removal of about 35 percent of the 2013 Plan at its northernmost portion.
The areas within the 2016 Plan are all part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area (including East
SoMa and Western SoMa). By contrast, the areas removed from the 2016 Plan are outside of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan Area, the vast majority of which are in the Downtown Plan Area and zoned one
of four C-3 (Downtown Commercial) Use Districts. The exceptions include five parcels near the
northwest corner of Fifth and Howard streets;135 a single large parcel zoned RC-4 (ResidentialCommercial, High-Density) in the block bounded by Howard, Fourth, Folsom, and Fifth streets; and
two sites zoned for P (Public) use—the Old Mint at Fifth and Mission streets and the Fifth and Mission
Parking Garage.
Under the 2013 Plan, none of the parcels outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area were
proposed for rezoning to a different use district, with the exception of the RC-4 parcel, occupied by
three affordable housing buildings owned and operated by TODCO and the Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation, which was proposed for rezoning to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial
Support) for consistency with the surrounding area. However, this zoning revision was not anticipated
to result in any physical change or change in use, given that TODCO’s mission is the provision of
affordable housing and enhancing socioeconomic conditions for the poor, disadvantaged, and workingclass people in SoMa. Moreover, should this site be sold in the future, the regulatory constraints to
removal or demolition of affordable residential units in San Francisco would limit potential changes.
Moreover, no changes in height limits were proposed under the 2013 Plan on any of the parcels now no
longer within the 2016 Plan Area, save for a decrease in height limit that had been proposed on the
blocks occupied by the Moscone Convention Center. Accordingly, while the Initial Study analyzed
physical effects of development subsequent to the Plan in the approximately 30-acre area that is no
longer included in the 2016 Plan, the 2013 Plan would not have substantially increased the foreseeable
amount of development in this area because the 2013 Plan did not propose changes to use districts or
height limits that would have the potential to increase the projected amount of development and this
development could occur pursuant to existing zoning, whether or not the Plan is adopted. It is for these
reasons that the Plan Area boundaries were modified in the 2016 Plan. The adoption of the 2013 Plan
would not have facilitated any additional development that could not already occur on the parcels
removed from the Plan Area (see Figure IV-1, Revision to Plan Area Boundaries [New]).

These parcels, within a RSD (Residential/Service Mixed) Use District at the time the Initial Study was published, have since
been rezoned to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial Support) as part of approval of the 5M Project (Case No. 2011.0409).
135
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Figure IV-1
Revision to Plan Area Boundaries [New]
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In light of the foregoing, the geographical change in the Plan Area between publication of the Initial
Study and publication of the Draft EIR does not result in any inadequacy in either document, does not
set forth substantial new information, and does not require recirculation of either the Initial Study or
the Draft EIR.

Difference Between the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Growth Projections
As discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under Approach
to Analysis on p. IV-5, and elsewhere in the Draft EIR, the Plan is a regulatory program, not a physical
development project or set of development projects (other than changes to streets and potential open
space improvements). The Plan, if adopted, would allow for accommodation of additional jobs and
housing in the Plan Area, but would not result in direct physical changes. To analyze the potential
indirect physical effects of a regulatory program, it is necessary to develop a set of reasonable
assumptions concerning the future physical development that could be constructed under the proposed
Plan. This is then compared with future development that could be constructed under the existing
zoning and land use policies in the Plan Area. These assumptions are set forth in Chapter IV,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under Analysis Assumptions and Growth
Assumptions beginning on Draft EIR p. IV-4. These assumptions are not part of the description of the
proposed Plan; rather, they are the basis of the analysis of several Draft EIR topical sections, particularly
those that require quantification of impacts related to the intensity of development, such as
Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, and Air Quality, as well as the analysis in the
Hydrology section of combined sewer discharges as a result of increases in Plan Area wastewater
generation. Each of these issues was analyzed in the Draft EIR. Other topics that incorporate
quantification related to the intensity of development that were analyzed in the Initial Study include
Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Public Services.
As described on Draft EIR p. IV-5, the Draft EIR growth forecasts are based on the Planning
Department’s citywide allocation of Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) growth projections.
The ABAG projections are developed as part of the regional planning process undertaken by ABAG
and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in preparation of Plan Bay Area, which is the
Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (prepared consistent with Senate Bill 375 [2008]), as well
as the regional transportation plan. The Planning Department allocates the regional growth forecasts to
981 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs)136 in San Francisco, accounting for already anticipated growth and
allocating residual ABAG-forecast growth based on factors including development capacity and
existing development patterns, as well as proposed changes such as the Plan. These growth forecasts
are provided by the Planning Department to the San Francisco County Transportation Authority for
use in the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP) travel demand model, the
output from which serves as the basis for the Plan transportation analysis.137
As shown in Table IV-b, Comparison of Growth Projections, Draft EIR and Initial Study [New], the
growth forecasts used in the Draft EIR are larger than those presented in the Initial Study. The reason
for this is two-fold. First, as explained in footnote 3 on Draft EIR p. IV-5, subsequent to publication of
the Initial Study, Plan development assumptions were modified to add development capacity to a
portion of Assessor’s Block 3778 (bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth Streets, the location of
the San Francisco Flower Mart) and to allow for additional housing on Block 3732, at Fifth and Howard
Streets. The change on Block 3778 is anticipated to allow for approximately 4,500 mostly office jobs
TAZs are the smallest geographic units of measurement associated with existing job and household counts.
The SF-CHAMP model is discussed in detail in Section D.7, Transportation and Circulation, of this Responses to Comments
document, notably in Responses TR-2 and TR-3.
136
137
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(about 960,000 sq. ft. of built space) beyond the amount of development previously assumed, while the
change on Block 3732 is anticipated to accommodate up to approximately 430 units of affordable
housing, or about 400 more units (about 480,000 sq. ft.) than previously assumed. In addition,
development forecasts were adjusted to move the approved 5M Project and the under-construction
Moscone Center Expansion from Plan-induced growth to cumulative and cumulative-with-Plan
growth, which resulted in a change in the No Project growth forecasts. (The 5M and Moscone Center
Expansion projects were moved to the cumulative analysis because they had undergone their own
project-specific environmental review and are not dependent upon the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed
zoning.) These changes were made by the EIR transportation consultants by manually adjusting the SFCHAMP output to account for the changes.
The second factor in the Draft EIR forecasts being larger than those in the Initial Study is because of a
difference in the methodology by which the forecasts were prepared. As stated above, the Draft EIR’s
growth forecasts were derived from the Planning Department’s citywide growth forecasts that, in turn,
are based on the ABAG regional housing and employment growth projections. The Department
allocates the regional growth forecasts within San Francisco. In contrast, the growth forecasts reported
in the Initial Study relied upon a related but slightly different forecasting process by the Department
that was specific to what was then the Central Corridor Plan Area. That approach considered
development capacity given the existing and proposed zoning, identified specific sites with realistic
potential as development sites, and accommodated known entitled and reasonably foreseeable projects.
The difference in the two forecasting approaches (prior to the addition of added growth on Blocks 3778
and 3732) amounted to approximately 6 percent more residential growth (of the total of 9 percent shown
in Table IV-b) and about 5 percent more job growth (of the 13 percent shown in Table IV-b).
TABLE IV-B

COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS, DRAFT EIR AND INITIAL STUDY [NEW]
Central SoMa Plan (2040)

Baseline (2010)

EIR

Initial Studya

Percentage
Differenceb

Housing Units (Total)

7,800

22,300

21,000

6%

Change from Baseline

—

14,500

13,200

10%

6,800

21,200

20,000

6%

—

14,400

13,200

9%

12,000

37,500

35,400

6%

—

25,500

23,400

9%

45,600

109,200

101,900

7%

—

63,600

56,400

13%

Households (Total)

c

Change from Baseline
Population (Total)d
Change from Baseline
Employment (Jobs) (Total)
Change from Baseline
SOURCE:

San Francisco Planning Department, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2015.

NOTES:
Numbers rounded to nearest 100; some columns and rows do not add due to rounding.
a.

Initial Study projections are for what was at that time identified as the High-Rise Option (Option B), the more intensive of two options.

b.

Percentage difference is the amount by which Draft EIR growth forecasts exceed those in the Initial Study.

c.

Assumes 87 percent occupancy rate for 2010 Baseline based on 2010 Census; assumes a 95 percent future occupancy rate.

d.

Assumes 1.77 persons per household.

The added growth on Blocks 3778 and 3732 and the different forecasting approaches used explain why
the growth projections are slightly different, although as can be seen in Table IV-a, the overall totals
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differ by no more than 7 percent and the increment from existing (baseline) conditions varies by 6 to
13 percent.
The growth projections in both the Draft EIR and the Initial Study attribute growth within the entirety
of the original Plan Area as described in the 2013 Plan and in the Plan’s Initial Study. That is, both
growth forecasts assume that development in the area that was removed from the 2013 Plan Area would
be attributable to the Plan. As stated on p. IV-6 of the Draft EIR in the notes of Table IV-1, Summary of
Growth Projections, the reason why the growth forecasts for the Draft EIR were not modified based on
the revised Plan boundaries was because 95 to 97 percent of the projected growth in residential and
employment uses attributable to the 2013 Plan would occur within the 2016 Plan Area boundaries.
Furthermore, as stated above, in fact, this development would occur regardless of whether the 2016 Plan
(or the 2013) is adopted because growth projected for this area could occur under existing conditions
and neither version the Plan would increase the potential foreseeable development in this area.
Therefore, both sets of growth forecasts are conservative with respect to the potential development that
could occur under the Plan.
Concerning other growth forecasts cited in the comments, those from the Central SoMa Plan describe
only anticipated growth from the Plan within the revised Plan Area (without the removed parcels at the
northern portion of the 2013 Plan Area). As explained above, the Draft EIR conservatively includes the
removed parcels in its analysis. The Draft EIR also conservatively assumes more workers per square
foot than assumed in the financial analysis prepared for the Plan; thus, the EIR errs toward
overestimating rather than underestimating environmental impacts related to employment growth. It
is noted that the Draft EIR does not consider the financial analysis as part of its environmental analysis.
Because the Planning Department’s citywide growth allocation, derived from ABAG and MTC regional
projections and used in the Draft EIR transportation analysis was greater for the Plan Area than the
Department’s Plan-specific growth forecasts, and because—as described in detail below—the Initial
Study’s analyses were largely qualitative, it was determined that the Draft EIR should rely on the higher
growth forecasts to achieve internal consistency between the transportation analysis and other portions
of the Draft EIR. The growth estimates used in the Draft EIR mean that the Draft EIR analyzed about
15 percent more housing units than the Planning Department currently estimates would actually be
developed under the proposed Plan. By using higher growth estimates (compared to the Initial Study,
the 2016 Plan, or the financial analysis), the Draft EIR provides a conservative analysis based on a
reasonable “worst-case” scenario so as to not underestimate potential physical environmental impacts
of the Plan.
The commenters’ focus on these small differences in growth projections appears to be based on an
expectation that the projections used for the Draft EIR must achieve a level of precision that is neither
feasible nor required under CEQA. As discussed above, population and employment growth
projections involve numerous assumptions about future economic and social conditions, which results
in a fairly wide margin of error. It is because of this unavoidable margin of error that projections
developed for different purposes (e.g., financial analysis vs. environmental review) incorporate
different assumptions to provide reasonably conservative analyses as appropriate for their intended
purposes. For example, in response to the inherent uncertainty about future economic conditions, it is
good practice to err on the side of underestimating employment growth for financial analysis to reduce
the chance that future payroll tax revenues are not significantly lower than anticipated. It is also good
practice to err on the side of overestimating employment growth for environmental review to reduce
the chance that impacts on transit demand are not adequately mitigated. Thus, the commenters’
observation that the employment growth projections used for the Draft EIR are higher than the
projections used for the financial analysis does not reveal a flaw requiring recirculation of the EIR as
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claimed. On the contrary, this difference demonstrates that the Draft EIR provides a reasonable worstcase analysis that accounts for the uncertainty inherent in projecting future growth as appropriate under
CEQA.
CEQA does not require the growth projections used to support the analysis of potential physical
environmental impacts in the Draft EIR to achieve the level of precision demanded by the commenters.
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light
of what is reasonably feasible.” In light of the uncertainties inherent in predicting future economic and
social conditions, the growth projections used in the Draft EIR meet the required standard of what is
reasonably feasible.

Analysis of Changes to the Plan for Topics Covered in the Initial Study
As can be seen in Table IV-b, the growth forecasts relied upon in the Draft EIR are greater in magnitude
than those discussed in the Initial Study. (As noted above, the forecasts also include growth in the
parcels removed from the original Plan Area.) The Draft EIR presented the bulk of the quantitative
analysis of growth anticipated to be induced by Plan approval, including the topics of Transportation
and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, and Hydrology (cumulative analysis of potential
effects on discharges from the city’s combined sewer system, which is based on a quantitative analysis
of Plan Area wastewater generation). The Draft EIR also includes analyses of several topics for which
the analysis is not based on quantification of population and employment growth, but rather is a
function of changes in policy language and zoning controls (Land Use and Land Use Planning) or is a
function of the location, footprint, and/or height and massing of anticipated development (Aesthetics,
Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Wind, Shadow, Hydrology [risk of flooding]). Regarding the
comment seeking clarification regarding the differences in impacts from those analyzed in the Initial
Study with respect to traffic, air quality, and pedestrian safety, these issues were analyzed in the Draft
EIR, not in the Initial Study, so there is no potential for differences in impacts from those presented in
the Initial Study.
For the most part, the issues analyzed in the Initial Study were evaluated qualitatively and do not rely
on quantification of population and employment growth; instead, they are a function of changes in
policy language and zoning controls (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy) or are a function of the
location, footprint, and/or height and massing of anticipated development (Biological Resources,
Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality (except for combined sewer discharges noted above),
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral Resources, and Agriculture and Forest Resources). For each
of these issues, the analysis in the Initial Study is not affected by the population and employment
forecasts; rather, it is derived from the location of development. Therefore, the Initial Study’s analysis
of the above topics remains valid and, because it assumes development on the parcels removed from
the original Plan Area, is also conservative.
There are four topic areas evaluated in the Initial Study that include population and employment
forecasts as part of their assessments: Population and Housing, Recreation, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Public Services. The following analysis evaluates the potential environmental effects to
these resource topics using the Draft EIR’s growth projections.
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Population and Housing
The Initial Study finds that the Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts on population and
housing. The Plan would not stimulate new population or job growth within San Francisco that is not
already projected to occur by regional growth forecasts and regional air quality planning efforts. As
stated on Draft EIR p. I-9, the Plan Area is located with the Eastern Neighborhoods and DowntownVan Ness-Geary Priority Development Areas that are specified in Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area’s
Sustainable Communities Strategy. Thus, the Plan seeks to accommodate already-forecast growth in a
part of the city that is easily accessible by transit, thereby contributing to a reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions, compared to the same amount of development in a less-transit-accessible location. As stated
in Draft EIR Table IV.D-4, Summary of Mode of Travel for Central SoMa—Weekday PM Peak Period—
Existing and 2040 Cumulative Conditions, p. IV.D-35, 30 percent of p.m. peak-hour travel in Central
SoMa is currently by transit, and this percentage would increase to 32 percent by 2040 with Plan
implementation. This compares to a 12 percent transit mode share for travel to work for the Bay Area
as a whole.138 This conclusion that the Plan would not stimulate new unplanned growth remains valid
and, in fact, becomes incrementally stronger, based on the greater growth forecasts presented in the
Draft EIR. The Initial Study finds that the Plan would not generate housing demand beyond forecasts
of projected housing, because San Francisco has already planned for a large increase in housing units,
both within and outside the Plan Area. As stated on Initial Study p. 85, Plan-generated housing demand
represents roughly 19 percent of the approximate 106,000-unit increase in housing units projected for
the city through 2040. This conclusion, too, remains valid with the greater growth forecasts presented
in the Draft EIR, given that, compared to the projections in the Initial Study, projected housing unit
growth has increased by nearly the same percentage as projected job growth (10 percent versus
13 percent), meaning that the relative increase in jobs and housing units in the Plan Area would be
essentially the same as assumed in the Initial Study analysis. Moreover, the 2016 Plan’s forecast growth
of 14,500 housing units and 63,600 jobs would remain within the population and employment forecasts
contained in Plan Bay Area, the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. Finally, the Initial Study
finds that the Plan would not displace a large number of housing units or require construction of
replacement housing. This conclusion also remains valid when considering the greater growth forecasts
presented in the Draft EIR because the Plan does not anticipate removal of substantial numbers of
existing housing units, which is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under Planning Code
Section 317, as discussed in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248. To the extent that any existing housing units
are anticipated to be removed, the Plan anticipates that they would be replaced with a larger number of
new dwelling units.

Recreation
As described both in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR, the Plan proposes a number of new park and
open space facilities. The projected increase of 7,300 jobs from growth reported in the Initial Study
would be a daytime population that could use the recreation and open spaces during break or lunch
times. However, the Plan requires office uses to provide open space such that any increase in daytime
population demand is likely to be offset by an increased number of privately owned public open spaces.
Regarding the residential population, the increase of 2,100 residents from growth reported in the Initial
Study would represent 6 percent more growth. However, the Initial Study analysis of recreation and
open space was not a quantified analysis because San Francisco has no applicable ratio of parks and
open space per number of people. Rather, the General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE)
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area 2020 Draft EIR, April 2017; Table 2.1-7, p. 2.1-11. Available at
http://2040.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/2017-07/PBA%202040%20DEIR_0_1.pdf, accessed November 15, 2017.
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calls for a focus on acquisition of open space in underserved areas of the city (Policy 2.1), provision of a
balanced recreational system (Policy 2.2), and recreational programs responsive to community needs
and changing demographics (Policy 2.3), along with other priorities less applicable to the Plan Area,
such as shoreline and civic-serving open spaces. The ROSE also recommends expanded provision of
privately owned public open spaces (POPOS), particularly in denser neighborhoods such as the Plan
Area. The Initial Study considered that the Plan proposes new publicly available open spaces as well as
a comprehensive pedestrian-friendly network to increase access to existing, new, and improved spaces.
In particular, the Plan would result in a new park on the block bounded by Bryant, Fourth, Brannan,
and Fifth streets, a linear park on Bluxome Street, and numerous other open space improvements, along
with, potentially, the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa. It is also noted that the
Plan Area, like the entirety of San Francisco, has easy access to recreational facilities: San Francisco is
the only city in the United States where all residents have access to a park within a 10-minute walk.139
Therefore, and in recognition of the Plan’s proposals for increased open space, the Initial Study’s
conclusion that the Plan would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of such facilities would occur or be accelerated remains
valid, even considering the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR.

Utilities and Service Systems
With respect to demand for Utilities and Service Systems, the Initial Study finds that the Plan would
result in less-than-significant effects related to potable water demand. This conclusion remains valid
considering the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the Initial Study estimated
water demand of 2.8 million gallons per day using an older, more conservative (i.e., higher) calculation
approach. In contrast the Draft EIR relied upon the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s
(SFPUC’s) water use calculator, the accepted standard methodology as of December 2016. Based on the
SFPUC calculator, the Draft EIR estimates water demand of 1.7 million gallons per day using the higher
growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR (p. IV.I-32). The Initial Study also found a less-thansignificant effect with respect to solid waste generation. This conclusion remains valid in light of the
greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the generation figure of 20,000 tons per day
(tpd) provided in the Initial Study (p. 116) was rounded up from a conservative calculation of
19,100 tpd.140 The relatively small increase in growth projections would result in an increase of about
700 tpd, which would still be less than the 20,000 tpd analyzed in the Initial Study. (The Draft EIR
analyzed wastewater and stormwater generation in the context of the potential for combined sewer
discharges and are based on the Draft EIR growth projections.) It is noted that adequate provision of
services is not the relevant standard for a physical impact under CEQA. The Initial Study evaluated
utilities and service systems and determined that the Plan would not result in the need for new or
expanded facilities, the construction of which could result in significant physical impacts on the
environment, which is the question to be answered under CEQA.

Public Services
The greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR could incrementally increase demand for police,
fire/emergency medical services (EMS), parks, and school capacity, compared to that discussed in the
Office of the Mayor, “San Francisco Becomes First City in Nation Where All Residents Live within a 10-Minute Walk to a Park,”
May 16, 2017. Available at: http://sfmayor.org/article/san-francisco-becomes-first-city-nation-where-all-residents-live-within-10minute-walk-park. Accessed August 13, 2017.
140
Solid waste generation estimated by ESA on the basis of consolidated generation factors from CalRecycle, the City of
San Diego, and the CalEEMod air quality and greenhouse gas model. Generation factors conservatively assume diversion from
landfill of approximately 50 percent of discarded materials.
139
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Initial Study. Since publication of the Initial Study, new police and fire/EMS facilities have opened in
Mission Bay, about 0.5 mile south of the Plan Area. The new Southern Police Station at Mission Bay
serves the Plan Area, while the new Fire Station 4 responds to certain calls within the Plan Area. As
explained in more detail in Response PS-2 in Section D.16, Initial Study Topics, the question to be
answered under CEQA with respect to public services is whether a project would necessitate the
construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts. The Initial Study
determined that such a condition would not arise. However, should the Fire or Police departments (or
another City agency) determine at some point that new facilities are needed, any potential effects from
construction of such facilities would be similar to those already analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Initial
Study in connection with growth anticipated under the Plan. Such impacts could include, for instance,
construction noise, effects on historical and archeological resources, air quality impacts such as
emissions of dust and other pollutants, and temporary street closures or other traffic obstructions. That
is, construction of a new fire station, police station, or other comparable government facility would not
result in new significant impacts not already analyzed; thus, the effects would already have been
addressed in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study. Accordingly, the slightly greater growth forecasts
presented in the Draft EIR, compared to those in the Initial Study, would not change the conclusion of
the Initial Study, that the Plan “would not increase the demand for police service or fire protection
service such that new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain acceptable levels of service” [emphasis
added].
Concerning school facilities, based on recent growth in public school enrollment and forecasts for
continued growth, the San Francisco Unified School District is moving forward with plans for a new
school in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. (Development of this school was assumed in the
Mission Bay Supplemental EIR of 1998.) Funding for this school could come, in part, from Proposition A
school bonds passed by San Francisco voters in November 2016. As with utilities and service systems,
the relevant inquiry with respect to public services is whether adverse physical impacts would result
from construction of new facilities. To the extent construction of this or any other new school that the
San Francisco Unified School District determines is needed to accommodate growing enrollment, the
environmental effects of such facilities would be similar to that of subsequent development projects,
which are disclosed in the Initial Study and Draft EIR. Regarding financial (socio-economic, as opposed
to physical) effects, as with all development projects in San Francisco, development in the Plan Area
would be assessed a per-gross-square-foot school impact fee, as stated on Initial Study p. 122. As stated
on Initial Study p. 123, local jurisdictions are precluded under state law (Senate Bill 50) from imposing
school‐enrollment–related mitigation beyond the school impact fees. The collection of these fees fully
mitigates any potential effects on schools associated with additional development resulting from Plan
implementation; therefore, the Initial Study’s less-than-significant conclusion remains valid.
*

On Draft EIR pp. IV-6, footnote d. in Table IV-1 is revised as follows:
d.

The 2016 Central SoMa Plan is contained entirely within the boundaries of the 2013 draft Plan Area. The Department analyzed projected
growth in employment and residential uses for the 2013 draft Plan and determined that 95 to 97 percent of theis projected growth due to the
Plan is anticipated to occur in the 2016 draft Plan Area. Thus, the numbers presented in this table, are conservative (i.e., higher) and would
not substantively alter the conclusions reached in this EIR. These modifications to the growth assumptions would not result in substantial or
more severe physical impacts for topics evaluated in the Initial Study.

On Draft EIR pp. IV-8 to IV-9, the first two paragraphs have been revised as follows to clarify project
descriptions listed under “Subsequent Development Projects” and remove a duplicate project:
●

598 Brannan Street: The proposed development would consist of four new buildings containing
approximately 984,400922,300 square feet of office, 61,34075,000 square feet of retail ground-floor
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commercial area (Retail/PDR), and 104,80088,000 square feet of residential (approximately
10090 dwelling units). Existing buildings to be demolished include the four existing one-and two-story
commercial, industrial, and warehouse buildings and associated surface parking lots. The proposed
project would also include a new approximately 33,00038,000-square-foot park at the center of the
project site.
…
●

636–648 Fourth Street: The proposed project variant (to a non-Plan-compliant submittal) would include
a 350250-foot-tall primarily residential tower with 427 approximately 270 units and approximately
3,2004,500 square feet of ground floor commercial space. Two existing one- and two -story commercial
buildings and a general advertising billboard would be demolished.

●

400 Second Street: The proposed project would merge multiple parcels on the south side of Harrison
Street, retain one of the existing buildings (645 Harrison Street), demolish the remaining four structures,
and construct two new buildings and an addition above the existing 645 Harrison Street structure. The
project anticipates construction of two towers reaching heights of approximately 350 feet, and an
additional building reaching a height of approximately 200 feet. The proposed project would result in
the creation of a midblock passageway connection between Harrison and Perry Streets, improvement
of the existing Vassar Place, and a new connection from Second Street to Vassar Place and Perry Street.
The proposed project would create approximately 380 dwelling units, 500 hotel rooms, and 535,000
gross square feet of office use, of which 421,000 square feet would be net new office space. The proposed
project would demolish the existing one- to four-story buildings and construct three new buildings.

●

531 Bryant Street: The proposed project would demolish the two existing buildings on the site, and
proposes two possible options: either (l) complete removal of these structures or (2) potential retention
of the existing building façade along Bryant Street retain the existing façade and construct a new sixstory building.

●

725–765 Harrison Street: The proposed project would include construction of a mid-rise building and
tower containing residential and production, distribution, and repair uses, as well as publicly-accessible
open space

…

…

…

*

On Draft EIR p. IV-10, the following header and subsequent text regarding the State Density Bonus has been
added for clarification on p. IV-10 in the “Overview” section of Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures:
State Density Bonus
The California state density bonus law, adopted in 1978, allows developers to select concessions from
local development standards if a certain percentage of affordable units are included in a project. In 2017,
subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City approved amendments to its local housing density
bonus program, codified in Planning Code Section 206, Affordable Housing Bonus Programs.
Section 206 incorporates, among other programs, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program
(Planning Code Section 206.4; approved in 2016 as Section 206.3), which allows for up to three
additional stories of residential development for fully affordable residential projects, as well as
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procedures for projects seeking approval of a state density bonus (Planning Code Section 206.6). Both
of these programs would be applicable to the Plan Area.141
The growth assumptions in the Draft EIR (which includes both the currently proposed Plan Area as
well as the area of the 2013 draft Plan) are derived from overall citywide growth assumptions developed
by the Planning Department based on the regional planning effort underlying Plan Bay Area. Plan Bay
Area growth allocations for the city can be accommodated under existing height and bulk controls; thus
existing zoning is not currently a constraint on growth or determinant of the overall amount of housing
growth expected citywide by 2040. Given that, it is assumed that increased residential development in
the Plan Area due to the use of the state density bonus and/or the Plan’s own height bonus would lead
to a concomitant decrease in residential development elsewhere in San Francisco. That is, while the Plan
seeks to concentrate and focus a greater percentage of San Francisco’s growth in the Plan Area, adoption
of the Plan in and of itself would not alter the overall growth forecast under Plan Bay Area to occur in
San Francisco.142 Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both
the state density bonus program and the Plan’s own height bonus provision, and the resulting effects
such as transportation, air quality, traffic noise, and water demand and combined sewer flows.
Regarding other effects, such as aesthetics and wind or shadow impacts, which are site-specific, it would
be speculative to analyze potential future height and/or density on any given site when it cannot be
known on which specific sites any such density or height bonus might be sought in the future.
Subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would undergo project-level CEQA review, as
applicable, to determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not
disclosed in the Draft EIR as a result of any additional height increases or bulk modifications permitted
under the state density bonus law.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV-10, following Subsequent Development Projects, the following header and text has been
added to clarify the potential designation of the Central SoMa Plan Area as a Housing Sustainability District.
Housing Sustainability District and Eligible Projects
As noted in Chapter I, Introduction, the City, through adoption of an ordinance by the Board of
Supervisors, could choose to designate portions of the Central SoMa Plan Area as a HSD. Should the
Central SoMa Plan Area be designated as a HSD and that designation not result in any changes to height,
bulk, density, use, or other development standards proposed in the Plan Area, implementation of the
HSD would not change or intensify the anticipated physical or programmatic parameters of
development allowed under the proposed Central SoMa Plan. Therefore, designation of the Central
SoMa Plan Area as a HSD would not change any of the conclusions reached in this EIR. Furthermore,
eligible projects seeking entitlement under the HSD would be required to meet adopted design review
standards, comply with the Plan as analyzed in the EIR, and incorporate applicable mitigation measures
from this EIR. Pursuant to AB 73, subsequent projects in the Plan Area that meet the requirements of a
HSD would not require further environmental review.

Two other components of Section 206—the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity – San Francisco, or HOME-SF Program
(Section 206.3) and the analyzed state density bonus program (Section 206.5)—would not apply to the Plan Area, as they are
applicable only to use districts where residential density is regulated by lot size. In the Plan Area, residential density would be
regulated by building height and bulk controls, an approach generally known as “form-based zoning.”
142
When allocating anticipated future regional growth that is assigned through the regional planning process to San Francisco, the
Planning Department, as part of a forecasting exercise for a plan area such as Central SoMa, maintains cumulative totals
consistent with the regional plan, inclusive of whatever proposed zoning changes are being analyzed.
141
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E.6

Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning

On Draft EIR p. IV.A-1, the second sentence of the second paragraph has been revised as follows to correct an
editorial error:
… Its boundaries extend from Second Street on the east to Sixth Street on the west, from Townsend
Street on the south, and along an irregular northern border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard,
and Stevenson Streets to its northernmost point at Stevenson and Mission Sixth Streets. …
On Draft EIR p. IV.A-12, the second bullet has been revised as follows to account for the City’s adoption of a
TDM program since publication of the Draft EIR:
●

E.7

Planning Code provisions concerning off-street parking and loading and, assuming they are enacted
by the Board of Supervisors in 2016, concerning transportation demand management, as discussed
in Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation.

Section IV.B, Aesthetics

On Draft EIR p. IV.B-12, the first sentence of the fifth paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the distance
noted:
The visual character of the area just two blocks north of the Plan Area (within 1,200 feet) is dominated
by large, relatively shorter structures on large lots. …
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.B-22, Figure IV.B-15, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing
Conditions Plus Plan, is revised to correctly portray a 240-foot-tall tower at the southeast corner of Fourth and
Harrison streets.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.B-23, Figure IV.B-16, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing
Conditions Plus Plan and Cumulative, is revised to correctly portray a 240-foot-tall tower at the southeast corner
of Fourth and Harrison streets.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.B-26, Figure IV.B-19, Mid-Range Visual Simulation: Interstate 80 Westbound: Existing
Conditions Plus Plan, is revised to correctly portray a 240-foot-tall tower at the southeast corner of Fourth and
Harrison streets.
On p. IV.B-33, the sixth sentence of the first paragraph beneath the heading “Development under the Plan” has
been revised as follows to clarify the proposed height limits north of Bryant Street:
… The Plan, as analyzed in this EIR, would also allow for towers between 200 and 350 feet in height on
the north and south sides of Harrison Street between Second and Third Streets (interspersed on the
north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet),
a tower of 240 feet at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison Streets, a tower of 200 feet in height
on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets, a 180-foot tower at the northwest corner of Fourth
and Folsom Streets, and a 300-foot-tall tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets. …
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E. Draft EIR Revisions

On Draft EIR p. IV.B-38, the last sentence in the first partial paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
location of the tallest potential buildings in the Plan Area:
… The tallest new vertical elements (at parcels on Fourth Street at Townsend Street, Fourth Street at
Brannan Street, and Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets at Third Street) would partially
obscure views of the Bay from Corona Heights Park, but not to a large extent.

E.8

Section IV.C, Cultural and Paleontological Resources

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-12, the fifth sentence of the second full paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
… A new Bessie Carmichael School/FEC was built for grades K-5 at 375 Seventh Street (a block [about
800 feet] west of the Plan Area) in 2004, with the Harrison Street campus now serving as the campus’
middle school; together, the two facilities comprise the only public school in the South of Market. …
On Draft EIR p. IV.C-12, the seventh sentence of the second full paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify
the distance noted:
… Since that time, the apartments have largely been occupied by newly arrived Filipino families, while
the ground floor commercial space has provided a home for numerous Filipino community
organizations, such as the West Bay Pilipino Multi-Service Center (now on Seventh Street, a block [about
800 feet] west of the Plan Area), the South of Market Employment Center, Bayanihan Community
Center (now located in the Bayanihan House at 1010 Mission Street, just west of the Plan Area), and
Bindlestiff Studio theater (now on Sixth Street). …
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-16, Figure IV.C-2, Historical Resources in the Plan Area and Vicinity, is revised to show
all known and potential historical resources in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

*

On Draft EIR, p. IV.C-25, the last paragraph has been modified to incorporate more recent information
concerning the California Register-eligible Flower Mart Historic District.
The Central SoMa Survey identified a California Register-eligible historic district consisting of five
interconnected structures that comprise the San Francisco Flower Mart, located on the southern half of
the block bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth Streets. Four of the five buildings were
completed in 1956 and at least three of those were designed by master architect Mario Ciampi; a fifth
building was added in 1967. The Flower Mart appears eligible for the California Register under Criteria
1 and 3 for its associations with San Francisco’s floral industry and inter-ethnic commercial cooperation,
as well as its purpose-built design by Mario Ciampi. The Historic Preservation Commission concurred
in the eligibility of this district as part of its approval of the Central SoMa Survey. Subsequent research
in connection with a proposed development project at this location has identified eight separate
buildings, some of which are interconnected, as comprising the Flower Mart Historic District; the five
largest buildings were attributed to Ciampi.22a One of the buildings was newly determined eligible since
publication of the Draft EIR, while the others were reclassified from five structures to seven. This district
is shown in Figure IV.C-2.
Footnote:
22a
Carey & Co., San Francisco Flower Mart: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1, October 31, 2017, and San Francisco
Flower Mart: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1, October 31, 2017.
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Figure IV.C-2
Historical Resources in the Plan Area and Vicinity [Revised]

E. Draft EIR Revisions

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-55, the first full sentence has been revised as follows to identify additional historic
resources that may be affected by anticipated Plan Area development:
… Listed, designated, and eligible individual historic architectural resources that could be affected by
an allowable increase in permitted building height from 85 feet or less to 130 to 160 feet include the
following properties: 36 Bluxome Street, 53 Bluxome Street, 350 Townsend Street, 525 Fourth Street, 401
Fourth Street, 428 Third Street, 665 Harrison Street, 177 Stillman Street, 120 Perry Street, 735 Harrison
Street, 868 Folsom Street, 854 Folsom Street, 848 Folsom Street, 844 Folsom Street, and 539 Bryant Street.
Listed, designated, and eligible individual historic architectural resources that could be affected by an
allowable increase in permitted building height from 85 feet or less to over 160 feet include the following
properties: 530 5th Fifth Street, 400 2nd Second Street, 401 Fourth Street (765 Harrison Street), 601
Brannan Street, 650 Fifth Street, 665 Harrison Street, 690 Fifth Street, 645 Harrison Street, 620 Fourth
Street, 310 Townsend Street, 410 Townsend Street, 424 Townsend Street, and 645 Harrison Street, as
well as all of the buildings associated with the California Register-eligible San Francisco Flower Mart
District (see Figure IV.C-2, Historical Resources in the Plan Area and Vicinity, and Table APX-C-1 in
Appendix C). …
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-55, the following text has been added, following the first partial paragraph, to clarify that
effects on potential historical resources are considered as part of the impact analysis.
Certain buildings within the Central SoMa Plan Area have been identified as needing more information
to determine if they are historic resources (refer to Appendix C). If during subsequent project review,
these buildings are identified as historic resources, the demolition or substantial alteration of these
buildings would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact.

*

On Draft EIR, p. IV.C-56, the second full paragraph has been modified to clarify effects on the California
Register-eligible Flower Mart Historic District.
As described in above, the California Register-eligible San Francisco Flower Mart Historic District
consists of five eight partially interconnected structures on the block bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan,
and Sixth Streets. It is significant for the California Register under Criteria 1 and 3 for its associations
with San Francisco’s floral industry and inter-ethnic commercial cooperation, as well as its purposebuilt design by master architect Mario Ciampi. Under the Plan, the height limits on this site would be
increased from 40 feet to 270 feet, which would potentially allow for approval of a currently proposed
project at the site that would demolish the existing Flower Mart buildings (one district contributor that
is not on the project site would remain) and reconstruct the Flower Mart as part of a mixed-use project
that would contain about 2 million square feet of office space, about 89,000 square feet of
retail/restaurant space, a new 125,000 square foot Flower Mart, along with publicly accessible open
space. The project would include three towers, ranging up to 270 feet in height, as well as mid-rise
buildings. This subsequent development project, were it to be approved, would result in the loss of all
but one of the contributors to this California Register-eligible San Francisco Flower Mart Historic
District, which would effectively eliminate the potential district and would be a significant and
unavoidable impact.
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*

On Draft EIR, p. IV.C-56, the following text in the last partial paragraph has been modified to clarify that effects
to as-yet-to-be-identified resources are included as part of the impact evaluation.
Impact Evaluation for Individual Historic Architectural
Districts/Conservation Districts, and As-yet Unidentified Resources

Resources,

and

Historic

When an Environmental Evaluation Application is filed with the Environmental Planning Division of
the Planning Department for a project that would result in the demolition or alteration of an as-yet-tobe-identified resource, an individual historic architectural resource, or a contributor to a historic district
or conservation district, or would result in new construction within or immediately adjacent to such a
district, Preservation staff will conduct an initial evaluation of the building and of the proposed project.
…
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-58, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a has been revised as follows to clarify guidance with
regard to avoiding or minimizing effects on historical impacts:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Identified Historical
Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with
the Planning Department’s Preservation staff at the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation
application to determine whether there are feasible means to redesign or otherwise revise the project to
avoid a substantial significant adverse change in the significance of an effects on historic architectural
resource(s) (including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the
project’s historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), “[s]ubstantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a
historical resource would be materially impaired.” If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall
seek feasible means to reduce effects on historic architectural resource(s) to the maximum extent
feasible. a less-than-significant level, Avoidance and minimization measures shall seek to retain the
resource’s character-defining features, and may include, but are not limited to: retention of characterdefining features, building setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. with the significance of the impact to
be judged based on whether the proposed project would materially impair the resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).
Should Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a be determined to be infeasible, Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-1c,
M-CP-1d, and/or M-CP-1e, shall be applicable, based on the specific circumstances of the project in
question. CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social, and technological factors.” The applicability of each factor would vary from project to
project, and would be determined by staff on a case-by-case basis.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-59, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c has been revised as follows to clarify when the mitigation
would need to be implemented:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or
contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff determined that such
a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall undertake an oral history project
prior to demolition or adverse alteration of the resource that includes interviews of people such as
residents, past owners, or former employees. The project shall be conducted by a professional historian
in
conformance
with the
Oral
History
Association’s
Principles
and
Standards
(http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.html). In addition to transcripts of the interviews, the oral
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history project shall include a narrative project summary report containing an introduction to the
project, a methodology description, and brief summaries of each conducted interview. Copies of the
completed oral history project shall be submitted to the San Francisco Public Library, Planning
Department, or other interested historical institutions.
On Draft EIR p. IV.C-59, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e has been revised as follows to clarify video
documentation requirements:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1e: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical
resource or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation Planning staff
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor shall work with
Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional, to undertake video documentation of the
affected historical resource and its setting. The documentation shall be conducted by a professional
videographer, preferably one with experience recording architectural resources. The documentation
shall be narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history,
or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The documentation shall include as much
information as possible—using use visuals in combination with narration about the materials,
construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the historical resource.
Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Department, and to
repositories including but not limited to: the San Francisco Public Library, Northwest Information
Center, and the California Historical Society. This mitigation measure would supplement the traditional
HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available
to the public and inform future research.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-62, Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a has been revised as follows to clarify the proposed
boundary for protecting historical resources from adjacent construction activities:
M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The project sponsor of
a development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning Department Environmental
Planning/Preservation staff to determine whether adjacent or nearby buildings constitute historical
resources that could be adversely affected by construction-generated vibration. For purposes of this
measure, nearby historic buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a
subsequent development project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall include
historic buildings within 25 feet if vibratory and vibration-generating construction equipment, such as
jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and vibratory rollers would be used. If one or more historical
resources is identified that could be adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into
construction specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction contractor(s)
use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic buildings. Such methods may
include maintaining a safe distance between the construction site and the historic buildings (as
identified by the Planning Department Preservation staff), using construction techniques that reduce
vibration (such as using concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open excavation trenches,
the use of non-vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring methods to
prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security to minimize risks of
vandalism and fire. No measures need be applied if no vibratory equipment would be employed or if
there are no historic buildings within 100 feet of the project site.
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On Draft EIR p. IV.C-62, Mitigation Measure M-CP-3b has been revised as follows to clarify that implementation
of the mitigation measure may be subject to access being granted by the owner(s) of adjacent properties:
M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. For those historical resources
identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy equipment would be used on a subsequent
development project, the project sponsor of such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to
minimize damage to adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and
repaired. The monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be used
and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components, subject to access being granted
by the owner(s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation
professional to undertake a pre-construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San
Francisco Planning Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph
the buildings’ existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the resource(s), the
consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each
building, based on existing condition, character-defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated
construction practices (a common standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that
vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration
levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels
in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not be granted, the project sponsor shall employ
alternative methods of vibration monitoring in areas under the control of the project sponsor.
Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be halted and
alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. (For example, pre-drilled piles
could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible based on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment
might be able to be used in some cases.) The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of
each building during ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building
occur, the building(s) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion of grounddisturbing activity on the site.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.C-66, the first paragraph of Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 has been edited for clarity:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment. This tribal
cultural resource mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soilsimproving activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils remediation,
compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of five (5) feet or greater below ground surface.
Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to affect a tribal
cultural resource in tandem with the Ppreliminary Aarcheology Rreview (PAR) of the project by the San
Francisco Planning Department archeologist. For projects requiring a Mmitigated Nnegative
Ddeclaration or Eenvironmental Iimpact Rreport, the Planning Department “Notification Regarding
Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA” shall be distributed to the Ddepartment’s tribal distribution list.
Consultation with California Native American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a
tribal cultural resource will occur at the request of any notified tribe. For all projects subject to this
mitigation measure, if staff determines that the proposed project may have a potential significant
adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the following shall be required as determined warranted
by the ERO.
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If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and effective,
based on information provided by the applicant regarding feasibility and other available information,
then the project archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan
(ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP plan by the archeological consultant shall be required
when feasible. If staff determines that preservation–in-place of the Tribal Cultural Resource is not a
sufficient or feasible option, then the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the
TCR resource in coordination with affiliated Native American tribal representatives. An interpretive
plan produced in coordination with affiliated Native American tribal representatives, at a minimum,
and approved by the ERO shall be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify
proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or
installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance
program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native
American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and
educational panels or other informational displays.

E.9

Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-12, Figure IV.D-4, Missing Curb Ramps, Closed Crosswalks, and Multiple Turning Lanes,
has been updated to show removed, closed, and/or installed crosswalks and symbols at various intersections.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-23, the last bullet has been revised as follows to account for the City’s adoption of a TDM
program since publication of the Draft EIR:
●

*

Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the Transportation Sustainability Program would
help manage demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for
new residents, tenants, employees, and visitors to get around by sustainable travel modes such as
transit, walking, and biking. Each measure that would be included in the TDM program is intended
to reduce VMT traveled from new development. Resolution No. 19628 of intent to initiate the
Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2016, and the
Planning Code amendments have been forwarded to. On February 7, 2017, the Board of Supervisors
approved Ordinance No. 34-17, which the Mayor signed on February 17, 2017, adopting the TDM
Program. The TDM Program became effective on March 19, 2017 for legislative approval.

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-25, the last bullet has been revised as follows to clarify that Plan Bay Area did not develop
an employee VMT goal:
●

Taken as a whole, development specified in the plan leads to a VMT that is equal to or less than the
VMT per capita and VMT per employee specified in the SCS.

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-40, the last two sentences have been revised as follows to account for the City’s adoption
of a TDM program since publication of the Draft EIR:
… As noted above, on February 7, 2017, the Planning Department is currently pursuing an ordinance
amending the Planning Code to establish a citywide TDM Program. Resolution 19628 of intent to initiate
the Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2016. If the
proposed Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board of Supervisors approved
Ordinance No. 34-17, adopting a citywide TDM Program. Therefore, development projects within the
Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.
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E. Draft EIR Revisions

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-45, the sources of Table IV.D-8 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-46, the sources of Table IV.D-9 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-48, the sources of Table IV.D-10 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memoranda, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2012 regional transit ridership data), and Updated BART Regional Screenlines,
October 2016,; Fehr & Peers, 2016.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-52, the last sentence of the second paragraph has been removed as implementing Towaway Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street was determined not to be feasible as this measures conflicts with an
approved project on Fifth Street which was included in the 2009 Bike Plan.
In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d, Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes
on Fifth Street (described below), would provide a transit-only lane on Fifth Street and would mitigate
transit delay impacts on the 47 Van Ness route. However, because it is not known whether or how much
additional funding would be generated for transit improvements as part of these mitigation measures,
and whether SFMTA could provide additional service, boarding improvements, or a transit-only lane
on Fifth Street to fully mitigate project impacts, transit impacts with implementation of the street
network changes would still be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
On Draft EIR, p. IV.D-53, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a has been revised as follows to clarify the responsible
City and County entities, clarify potential actions to enhance transit funding, and remove the last two sentences
of the paragraph entitled, “Muni Storage and Maintenance,” because this text does not refer to a specific action
by SFMTA:
M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City and County actions that could reduce the
transit impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.
Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other City agencies
and departments as appropriate, shall ensure that seek sufficient operating and capital funding is
secured, including through the following measures:
●

Establish fee-based sources of revenue such as parking benefit districts.

●

Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a portion of the
revenue collected going to support improved local and regional transit service on routes that
serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

●

Seek grant funding for specific capital improvements from regional, state and federal
sources.Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review each street
network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant transit delay impacts
have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend,
14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through
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this review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that would meet the
performance criteria of maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and
offsetting transit delay. Such features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit
signal priority, queue jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs,
and transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times and offset
transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be subject to a similar review
process.
Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the SFMTA shall
establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and development in Central SoMa
to transit and other transportation sustainable mode planning. This shall be achieved through some or
all of the following measures:
●

●

●

Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the pedestrian
environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the day, especially in areas
where sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and
intimidating for pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks,
narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.
Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from transit
stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access points to buildings
through parking lots and other auto-oriented entryways.
Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and direct
resources brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee assessments, as
outlined above, to further the multimodal implementation and maintenance of these
transportation improvements.

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed
to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall provide
maintenance and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and Facilities Vision for
the 21st Century report.214 The document provides a vision for addressing Muni’s storage and
maintenance needs, particularly in light of substantial growth in fleet as well as changes in the fleet
composition.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-54, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3b has been revised to include other examples of boarding
improvements as all of MUNI’s fleet will be low-floor buses by 2019 and MuniMobile payment, a form of prepayment, is currently being considered by SFMTA, and eliminate erroneous cross-references:
M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding improvements such as low
floor buses and pre-payment the construction of additional bus bulbs or boarding islands where
appropriate, that would reduce the boarding times to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on
routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8 Bayshore, 8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses,
10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van
Ness routes. These boarding improvements, which would reduce delay associated with passengers
boarding and alighting, shall be made in combination with Mitigation Measures M-TR-3c, Upgrade
Transit-only Lanes on Third Street, M-TR-3cd, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at

SFMTA, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century, January 2013, http://archives.sfmta.com/cms/cmta/documents/129-13VisionReport.pdf, accessed December 31, 2015.
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Townsend/Fifth Streets, and M-TR-3e, Implement Tow-away Lanes on Fifth Street, which would serve
to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along the transit route.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-54, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d has been removed as this mitigation measure conflicts
with an approved project on Fifth Street included in the 2009 Bike Plan. The Bike Plan EIR provides project-level
clearance for bicycle facilities on Fifth Street between Market and Townsend streets. The approved project
includes removing a northbound travel lane on Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant streets. Furthermore,
following the release of the Draft EIR, SF Planning received new information that SFMTA anticipates that the
47-Van Ness Avenue Muni line will need to be re-routed due to Central Subway–related changes. As a result,
the 47-Van Ness line will no longer travel northbound on these particular blocks, which would render this
mitigation irrelevant. For these reasons, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3d has been removed from the Draft EIR:
M-TR-3d: Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street. The SFMTA shall implement a
northbound tow-away transit-only lane on Fifth Street between Townsend and Bryant Streets during
the PM peak period to mitigate the impacts on transit travel times on the 47 Van Ness. This peak period
transit-only lane can be implemented by restricting on-street parking (about 30 parking spaces)

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-55, editorial revisions have been made to the mitigation measures listed in the third
sentence of the third paragraph:
Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements, M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements, M-TR-3c,
Upgrade Transit-only lanes on Third Street, and M-TR-3cd, Signalization and Intersection Restriping at
Townsend/Fifth Streets, and M-TR-3e, Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street, would
potentially reduce the travel time impacts or mitigate them to less-than-significant levels.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-64, several modifications have been made to Mitigation Measure M-TR-4. The first paragraph
of the mitigation measure has been revised as specific site constraints (such as the presence of utility poles, bus
stops, or platforms) may render the widening of certain crosswalks in the Central SoMa Plan infeasible; the
measure has also been revised to state that crosswalks will be upgraded when there is a street network
improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths. The second paragraph has been revised to eliminate the monitoring
of crosswalk operations and dimensions of specific crosswalks as crosswalks in the Plan Area will be widened as
appropriate and feasible when there is a street network improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths:
M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks. Consistent with the proposed provisions of the Plan
to establish a minimum width of crosswalks of 15 feet, and up to 40 feet where future pedestrian
volumes warrant, aAs appropriate and feasible, the SFMTA shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to
the continental design, consistent with the Better Streets Plan when there is a street network
improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths.
With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option street network
changes, the SFMTA shall monitor crosswalk operations for deteriorated conditions (i.e., crosswalk
operating conditions of LOS E or LOS F, or observations of substantial crosswalk overcrowding), and,
as feasible, widen the following crosswalks:
●

At the intersection of Third/Mission widen the east and west crosswalks to 20 feet.

●

At the intersection of Fourth/Mission widen the east crosswalk to 40 feet, and widen the west
crosswalk to 35 feet.

●

At the intersection of Fourth/Townsend widen the west crosswalk to 30 feet.
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On Draft EIR p. IV-D.58, Table IV.D-12 is revised to correct existing pedestrian volumes:
TABLE IV.D-12
Intersection
and Crosswalk
Locations
Third/Mission
North
South
East
West
Third/Howard
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Mission
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Howard
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Folsom
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Harrison
North
South and Rampd
East
West
Fourth/Bryant
North
South
East
West
Ramp
Fourth/Brannan
North
South
East
West
Fourth/Townsend
North
South
East
West
Fourth/King
North
South
East
West

PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE—WEEKDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR—EXISTING AND EXISTING PLUS
PLAN CONDITIONS [REVISED]
Pedestrians

Existing
sf/peda

LOSb

Existing plus Land Use Plan Only Alternative
(see Section VI.F, Alternatives)
Pedestrians
sf/ped
LOS

Existing plus
Planc
Pedestrians
sf/ped

LOS

971
1,068
1,121
921

28
23
30
42

C
D
C
B

1,056
1,162
1,219
1,002

25
21
27
39

C
D
C
C

1,063
1,169
1,227
1,008

42
36
12
13

B
C
E
E

653
716
727
686

49
>60
42
49

B
A
B
B

710
779
791
746

29
36
24
28

C
C
D
C

715
784
796
751

>60
>60
>60
16

A
A
A
D

1,171
1,391
1,792
1,645

25
21
27
29

C
D
C
C

1,274
1,513
1,949
1,789

23
19
24
26

D
D
C
C

1,281
1,522
1,961
1,800

42
35
11
10

B
C
E
E

669
580
1,070
619

>60
32
>60
24

A
C
A
C

728
631
1,164
673

>60
29
57
22

A
C
B
D

732
635
1,171
677

>60
>60
>60
26

A
A
A
C

33
247
390
296

>60
53
38
>60

A
B
C
A

42
314
496
376

>60
4142
29
>60

A
B
C
A

43
318
502
381

>60
>60
34
>60

A
A
C
A

167
—
586161
278

>60
—
>60
>60

A
—
A
A

212
—
745
34

>60
—
49
>60

A
—
B
A

215
—
755
35

>60
42
>60

A
B
A

214
19570
538152
243
82

>60
>60
41
>60
>60

A
A
B
A
A

27
248
684
31
10

>60
50
32
>60
>60

A
B
C
A
A

27
251
693
31
10

>60
>60
25
>60
>60

A
A
C
A
A

22245
25968
473116
309112

>60
>60
>60
54

A
A
A
B

483
563
1,028
672

56
41
34
24

B
B
C
D

485
566
1,034
676

>60
53
40
28

A
B
B
C

484153
29088
483113
488166

>60
>60
>60
22

A
A
A
D

1,052
630
1,050
1,061

38
38
34
9

C
C
C
E

1,058
634
1,056
1,067

38
38
34
9

C
C
C
E

300118
448120
743162
768246

>60
>60
>60
>60

A
A
A
AD

652
974
1,615
1,669

44
32
33
29

B
C
C
C

656
980
1,625
1,680

44
32
33
29

B
C
C
C

SOURCE:
SF Planning Department, Fehr & Peers, 2016. Research, studies, and analysis for the Central SoMa Plan.
NOTES:
a. Square feet per pedestrian. Inputs into this metric include signal cycle length, pedestrian green time, crosswalk square footage, and pedestrian
volumes. Changes to any of these inputs across the scenarios (e.g., change in signal cycle from 60 to 90 seconds) lead to changes in the metric value
and the resulting LOS.
b. Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Shaded indicates significant project impact.
c. With Plan analysis assumes that crosswalks would be widened to width of adjacent sidewalks and signal control changes would also be
implemented. Analysis assumes implementation of Howard/Folsom One-Way Option, although pedestrian conditions under the Howard/Folsom
Two-Way Option would be similar.
d. At the intersection of Fourth/Harrison Street, pedestrian crossings across the south leg (i.e., crossing Fourth Street) or the I-80 westbound on-ramp are
currently not permitted.
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*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-67, Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Cycle Track Public Education Campaign, has been
revised as follows:
Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Cycle Track Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign. To
further reduce potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and other vehicles, the
SFMTA could develop and implement a cycle track protected bicycle lane public education campaign
to develop safety awareness by providing information to the public through outreach channels such as
media campaigns, brochures, and websites. This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA
bicycle safety outreach, specifically geared to Central SoMa and cycle tracks protected bicycle lanes.
Elements of the education campaign could include:
●

Clarifying rules of the road for cycle tracks protected bicycle lanes.

●

Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the cycle track protected
bicycle lane (i.e., on the sidewalk or buffer zone, rather than in the cycle track separate lane or
adjacent to parked vehicles).

●

Providing bicycle-safety education for neighborhood schools (e.g., the Bessie Carmichael
School), and neighborhood groups within Central SoMa.

●

Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Department officers are initially and repeatedly educated
on traffic law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists.

●

Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased enforcement for
violations by bicyclists.

The public education campaign could include a website webpage, as well as instruction videos with
information for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. To the extent possible, the public education campaign
could be coordinated with the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition efforts. The public education should be
coordinated, to the extent possible, with community organizations including the South of Market Community
Action Network (SOMCAN), San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, and neighborhood business groups.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-67, Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys,
has been revised as follows:
Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Cycle Track Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys.
Following implementation of the protected bicycle lanes cycle tracks on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Third
and Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct motorist, pedestrian, bicycle, and business surveys to
understand how the protected bicycle lanes cycle tracks are performing, and to make adjustments to the
design and supplemental public education campaign. In addition to the user surveys, the postimplementation assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership and traffic volume
counts, video analysis of behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of vehicle queuing,
and compliance with new signs/signals. The information would be used as input for subsequent design
and implementation of protected bicycle lanes cycle tracks on other streets in San Francisco, as well as
documenting the effectiveness of the protected bicycle lane cycle track.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-68, the impact statement has been revised as follows:
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger
loading and a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during
the peak hour of loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply,
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would impact existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or
significant delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-70, the second to last sentence of the second paragraph has been revised:
… future development. The failure to provide an adequate supply of off-street commercial loading
spaces for individual projects, along with the increased demand in on-street commercial and passenger
loading, and the removal of commercial loading spaces currently used by existing buildings in the area
as described above, would exacerbate the impacts of elimination or reduction of on-street commercial
loading spaces as part of the Plan’s street network changes. …

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-71, the fourth full sentence in the first paragraph has been revised:
Given these considerations, the potential locations for replacing all on-street commercial loading spaces
on streets where circulation changes are proposed (i.e., Folsom, Howard. Harrison, Bryant, Brannan,
Third and Fourth Streets) are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be
provided to offset the net loss in supply and the increased demand of on-street commercial and
passenger loading spaces from the individual projects.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-73, Mitigation Measure M-TR-6a, Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP), has
been revised as follows:
M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of development projects that
provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential, office, industrial, or commercial uses shall prepare
a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA in
order to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate
new loading demand. The DLOP shall be submitted along with a building permit and approval should
occur prior to the certificate of occupancy.
Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning Department and the
SFMTA to review the proposed number, location, and design of the on-site loading spaces, as well as
the projected loading demand during the entitlement/environmental review process. In addition to
reviewing the on-site loading spaces and projected loading demand, the project sponsor shall provide
the Planning Department and SFMTA a streetscape plan that shows the location, design, and
dimensions of all existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-of-way. In the event
that the number of on-site loading spaces does not accommodate the projected loading demand for the
proposed development, the project sponsor shall pursue with the SFMTA conversion of nearby onstreet parking spaces to commercial loading spaces, if determined feasible by the SFMTA.
The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation protocols, or changes
in conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall
include the following components, as appropriate to the type of development and adjacent street
characteristics:
●

Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are efficiently used, and
that trucks that are longer than can be safely accommodated are not permitted to use a
building’s loading dock, the project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall
develop a plan for management of the building’s loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in
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the building are informed of limitations and conditions on loading schedules and truck size.
The management plan could include strategies such as the use of an attendant to direct and
guide trucks, installing a “Full” sign at the garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity
during peak hours, installation of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features.
Additionally, as part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult with
the SFMTA concerning the design of loading and parking facilities.
●

Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, the project sponsor
of a development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that building management employs
attendant(s) for the project’s parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant
would be stationed as determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the
project’s driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the building and avoid any safetyrelated conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods of
traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with extended hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle and
pedestrian conditions and by activity in the project garage and loading dock. Each project shall
also install audible and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices as
approved by the Planning Department and/or the SFMTA, to alert pedestrians of the outbound
vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as applicable.

●

Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size of truck that can
be accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to accommodate any large trucks (i.e.,
generally longer than 40 feet) that may require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in
trucks that need occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the DLOP
shall include procedures as to the location of on-street accommodation, time of day restrictions
for accommodating larger vehicles, and procedures to reserve available curbside space on
adjacent streets from the SFMTA.

●

Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for buildings are being
developed, the project sponsor or representative shall meet with the appropriate representative
from Recology (or other trash collection firm) to determine the location and type of
trash/recycling/compost bins, frequency of collections, and procedures for collection activities,
including the location of Recology trucks during collection. The location of the
trash/recycling/compost storage room(s) for each building shall be indicated on the building
plans prior to submittal of plans to the Building Department. Procedures for collection shall
ensure that the collection bins are not placed within any sidewalk, bicycle facility, parking lane
or travel lane adjacent to the project site at any time.

●

Delivery Storage. Design the loading dock area to allow for unassisted delivery systems (i.e., a
range of delivery systems that eliminate the need for human intervention at the receiving end),
particularly for use when the receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operation. Examples could
include the receiver site providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle operators, which
enables the loading vehicle operator to deposit the goods inside the business or in a secured
area that is separated from the business.

The final DLOP and all revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer
or designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee of the SFMTA.
The DLOP will be memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit.
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*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-74, Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b, Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading
Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones, has been revised as follows to:
M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones. The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy (strategy) for
Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that articulates curb use priorities for
different types of streets, while safely managing loading demands. This strategy should guide the
approach to any affected commercial and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during
any City agency’s development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network
changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible. detailed plans for each
segment of the proposed street network changes that identify existing on-street commercial loading
spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, and then identify how demand within the existing
loading facilities could be accommodated with the proposed street network changes. The detailed
design shall also consider on-street loading supply needs for new development, as well as driveway
access to loading facilities within existing and future buildings along the affected segments. The detailed
design for each segment shall be prepared within a reasonable time frame of physical implementation
to ensure that future land use conditions are reflected.
As part of detailed design for each affected street the SFMTA shall conduct the following:
1.

Document the existing commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones at
the time of detailed design.

2.

Conduct loading demand surveys/observation at appropriate times of day for each type of
loading activity, to determine the actual demand associated with the on-street spaces and the
need to replace or augment the on-street commercial loading spaces.

3.

Identify replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading spaces.
Commercial loading spaces should be prioritized over parking spaces, and, to the extent
feasible, the replacement commercial loading spaces shall be of similar length on the same block
and side of the street. Where commercial loading spaces would be permanently removed, install
new commercial loading spaces within 250 feet on adjacent side streets if feasible.

4.

At each location where passenger loading/unloading zones would be eliminated, contact the
permit holder to determine adequacy of alternate locations and/or need for the passenger
loading/unloading space. In some locations, such as schools and hotels, passenger
loading/unloading activities could be accommodated within commercial loading spaces, with
time of day restrictions.

5.

Conduct business surveys and review detailed plans with merchant associations or other local
stakeholders to determine need for commercial loading spaces.

6.

Develop and implement a public education campaign regarding the street network changes,
reduction or elimination of on-street parking spaces, location of replacement commercial
loading spaces, and any time-of-day restrictions. On streets where on-street parking would be
completely eliminated, provide information regarding commercial loading space supply on
adjacent streets. In addition, provide information regarding California Vehicle Code §22500 and
San Francisco Transportation Code §7.2.70 that loading activities (either truck or passenger
loading/unloading) should not occur while stopped in any crosswalk, bicycle lane or travel lane.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shall should develop protocols for ongoing assessment of
commercial loading needs on the affected streets, and for review of new development projects along the
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affected street segments to identify needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new
driveway to a development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial loading spaces.
In addition, the SFMTA shall explore the potential to develop and implement an off-hour delivery
program to shift delivery windows for commercial deliveries to times when conflicts are less likely to
occur. Such a program could be implemented as a pilot project, similar to the pilot project conducted in
New York City in 2009–2010. Most commercial loading spaces in Central SoMa are metered, and the
off-hour delivery program can include pricing to reduce the amount of time vehicles park, stand or stop
at the curb, so that spaces turn over for more users, and double parking is minimized.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-80, the first sentence of the third full paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
The Plan’s proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number
of streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of
vehicles in the remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to
allow emergency vehicles to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks protected
bicycle lanes), and result in additional vehicle delay on these streets; however, the Plan’s street network
changes would not cause any complete permanent roadway closures or disruption to emergency vehicle
access (the exception would be the closure of Essex Street which extends for one block (550 feet) between
Folsom and Harrison Streets). …
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-81, Mitigation Measure M-TR-8, Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation, has been
modified to clarify SFMTA’s consultation process with the San Francisco Fire Department regarding street
network modifications that could affect emergency vehicle access:
Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. For street network projects that
reduce the number of available vehicle travel lanes for a total distance of more than one block where
transit-only lanes are not provided: Street network projects shall be designed to comply with adopted
city codes regarding street widths, curb widths, and turning movements. To the degree feasible while
still accomplishing safety-related project objectives, SFMTA shall design street network projects to
include features that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles.
Examples of such features include: curbside loading zones, customized signal timing, or other
approaches developed through ongoing consultation between SFMTA and the San Francisco Fire
Department. During the design phase of each street network project, SFMTA shall consult with
emergency service providers, including the San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police
Department. Through the consultation process, the street network design shall be modified as needed
to maintain emergency vehicle access. SFMTA shall identify design modifications through this process,
as needed to meet the following performance criteria:
●

No physical barriers shall be introduced that would preclude emergency vehicle access.

Street design modifications should achieve the goals of the project without precluding emergency
vehicle access. Design modifications selected by SFMTA, as needed to meet the performance criteria,
shall be incorporated into the final design of each street network project and could include, but shall
not be limited to: mountable concrete buffers, mountable curbs and corner or sidewalk bulbs,
modification of corner or sidewalk bulbs and curb locations to accommodate turning emergency
vehicles, and emergency vehicle signal priority. Any subsequent changes to the streetscape designs shall
be subject to a similar consultation process.
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*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-81, the significance conclusion for Response TR-8 is revised to include additional
mitigation measures:
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-8, M-TR-3a, M-NO-1a,
and M-AQ-5e would ensure that the significant emergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to
a less-than-significant level.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.D-83, the reference to the Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation
(ISCOTT) in the second paragraph of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9 has been deleted as this is not the correct
process by which sponsors or contractors consult with Departments in the City and County of San Francisco.
Revised text clarifying the process has been added to the measure:
If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent project(s) as to
result in transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with
various City departments such as the SFMTA and Public Works through ISCOTT, and other
interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning
Department, to develop a Coordinated Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction
Management Plan that shall address construction-related vehicle routing, detours, and maintaining
transit, bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the construction area for the
duration of the construction period overlap. Key coordination meetings shall be held jointly between
project sponsors and contractors of other projects for which the City departments determine
construction impacts could overlap. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan, to be prepared
by the contractor, would be reviewed by the SFMTA and would address issues of circulation (traffic,
pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project construction in the area. Based on review of
the construction logistics plan, the project may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni Operations
prior to construction to review potential effects to nearby transit operations.
On Draft EIR p. IV-D.84, the first bullet of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, Construction Management Plan and
Construction Coordination, has been revised as follows to clarify the limitation of construction truck access
during peak commute hours:
●

*

Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours—Limit construction truck movements to during the
hours between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., or and other times
if approved required by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic, including
transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

On Draft EIR p. IV-D.84, the third bullet of Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, Construction Management Plan and
Construction Coordination, has been revised as follows as ISCOTT is not the correct process by which sponsors
or contractors consult with Departments in the City and County of San Francisco.
●

Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—The project sponsor shall coordinate travel
lane closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures through the
ISCOTT and interdepartmental meetings process above, to minimize the extent and duration of
requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be minimized especially along
transit and bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to transit service and bicycle circulation and
safety.
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On Draft EIR p. IV.D-90, the sources of Table IV.D-18 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-92, the sources of Table IV.D-19 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2013 Muni ridership data);, Fehr & Peers, 2016.
On Draft EIR p. IV.D-94, the sources of Table IV.D-20 are revised as follows:
SOURCES: SF Planning Department Memoranda, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May
2015 (based on 2012 regional transit ridership data), and Updated BART Regional Screenlines,
October 2016,; Fehr & Peers, 2016.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV-D.104, the impact statement has been revised:
Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and
the street network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading impacts.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV-D.105, the following revisions have been made to the first full sentence of the first paragraph:
… and pedestrians. Thus, development under the Plan with increased demand of on-street loading and
in combination with street network changes associated with other cumulative projects, such as the
Transit Center District plan or the Second Street Improvement Project to the east, the Sixth Street
Improvement project to the west, and the Muni Forward Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP)
project on Mission Street to the north, could result in cumulative loading impacts. …

*

On Draft EIR, p. V-2, the impact statements have been revised:
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial loading and a
reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak
hour of loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would
impact existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or
significant delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)
Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and
the street network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading impacts.
On Draft EIR p. IV-D.107, the last two sentences of the first partial paragraph have been revised as follows to
account for the City’s adoption of a TDM program since publication of the Draft EIR:
… As noted in section “Regulatory Framework” above, on February 7, 2017, the Planning Department
is currently pursuing an ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish a citywide TDM Program.
Resolution 19628 of intent to initiate the Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning
Commission on August 4, 2016. If the proposed Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board
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of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 34-17, adopting a citywide TDM Program. Therefore,
development projects within the Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.

E.10

Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration

On Draft EIR p. IV.E-5, the first full sentence of the first partial paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify
the distance noted:
… This location is two blocks (about 1,750 feet) east of San Francisco Fire Department Station No. 1 at
935 Folsom Street, and is on the route that fire apparatus travel when responding to calls north and east
of the station, because all major streets in the area are one-way. …
*

On Draft EIR p. IV-E.16, the second (parenthetical) sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows to correct
an editorial error:
(Table IV.E-5 also includes, for comparison, street segments where traffic noise would increase by three
dBA or more under cumulative conditions, as discussed in Impact C-NO-1 and Table IV.E-8.Affected
street segments within the study area are also shown in Figure IV.E-1.)

*

On Draft EIR p. IV-E.18, the following text has been added at the end of the fourth paragraph to explain why
100 percent affordable housing projects in the Central SoMa Plan Area are exempt from the requirements of
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development, would
reduce traffic noise by reducing traffic volumes generated in the study area. The Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures would encourage drivers to switch to alternative modes of
travel, such as walking, biking, and transit. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that the
reduction in traffic volume would be sufficient to avoid significant impacts to existing land uses in and
near the study area. This mitigation measure would not apply to 100 percent affordable housing
projects. As detailed in the Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification248a, 100 percent
affordable housing projects generally do not include much accessory parking and data indicates that
affordable housing reduces VMT. A review of 100 percent affordable housing projects built in San
Francisco between 2006 and 2015 show that 50 of 63 projects were built with little (20 accessory parking
spaces or fewer) to no accessory parking.
On Draft EIR p. IV.E-21, Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a has been revised as follows to further clarify the
applicability of this mitigation measure for subsequent development projects:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New Development
Projects. To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project
sponsor and subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall
develop and implement a TDM Plan for a proposed project’s net new uses (including net new accessory
parking spaces) as part of project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the
TDM Plan shall be in accordance with Planning Department’s TDM Program Standards for the type of

Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department, “TDM Technical Justification”. January 10, 2018. Accessed March 15,
2018.
248a
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development proposed, and accompanying appendices.250 The TDM Program Standards and
accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance
continues. Each subsequent development project’s TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform
to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at
the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h) of the
San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan,
as well as any subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance
(actual VMT), and adjust TDM measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This
measure is applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption
under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure may be is superseded for those projects that are
already required to fully comply with the if a comparable TDM Program Standards Ordinance is
adopted that (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be
developed by the project sponsor for each particular development project, and shall aim to achieve the
maximum VMT rate reduction feasible. The TDM Plan shall be developed in consultation with the
Planning Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in Updating
Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines document published by California Office of
Planning and Research on August 6, 2014, or whatever document supersedes it, and the Planning
Department TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project
Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which
are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual development project TDM measures
shall be applied from the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the
scope and applicability of candidate measures in detail:
1.

Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure
bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike bicycle share
memberships for project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicyclerelated services;

2.

Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project
occupants;

3.

Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants;

4.

Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the
use of sustainable transportation modes by families;

5.

High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service;

6.

Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays,
and tailored transportation marketing services;

7.

Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in
underserved areas; and

8.

Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short term daily parking provision, parking cash out
offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.

San Francisco Planning Department, Draft TDM Program Standards, July 2016 February 2017, and accompanying appendices,
which implements the adopted TDM Ordinance (Ordinance No. 34-17, effective March 19 2017), http://sf-planning.org/tdmmaterials-and-resources, accessed on September 19, 2016 July 13, 2017.
250

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-472

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

E. Draft EIR Revisions

Footnote:
250
San Francisco Planning Department, Draft TDM Program Standards, July 2016 February 2017, and accompanying
appendices, which implements the adopted TDM Ordinance (Ordinance No. 34-17, effective March 19 2017), http://sfplanning.org/tdm-materials-and- resources, accessed on September 19, 2016 July 13, 2017.

On Draft EIR p. IV-E.22, the first full sentence of the first partial paragraph has been revised as follows to account
for the City’s adoption of a TDM program since publication of the Draft EIR:
… The TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to may be refined by the
Planning Commission from time to time as planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance continues. …
On Draft EIR p. IV.E-23, Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b has been revised as follows to clarify the range of
development types that would require implementation of noise analysis for new development:
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts
between existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development including
PDR, Place of Entertainment, or other uses such as the siting of new emergency generators/fire pumps
or noisier-than-typical mechanical equipment, and facilities that generate substantial nighttime truck
and/or bus traffic that would potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise
(either short-term during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Department shall
require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential
noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight-to, the project site, and
including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as to
be able to accurately describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first project
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or
engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would not adversely
affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed
project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels that would be generated by
the proposed use that the proposed use would meet the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police
Code Article 29. Should such any concerns be present, the Department may shall require the completion
of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to
the first project approval action, and the incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by
the noise assessment prior to the first project approval action.
*

The last paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV.E-24 and the first paragraph on p. IV.E-25 are revised to clarify that
construction noise from individual buildings would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, General Construction Noise-Control Measures, and
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, Noise Control Measures for Pile Driving:
Similarly, the duration of noise experienced by receptors may be increased due to overlapping
construction projects. Compliance with the Police Code and implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2a, General Construction Noise-Control Measures, would reduce construction noise to the
maximum feasible extent. With implementation of this measure, construction noise from individual
development building projects within the Plan Area would be reduced to levels that would not
substantially exceed ambient noise, thus reducing potential construction-related noise impacts on
adjacent or nearby noise-sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level at individual development
building sites. However, if multiple projects buildings were under construction simultaneously in close
proximity to the same sensitive receptors, the combined effect of these construction noise impacts may
result in noise levels for which the available, feasible measures identified in Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2a would be insufficient to reduce noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore,
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potential construction-related noise impacts on adjacent or nearby noise-sensitive receptors would be
significant and unavoidable.
In the event that pile driving is required for a subsequent development project, the sponsor of that
project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, Noise Control Measures for
Pile Driving, which would reduce pile-driving noise impacts to a less-than-significant level at
individual development building sites. However, as stated above for standard construction noise
impacts, if multiple projects buildings involving pile driving were to be under construction
simultaneously in close proximity to the same sensitive receptors, the combined effect of these noise
impacts may result in noise levels for which the available, feasible measures identified in Mitigation
Measure M-NO-2b would be insufficient to reduce the construction-related noise impacts to a less-thansignificant level. Therefore, adverse impacts from pile-driving noise upon sensitive receptors near
multiple construction sites would be significant and unavoidable.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.E-27, the first full paragraph is also revised to clarify that construction noise from individual
buildings would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2a, General Construction Noise-Control Measures, and Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, Noise Control
Measures for Pile Driving:
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b would
reduce the noise impact from future construction throughout the Plan Area to a less-than-significant level
from individual construction building sites. However, as discussed in Chapter IV, Overview, under
Subsequent Development Projects, a number of projects have environmental applications on file and are
dependent upon the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed zoning. It is possible that such projects, some of which
are located in close proximity to each other, or multiple buildings on the same project site, could be under
construction at the same time. The combined effect of these noise impacts may result in noise levels for
which available feasible mitigation measures may not be sufficient to reduce the impact to less than
significant. Thus, this impact is conservatively judged to be significant and unavoidable.

E.11
*

Section IV.F, Air Quality

On Draft EIR p. IV.F-11, the legend of Figure IV.F-1, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone in the Plan Area and Street
Network Changes, has been revised as follows to correct an editorial error:
Existing Proposed Air Pollutant Exposure Zone per Health Code, Article 38.
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Figure IV.F-1
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone in the Plan Area and Street Network Changes [Revised]

E. Draft EIR Revisions

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.F-32, the following is added as a new paragraph just prior to the mitigation conclusion to
add to the Final EIR a discussion of the Plan’s consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan, which was adopted
subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR:
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, on April 19, 2017, the BAAQMD adopted the Spare the Air,
Cool the Climate, its 2017 CAP (2017 Plan). Like the 2010 Clean Air Plan, the 2017 Plan includes control
measures to reduce emissions of the ozone precursors ROG and NOX and to reduce transport of ozone
and its precursors to neighboring air basins, as well as to reduce emissions of PM2.5 and TACs. The 2017
Plan also addresses the need for the Bay Area to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030 and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, consistent with the GHG reduction targets adopted
by the state, and includes control measures to reduce GHG emissions either directly or as a co-benefit
of reducing other pollutants. In the 2017 Plan, control measures are grouped into the following
categories: stationary sources, transportation, buildings, energy, agriculture, natural and working lands,
waste, water, and super-GHG pollutants; as was the case in 2010, there is also a series of measures that
are to undergo further study. As in 2010, the transportation control measures are those most applicable
to the Central SoMa Plan. The transportation control measures in the 2017 Plan nearly all continue
similar measures from the 2010 Clean Air Plan. Additionally, the 2017 Plan’s transportation control
measures incorporate certain mobile source measures from the 2010 Plan concerning reducing
emissions from cars and light trucks, medium and heavy trucks, and construction, farming, and lawn
care equipment. The 2017 Plan’s transportation control measures also incorporate 2010 measure LUM1, regarding reducing emissions from freight movement. The 2017 Plan includes new transportation
control measures, including TR1, a measure to encourage telecommuting, especially on Spare the Air
Days when air quality is predicted to be relatively poor, and TR17, TR20, and TR21 (measures to reduce
emissions from aircraft, ocean-going vessels, and commercial harbor craft). The telecommuting measure
would encourage employers to allow, and employees to participate in, telecommuting, and would
provide grants and develop a pilot telecommuting project. Therefore, this measure is not directly
applicable to the Central SoMa Plan (although telecommuting is consistent with vehicle trip reduction),
nor are the aircraft and watercraft measures. Therefore, because the Central SoMa Plan was determined
to be consistent with the transportation, mobile source, and land use measures in the 2010 Clean Air
Plan that are comparable to control measures in the 2017 Plan and because new control measures of the
2017 Plan are not directly applicable, the Central SoMa Plan would be consistent with the control
measures in the 2017 Plan. The other significance criteria for CAP consistency relate to support for the
goals of the CAP and to avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified
in the CAP. The goals of the 2017 Plan are to attain all state and national air quality standards, eliminate
disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air contaminants, and
substantially reduce Bay Area GHG emissions. These goals are similar to those of the 2010 Clean Air
Plan, with which the Central SoMa Plan was found consistent. In light of the foregoing, the Central
SoMa Plan including subsequent development projects, proposed street network changes and open
spaces improvements would be consistent with the 2017 Plan’s control measures, would not hinder
implementation of the 2017 Plan, and would support the primary goals of the 2017 Plan, and this impact
would be less than significant with respect to the 2017 Plan, as well.

*

On Draft EIR p. IV.F-37, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a has been revised as follows to clarify when the mitigation
measure should be implemented:
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning LowVOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy building permit and
every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop electronic correspondence to be distributed
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by email or posted on-site annually to tenants of the project that encourages the purchase of consumer
products and paints that are better for the environment and generate less VOC emissions. The
correspondence shall encourage environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact
information and links to SF Approved.143
On Draft EIR p. IV.F-37, the fourth bullet of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b, Reduce Operational Emissions, has
been revised as follows to clarify other types of mitigation measures that could be considered:
●

*

Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions onsite or
offsite (e.g., mitigation offsets) if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB.
Measures to reduce emissions onsite are preferable to offsite emissions reductions.

On Draft EIR, p. IV-F.51, an additional air quality mitigation measure has been added to reduce exposure of
sensitive receptors as a result of the Plan implementation:
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy. The Central SoMa
Plan is expected to generate $22 million in revenue dedicated to greening and air quality improvements.
A portion of these monies shall be dedicated to identifying and exploring the feasibility and
effectiveness of additional measures that would reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such
emissions to persons whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose residence does not
provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 38. Objective 6.5 of
the Plan calls for improvements to air quality, with specific strategies to support reduced vehicle miles
traveled, increased greening around the freeway to improve air quality and use of building materials
and technologies that improve indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning Department, in cooperation
with other interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions for the Central SoMa
Plan Area with the goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population exposure including, but
not limited to:
●

Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision makers with information
to identify specific areas of the Plan where changes in air quality have occurred and focus air
quality improvements on these areas;

●

Additional measures that could be incorporated into the City’s Transportation Demand
Management program with the goal of further reducing vehicle trips;

●

Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sources;

●

Other measures to reduce pollutant exposure, such as distribution of portable air cleaning
devices; and

●

Public education regarding reducing air pollutant emissions and their health effects.

The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air quality
improvements within four years of plan adoption.
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.F-51, the second paragraph in the Significance after Mitigation discussion has been revised
due to the addition of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e:
Mobile sources generated by the Plan would significantly affect the geography and severity of the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone. Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New
SF Approved (sfapproved.org) is administrated by the San Francisco Department of Environment staff, who identifies products
and services that are safer and better for the environment (e.g., those that are listed as “Required” or “Suggested”).
143
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Developments, in Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, would reduce the number of vehicle trips
generated by the Plan, but. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e would establish a pilot program that would
explore the feasibility and effectiveness of additional measures that would reduce the generation of,
and/or exposure of persons to, emissions whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose
residence does not provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article
38. However, because the degree to which trips (and thereby emissions) could be reduced by these
measures M-NO-1a cannot be reliably estimated, and because vehicle emissions are regulated at the
State and federal level and local jurisdictions are preempted from imposing stricter emissions standards
for vehicle, and because no other feasible mitigations are available it is unknown whether M-AQ-5e
would effectively reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, the impact of
traffic generated TACs on existing sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable.

E.12

Section IV.G, Wind

On Draft EIR p. IV.G-5, the second sentence of the last paragraph has been revised as follows to correct an
editorial error:
… Wind-tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for two discrete zones (study areas) within the Plan
Area that are proposed to undergo the most extensive increases in height limits—the approximately
fourfive-block area between Bryant and Townsend Streets from the west east side of Fifth Sixth Street
to the east side of Fourth Street, and Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets (just north of
the I-80 freeway) (see Figure IV.G-1, Wind Tunnel Test Areas). …
On Draft EIR p. IV-G-14, Figure IV.G-3, Greatest Increases in Wind Speed, is corrected to show a total of five
exceedances of the 26 mph wind hazard criterion.
On Draft EIR p. IV.G-17, the first sentence of the last partial paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
Based on an evaluation of proposed, approved, and under-construction buildings within four blocks
(about 3,500 feet) upwind and two blocks (about 1,200 feet) crosswind of the Plan Area, it was
determined that no specific buildings that could be developed under the cumulative scenario would
combine with the wind effects of the Plan to result in a substantial cumulative impact related to wind,
beyond those identified for the Plan, above. …

E.13

Section IV.H, Shadow

On Draft EIR p. IV.H-1, the last sentence, continuing onto p. IV.H-2, has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
… South Park, in the block bounded by Bryant, Second, Brannan, and Third Streets, is the only
Recreation and Park Department property in the Plan Area, although Gene Friend Recreation Center is
across Sixth Street from the Plan Area and Victoria Manalo Draves Park and Gene Friend Recreation
Center are is about a half a block (about 310 feet) west of the Plan Area’s boundary, located in the middle
of the block between Columbia Square and Sherman Street. …

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

RTC-478

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

FOURTH STREET

SIXTH STREET

FIFTH STREET

Gene Friend
Recreation
Center FOLSOM STREET

6

HARRISON STREET

1

2

4

3
13

5

7
8

14

Plan Area
11

9

12

10

BRYANT STREET

21

26

23

25

24

27

28

29

30
32

42
51

43
31

44
45
46

33
34

47

49

52

SECOND STREET

56

53

22

THIRD STREET

57

54
BRANNAN STREET

59

58

55

41

TOWNSEND STREET

48

14 Test Point – See Tables IV.G-1
H-1 andand
H-2IV.G-2

50

14 Increase in Average Wind Speed >3 mph

43 Hazard Criterion Exceedance With Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E: Central SoMa Plan. 120623

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates

SOURCE: ESA

Figure
*-3Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E: Central
SoMa
/DUJHVW,QFUHDVHVLQ:LQG6SHHG
Figure IV.G-3

Greatest Increases in Wind Speed [Revised]

E. Draft EIR Revisions

On Draft EIR p. IV.H-5, the first sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Gene Friend Recreation
Center” has been revised as follows to clarify the distance noted:
Gene Friend Recreation Center is located on a 1-acre parcel at the northwest corner of Sixth and Folsom
Streets, a block outside of across Sixth Street from the Central SoMa Plan Area, within the Western SoMa.
…
On Draft EIR p. IV.H-8, the first sentence under the heading “Yerba Buena Lane” has been revised as follows to
clarify the distance noted:
Yerba Buena Lane is a one-block-long (550-foot-long) public pedestrian passage north of the Plan Area
that connects Market Street to Mission Street. …
On Draft EIR p. IV.H-10, the first sentence of the second full paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
As noted, the only park subject to Section 295 within the Plan Area is South Park, although Gene Friend
Recreation Center is just across Sixth Street from the Plan Area, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park is less
than one-half block (about 310 feet) west of the Plan Area. …
On Draft EIR pp. IV.H-12 through IV.H-20 and IV.H-23 through IV.H-34, Figure IV.H-2 through Figure IV.H-10,
and Figure IV.H-17 through Figure IV.H-22, have been revised to incorporate the shadow effect of changes in
the Height and Bulk Map:
*

On Draft EIR p. IV.H-37, the third paragraph below the heading “Mint Plaza, Jessie Square, and Yerba Buena
Lane” has been revised as follows to clarify that the three open spaces noted are not POPOS and to correct an
editorial error:
Based on the foregoing, none of the above POPOS open spaces would be adversely affected by shadow
under the Plan either option, and the effect would be less than significant.

*

On p. IV.H-38, the following revision is made to the paragraph following the heading “Conclusion” to correct
an editorial error:
Section 295 would not expressly prohibit CEQA-significant new shadow because it does not apply to
buildings 40 feet or less in height, and because the Planning Commission, on the advice of the Recreation
and Park Commission, could determine that new shadow would be insignificant pursuant to
Section 295. However, based Based on the foregoing analysis, development pursuant to the Plan would
not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects the use of existing outdoor recreation
facilities or other public areas. Additionally, the specific massing and design of a subsequent
development project would be reviewed to determine whether the project could have shadow impacts
not identified at this programmatic level of analysis. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant.
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Figure IV.H-2
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-3
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-4
Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-5
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-6
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-7
Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-8
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-9
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-10
Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-17
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-18
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-19
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-20
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-21
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-22
Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]

E. Draft EIR Revisions

E.14
*

Chapter V, Other CEQA Considerations

On p. V-2, the following revision is made to Impact TR-6:
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger
loading and a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during
the peak hour of loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply,
would impact existing passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or
significant delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

*

On p. V-10, the following revision is made to the second paragraph under the heading “Housing” to remove an
incorrect statement:
The City Office of the Controller – Office of Economic Analysis determined that new market-rate
housing in San Francisco has the effect of lowering, rather than raising, housing values at the local and
citywide level.413,414 Research also indicates that at the regional scale, producing more market-rate
housing will result in decreased housing prices, and reduce displacement pressures (although not as
effectively as subsidized housing). However, at the local level, market rate housing would not
necessarily have the same effects as at the regional scale, due to a mismatch between demand and
supply.415 The influx of real estate investment and higher income, residents may increase gentrification
of a neighborhood, with displacement of households being a negative outcome. The Central SoMa Plan
could, however, help ameliorate pressure on housing prices alleviate this effect through policy goals
aimed at ensuring that 33 percent of new housing in the Plan Area is affordable to very low, low, and
moderate-income households.
Footnotes:
413
City and County of San Francisco, City Office of the Controller – Office of Economic Analysis, Potential Effects of
Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission, September 10, 2015.
414
The analysis further determined that locally imposing limits on market-rate housing in the city would, in general,
place greater upward pressure on city housing prices, and reduce affordable housing resources to a greater extent than if
no limit on market-rate housing were imposed.
415
Berkeley Institute of Governmental Studies (IGS), Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the
Relationships, May 2016.

E.15
*

Chapter VI, Alternatives

On Draft EIR p. VI-2, footnote 420 has been removed as the development assumptions for the alternatives
identified in Table VI-1 do take into account the potential for application of the density bonus for affordable
housing projects enabled by AB 2501:
Development assumptions for the alternatives do not take into account the potential for application
of the density bonus for affordable housing projects enabled by AB 2501.
420

On Draft EIR p. VI-10, footnote 422 has been revised as follows to account for the City’s adoption of a TDM
program since publication of the Draft EIR:
As noted in Chapter II, Project Description, the City is anticipated to The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by end of 2016 that would mandates TDM Programs in many
new development projects.
422
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On Draft EIR p. VI-33, the second sentence of the last partial paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the
distance noted:
… The Central Subway will extend from Chinatown through the Union Square area, the Plan Area, and
Mission Bay, and will pass within two blocks (less than 500 feet) of the Pier 70 development site before
continuing south through the Bayview and into Visitacion Valley. …
On Draft EIR p. VI-34, the third sentence of the last paragraph has been revised as follows to clarify the distance
noted:
… The primary difference would be that the Modified TODCO Plan would extend the Western SoMa
Plan’s Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (F-NCT) district two blocks (about 1,750 feet)
east to Fourth Street, rather than zoning parcels along Folsom Street as Mixed-Use, General (MUG) or
Mixed-Use, Office (MUO). …
On Draft EIR p. VI-55, footnote 432 has been revised as follows to account for the City’s adoption of a TDM
program since publication of the Draft EIR:
As noted in Chapter II, Project Description, the City is anticipated The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by end of 2016 that would mandates TDM Programs in many
new development projects.
432

E.16
*

Appendix C, Historical Architectural Resources in the Plan Area and Vicinity, has been revised to correct
inaccuracies and include potentially eligible historical resources and districts, consistent with revised Figure
IV.C-2:

E.17
*

Appendix C, Historical Architectural Resources in the
Plan Area and Vicinity

Appendix E, Shadow

Appendix E, Shadow Modeling Results, is replaced to account for the change in the Height and Bulk Districts
proposed for the block bounded by Harrison, Third, Bryant, and Fourth streets. The revised appendix is
included in PDF format on a CD inside the back cover of this RTC document.
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ATTACHMENTS

DRAFT EIR COMMENTS
INTRODUCTION

Attachments A and B present all comments received on the Draft EIR. Attachment A contains copies of all
written comments received on the Draft EIR, including comments submitted either by letter, fax, or email.
Attachment B presents the public hearing transcript. Written and public hearing comments are grouped under
one of three categories: governmental agencies, non‐governmental organizations, and individuals.
In this RTC document, each commenter is assigned a unique commenter code in the following manner:
●

Commenters from agencies are designated by “A‐” and the agency’s name or acronym thereof. In each
case where multiple commenters from the same agency provided separate comments, the acronym is
followed by each commenter’s last name.

●

Commenters from organizations are designated by “O‐” and the organization’s name or acronym
thereof. In each case where multiple commenters from the same organization provided separate
comments, the acronym is followed by each commenter’s last name.

●

Commenters as individuals are designated by “I‐” and the commenter’s last name.

Subsequently, each comment is assigned a number (“.#”), which is preceded by the commenter code. For
example, the second comment received from a representative of an organization known as “Friends of Friends”
would be given designated “O-FOF.2,” while the third comment received from an individual named Smith
would be designated “I-Smith.3.” In cases where a commenter has provided both written and oral comments,
each set of comments is assigned a “-1” or “-2” to distinguish between written and oral comments, respectively;
for example, the third comment from individual Hestor’s written comments would be designated
“I-Hestor-1.3,” while the fifth comment from her oral comments would be designated “I-Hestor-2.5.” In this
way, the reader can locate a particular comment in a comment letter or the public hearing testimony by referring
to the comment’s designation.
The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order as presented in the
Draft EIR, with general comments on the Draft EIR grouped together at the end of the section. Comments
unrelated to a specific impact category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the Summary or
specific mitigation measures are included under the comments regarding the relevant topical section of the Draft
EIR. The order of the comments and responses in this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic
codes (indicated in square brackets):
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Draft EIR Comments Introduction

Project Description [PD]
Plans and Policies [PP]
Overview [OV]
Land Use and Land Use Planning [LU]
Aesthetics [AE]
Cultural and Paleontological Resources [CP]
Transportation and Circulation [TR]
Noise and Vibration [NO]
Air Quality [AQ]
Wind [WI]
Shadow [SH]
Hydrology (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer
System) [HY]

Other CEQA Considerations [OC]
Alternatives [AL]
Cumulative Impacts [CU]
Initial Study Topics
Population and Housing [PH]
Recreation [RE]
Public Services [PS]
Biological Resources [BI]
Geology and Soils [GE]
Plan Merits [PM]
General Comments (GC)

Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and identified using the
topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example, Project Description comments [PD]
are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has a corresponding heading that introduces the
comment subject; these subsections present quotes of comments and include the commenter’s name and the
comment code described in Section C of this RTC document. The reader is referred to Attachments A and B for
the full text and context of each comment letter or email, as well as the public hearing transcript. In those
attachments, the comment code is provided in the margin of each comment, allowing the reader to locate the
correspondingly coded response to each comment.
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ATTACHMENT A

DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS

TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Com. No.

Topic Code

Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions
A-BART

Val Joseph Menotti, Chief
Planning & Development Officer

Letter

1

PM-2: Support for the Plan

A-SFMTA

Charles Rivasplata,
Transportation Planner

Letter

1

PD-11: Street Network Changes

2

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

3

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

4

TR-1: Transportation Setting

5

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

6

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

Organizations
O-B505

John Kevlin, Attorney

Letter

1

PD-12: Tower Separation Policy

O-CSN-1

Richard Drury, Attorney, Central
SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu

Letter

1

AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR

2

LU-3: Plan Would Disrupt/Divide Neighborhood

3

AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR

4

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

5

PD-8: Request for Park on Second Street

6

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

7

PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project Than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study is
Inadequate

8

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

9

PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project Than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study is
Inadequate

March 2018
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

RTC-503

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

Attachment A

Draft EIR Comment Letters

TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter
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Format

Com. No.

Topic Code

10

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

11

GC-3: CEQA Process

12

PP-4: General Plan Consistency

13

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

14

TR-3: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts

15

TR-6: Transportation Impact Figures

16

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

17

TR-12: Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

18

TR-11: Parking Impacts

19

CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis

20

AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

21

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

22

AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

23

AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

24

AQ-2: Air Quality Mitigation Measures

25

AQ-2: Air Quality Mitigation Measures

26

AE-2: Conclusion Regarding Aesthetics Impacts

27

OC-3: Growth-Inducement Analysis

28

PH-3: Population Analysis and Conclusion on Housing

29

RE-1: Adequacy of Open Space and Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)

30

SH-2: Conclusion Regarding Shadow Impacts

31

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

32

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

33

PS-2: Public Services Analysis Is Inadequate

34

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures
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COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter
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Format

Com. No.

Draft EIR Comment Letters

Topic Code

35

BI-1: Biological Resources Impact Analysis

36

CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis

37

AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative Analysis

38

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

39

AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR

40

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

41

PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project Than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study is
Inadequate

42

PM-4: Plan Will Adversely Affect Central SoMa Neighborhood

43

PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project Than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study is
Inadequate

44

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

45

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

46

OC-3: Growth-Inducement Analysis

47

PH-3: Population Analysis and Conclusion on Housing

48

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

49

PS-2: Public Services Analysis Is Inadequate

50

SH-2: Conclusion Regarding Shadow Impacts

51

RE-2: Adequacy of Recreational Facilities

52

PP-4: General Plan Consistency

53

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

54

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

55

AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

56

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

57

CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

O-CSPO

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney
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Format

Letter

Com. No.

Topic Code

58

AL-2: Environmentally Superior Alternative Analysis

59

TR-3: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts

60

TR-5: Traffic Level of Service Analysis

61

GC-2: CEQA Baseline

62

TR-8: Transit Impacts

63

CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis

64

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

65

TR-12: Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

66

TR-2: Methodology

67

BI-1: Biological Resources Impact Analysis

1

CP-3: Mitigation Measures

2

CP-3: Mitigation Measures

3

CP-3: Mitigation Measures

4

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

5

TR-13: Mitigation and Improvement Measures

6

NO-3: Mitigation Measures

7

NO-3: Mitigation Measures

8

NO-3: Mitigation Measures

9

PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential Modified Massing
Requirements

10

PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential Modified Massing
Requirements

11

OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

12

LU-1: Revise Plan Area Boundary Description

13

LU-2: Update Regarding Adoption of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

O-FADF

Bernadette Sy, Executive Director,
Filipino-American Development
Foundation

Format

Letter

Com. No.

Draft EIR Comment Letters

Topic Code

14

AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights

15

AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights

16

WI-2: Wind Setting

17

WI-2: Wind Setting

18

WI-3: Wind Methodology

19

WI-6: Address Maximum Building Heights

20

WI-5: Wind Analysis

21

WI-5: Wind Analysis

22

WI-5: Wind Analysis

1

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

2

CP-5: SoMa Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District

O-Freeman

Bill Kuehnle, Vice President and
General Manager of Freeman
Expositions Inc.

Letter

1

TR-10: Loading Impacts

O-MPHA

Jim Bourgart, Board President,
Museum Parc Homeowners
Association

Letter

1

TR-6: Transportation Impact Figures

2

TR-10: Loading Impacts

1

PD-9: Revise Maximum Height Proposed for Parcels North of I-80 Freeway and East of Fourth
Street

2

PP-7: One Vassar Project

3

OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

4

AE-3: One Vassar Project

5

CP-4: Object to Identification of 645 Harrison Street as a Potential Article 10 Landmark

6

CP-1: Historic Resources That Could Be Affected by the Plan

O-One Vassar

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Com. No.

Topic Code

7

TR-14: Miscellaneous Transportation Comments

8

GC-6: Individual Project Analysis

9

GC-6: Individual Project Analysis

10

CU-4: Transbay Joint Powers Authority Bus Facility

O-SDA

Tony Robles, Housing Organizing
Director, Senior & Disability
Action

Letter

1

GC-11: Plan Impacts on Seniors

O-SFBC

Janice Li, Advocacy Director, San
Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Letter

1

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

2

PM-2: Support for the Plan

O-SFRG-1

O-SOMCANCabande

John Elberling, Member, San
Franciscans for Reasonable
Growth

Letter

1

PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear

Angelica Cabande, Organizational
Director, South of Market
Community Action Network

Letter

1

GC-3: CEQA Process

2

GC-3: CEQA Process

3

PM-1: Do Not Support the Plan

4

PM-5: Youth and Family Zone Special Use District

5

TR-8: Transit Impacts

6

TR-7: Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Delivery Vehicles

7

PD-10: State Density Bonus Program

8

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

9

GC-13: Non-Traditional Housing/Short-Term Rentals

10

CU-2: Address 5M Project in Cumulative Analysis

11

PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa

12

PD-5: Impact of Plan on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses
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COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Com. No.

Draft EIR Comment Letters

Topic Code

13

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

14

RE-1: Adequacy of Open Space and Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)

15

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

16

WI-8: Impacts of the Plan Wind Conditions on Seniors and the Disabled

17

NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts

18

AQ-1: Adequacy of Air Quality Impact Analysis and Conclusion

19

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

20

GC-3: CEQA Process

21

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

22

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

23

GC-3: CEQA Process

24

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

25

GC-5: Adequacy of Draft EIR Analysis and Mitigation

O-SPG

Steven L. Vettel, Attorney

Letter

1

PD-1: 636–648 Fourth Street Project

O-Tishman

Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney

Letter

1

PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential Modified Massing
Requirements

2

SH-1: Potential Shadow on a Possible Park Site

3

PP-1: 598 Brannan Street Project Description

4

OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

5

GC-6: Individual Project Analysis

1

RE-1: Adequacy of Open Space and Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)

2

SH-3: Extend Proposition K to Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS)

3

PM-5: Youth and Family Zone Special Use District

4

CP-5: SoMa Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District

O-VEC

Chris Durazo, Coordinator, Bill
Sorro Housing Program
Coordinator
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

O-YBCBD

Scott Rowitz, Vice Chair, Yerba
Buena Community Benefit District
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Format

Letter

Com. No.

Topic Code

5

CP-2: Intangible Cultural Heritage Assets

6

TR-7: Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Delivery Vehicles

7

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

8

LU-4: Address Impacts on Neighborhood Character

9

PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa

10

PD-10: State Density Bonus Program

11

PH-2: The Draft EIR Should Map Housing for Seniors

12

OC-1: Gentrification and Displacement

13

OC-4: Homelessness

14

HY-1: Plan Effects on the Combined Sewer System During Wet Weather

15

HY-2: Sea Level Rise between Fifth and Sixth Streets Should Be Studied

16

NO-2: Traffic Noise Impacts

17

NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts

18

NO-2: Traffic Noise Impacts

19

AQ-2: Air Quality Mitigation Measures

1

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

2

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

3

TR-10: Loading Impacts

4

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

5

TR-8: Transit Impacts

6

TR-10: Loading Impacts

7

TR-10: Loading Impacts
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

O-YBNC-Light-1

Alice Light, TODCO, Director of
Community Planning, The Yerba
Buena Neighborhood Consortium

O-YBNCElberling

Draft EIR Comment Letters

John Elberling, Chair, The Yerba
Buena Neighborhood Consortium

Format
Letter

Com. No.

Topic Code

1
PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear

Letter

2

TR-6: Transportation Impact Figures

3

PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear

1

PS-2: Public Services Analysis Is Inadequate

2

PS-1: Childcare

3

RE-2: Adequacy of Recreational Facilities

4

PM-1: Do Not Support the Plan

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

2

PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

Individuals
I-Brennan

Nicole Brennan

E-Comment

I-Camp

Daniel Camp

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Cerles

Marty Cerles Jr.

E-Comment

1

PM-6: Restrictions on Building Market-Rate Housing

I-Domalewski

Armand Domalewski

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Ferro, A.

Angelo Ferro

Letter

1

PD-3: Building Heights On and Near Flower Mart Site

2

PP-9: Western SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUO) Zoning District

3

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Goldstein

Joshua Goldstein

E-Comment

1

GC-9: Name a Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS) After Kerouac

I-Hestor-1

Sue C. Hestor, Attorney

Letter

1

CU-3: Cumulative Transportation and Air Quality Analysis

2

GC-4: Cut-and-Cover Construction

3

GE-1: Construction on Bay Fill

4

TR-9: Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

5

NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts

6

PP-5: History of Prior Planning Efforts
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TABLE A-1

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Format

Com. No.

Topic Code

7

PP-8: Provide Page Reference When Other Area Plans Referenced

8

GC-12: Timing of the Central SoMa Plan

9

PP-2: Plan Bay Area Housing Goals

10

GC-1: Success of Other Area Plans in Achieving Stated Goals

11

LU-5: Add a Mitigation Measure to Require Notice of Special Restriction (NSR) for MarketRate/Office Development to Protect Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and
Entertainment Uses

12

CU-1: Add Projects with Preliminary Project Applications (PPAs) to Cumulative List

13

WI-1: Dates for Wind Speed Data at 50 United Nations Plaza Building

14

WI-4: Westerly Winds Strongly Affect the South of Market Neighborhood

15

WI-7: Analyze Wind Impacts on Bicyclists

16

WI-9: Analyze Wind Impacts on Elevated I-80 Freeway Structure

17

WI-11: Cumulative Wind Analysis

18

WI-12: Establish a Wind Impact Fee to Support a Consistently Updated Wind Study

19

WI-10: Wind Analysis of Subsequent Projects in Plan Area

20

GE-1: Construction on Bay Fill

21

GC-8: Lower-Rise Construction Could Lower Cost of Development and Thereby Provide
Lower-Income Housing

I-Hong

Dennis Hong

Email

1

PM-2: Support for the Plan

I-Nagy

Tamas Nagy

E-Comment

1

PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

I-Patterson

Richard North Patterson

E-Comment

1

AL-3: Support for Alternatives Identified in the Draft EIR

I-Rosenberg

Isaac Rosenberg

E-Comment

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

2

PD-13: Proposed Changes to 330 Townsend and 636–648 Fourth Streets

3

PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

4

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

1

PH-1: Residential Location of Plan Area Employees and Occupancy Rates

I-Schuttish

Georgia Schuttish
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Commenter Code

COMMENT LETTERS AND EMAILS
Name and Title of Commenter
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Com. No.

Topic Code

I-Schwark-1

Jon Schwark

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Su

Justin Su

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Weel

Jaap Weel

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

I-Whitaker

James Whitaker

Email

1

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

2

NO-1: Construction Noise Impacts

3

GE-1: Construction on Bay Fill

4

AL-1: Analyze Additional Alternatives in the Draft EIR

1

PM-2: Support for the Plan

I-Zhang

Draft EIR Comment Letters

Jingzhou Zhang
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A-BART

A-BART.1
A-BART.1

PM-2
PM-2

A-BART.1
A-BART.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)
PM-2
PM-2

A-SFMTA

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

February 10, 2017

FROM:

Charles Rivasplata, SFMTA

TO:

Michael Jacinto,Planning Department

RE:

Central SOMA: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Staff at the SFMTA have reviewed the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Central SOMA
project. Staff comments on the transportation-related items discussed in the EIR are included below.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
Page S-1, Fourth Paragraph. On the fourth line, there is a reference to “specific designs” under
analysis, however each corridor is going through a development/design process. At this point only
basic design concepts have bneen included for the environmental.

A-SFMTA.1
A-SFMTA.1
PD-11
PD-11

Pages S-17- S-19, Table S-1 (Top of Page). It appears that there are minor typos. Mitigation Measures
M-TR-3a through M-TR-3c (right-hand column of the table) should not be bulleted. Please check to
see that the bullets line up with the appropriate measures.

A-SFMTA.2
A-SFMTA.2

Page S-20, Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Cycle Track Post-Implementation Surveys. It should be
noted that it is not yet certain that cycletracks will be installed on all of the streets listed in the text.

A-SFMTA.3
A-SFMTA.3

Page IV.D-12 (Figure IV.D-4). Check the locations of “closed crosswalks.” The map shows a closed
crosswalk across the south side of Fourth St. at Harrison, however a closed crosswalk is located across
the on-ramp at Fourth/Harrison. In addition, there are no closed crosswalks at Fourth Street/Bryant.

A-SFMTA.4
A-SFMTA.4

Page IV.D-54, Muni Storage and Maintenance.
Staff recommend that the first part of this paragraph be revised as follows:

TR-13
TR-13
TR-13
TR-13

TR-1
TR-1
A-SFMTA.5
A-SFMTA.5

“To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed to serve increased demand
generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall explore alternatives to provide
improved maintenance and storage facilities. In 2013, the SFMTA prepared a Real Estate and
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century report. In 2014, an Addendum to the Real Estate and
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century report was prepared.”

TR-13
TR-13

In addition, the SFMTA is preparing an update to the Vision Report in 2017.
Page IV.D-56, Last Paragraph.
The previous paragraph already lists “leading pedestrian intervals” as an improvement being
implemented in the Central SoMa transportation study area. This paragraph should list it amongst the
upcoming improvements to the proposed pedestrian network.

6RXWK9DQ1HVV$YHQXHWK)ORRU6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$



ZZZVIPWDFRP

A-SFMTA.6
A-SFMTA.6
TR-9
TR-9

O-B505







)HEUXDU\

9LD+DQG'HOLYHU\

/LVD0*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$



5H &HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5±3XEOLF&RPPHQW±%UDQQDQ6WUHHW



'HDU0V*LEVRQ

2XURIILFHUHSUHVHQWV%,QGXVWULHV//&ZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHLUSURSRVHGSURMHFWORFDWHG
DW  %UDQQDQ 6WUHHW  ,Q 'HFHPEHU  WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ DSSURYHG DQ IRRWWDOO
RIILFHEXLOGLQJDWWKHVLWHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHH[LVWLQJ028]RQLQJGLVWULFW7KHSURMHFWLVXQGHU
FRQVWUXFWLRQDQGQRZWKHSURMHFWVSRQVRULVSXUVXLQJHQWLWOHPHQWRID³3KDVH,,´DGGLWLRQWRWKH
SURMHFWZKLFKZRXOGUHVXOWLQDIRRWWDOORIILFHWRZHUFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH]RQLQJDQGKHLJKW
OLPLWDWLRQVIRUWKLVVLWHEHLQJDQDO\]HGLQWKH'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUW ³'(,5´ IRUWKH
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQDVZHOODVWKHGUDIWRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ7KHSXUSRVHRIWKLVOHWWHU
WRSURYLGHVRPHEULHIFRPPHQWVRQWKH'(,5

:HDUHSOHDVHGWRVHHWKDWWKH'(,5VWXGLHGWKHIXOOEXLOGRXWRIDIRRWWDOOSURMHFWDW
WKHVLWH6SHFLILFDOO\ERWKWKHZLQGDQGVKDGRZVWXGLHVDVVXPHGDIRRWWDOOSURMHFWZLWKWKH
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKDW HDFK LQGLYLGXDO SURMHFW ZRXOG QHHG WR SHUIRUP SURMHFWVSHFLILF ZLQG DQG
VKDGRZVWXGLHV DPRQJRWKHUV WRFRQILUPWKH\GRQRWFDXVHDVLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWLQ
RUGHUWRMXVWLI\WKHLVVXDQFHRID&RPPXQLW\3ODQ([HPSWLRQWRFRYHUHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZ

'HVSLWH WKH ODFN RI LGHQWLILHG HQYLURQPHQWDO LVVXHV WR GDWH DQG WKH SURYLVLRQ IRU IXUWKHU
VWXG\LQWKHIXWXUHWRFRQILUP 3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWVWDII¶VPRVWUHFHQW&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQGUDIW
FDOOV IRU D  IRRW KHLJKW OLPLW DW WKH VLWH  7KH UHDVRQLQJ EHKLQG WKLV LV WKH SURSRVHG WRZHU
VHSDUDWLRQOLPLWDWLRQLQWKH3ODQZKLFKZRXOGOLPLWQHZIRRWWRZHUVZLWKLQIHHWRIRWKHU
 IRRW WRZHUV  6LQFH D UHVLGHQWLDO WRZHU KDV EHHQ SURSRVHGDW  )RXUWK 6WUHHW DGMDFHQW WR
%UDQQDQ6WUHHWWKHSURSRVHGWRZHUVHSDUDWLRQUXOHFRXOGSXWWKHVHWZRSURMHFWVLQFRQIOLFW

7KH3ODQKDVVHYHUDOSULPDU\JRDOVLQFOXGLQJPD[LPL]LQJVSDFHIRUMREVLQRQHRIWKHODVW
UHPDLQLQJ DUHDV RI WKH &LW\ WKDW FDQ DFFHSW KLJKGHQVLW\ RIILFH GHYHORSPHQW ± ZKLFK LV GLUHFWO\
IXOILOOHGE\WKH3KDVH,,SURMHFWDW%UDQQDQ6WUHHW7KH3ODQLQFOXGHVPDQ\GLIIHUHQWSROLFLHV
VRPH RI ZKLFK FRQIOLFW ZLWK HDFK RWKHU  8OWLPDWHO\ WKH &LW\¶V SULPDU\ SODQQLQJ ERG\ WKH
3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ VKRXOG EH WKH DUELWHU RI WKHVH FRPSHWLQJ JRDOV DQG WKH 3ODQQLQJ
&RPPLVVLRQFDQUHDOO\RQO\FRQVLGHUWKHVHIDFWRUVRQFHDSURMHFW RUSURMHFWV DUHEHIRUHWKHP













O-B505.1
O-B505.1
PD-12
PD-12

/LVD*LEVRQ
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH


:H GR QRW WKLQN WKH WRZHU VHSDUDWLRQ UXOH LV QHFHVVDU\ WR LQFOXGH LQ WKH 3ODQ QRU GR ZH
WKLQNLWLVDSSURSULDWHWRUHVWULFWWKHKHLJKWOLPLWDW%UDQQDQ6WUHHWWRDYRLGDWRZHUVHSDUDWLRQ
FRQIOLFW  %DVHG RQ WKH KHLJKW OLPLWV SURSRVHG LQ WKH 3ODQ  %UDQQDQ 6WUHHW DQG  )RXUWK
6WUHHW LV WKH RQO\ VLWXDWLRQ ZKHUH WKLV UXOH ZRXOG SRWHQWLDOO\ DSSO\ WR WZR VHSDUDWH SURMHFWV DQG
SURMHFW VSRQVRUV  %HFDXVH RI WKLV LW LV DSSURSULDWH WR DOORZ IRU WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ WR
FRQVLGHUWKLVLVVXHZKHQWKHDFWXDOSURSRVHGSURMHFWVDUHEHIRUHWKHPVRWKH\FDQXQGHUVWDQGZKDW
LVDFWXDOO\EHLQJSURSRVHGDQGFDQPDNHDGHFLVLRQRQWKLVXQLTXHVLWXDWLRQ:HVKRXOGQRWWDNH
GLVFUHWLRQ DZD\ IURP WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ WR ZHLJK WKH FRPSHWLQJ SROLFLHV HQYLURQPHQWDO
FRQFHUQVDQGGHVLJQVRIWKHIXWXUHSURMHFWVDQGPDNHDGHFLVLRQFRQVLGHULQJDOORIWKRVHIDFWRUV
7KH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRPDNHWKHGHFLVLRQDVWRZKHWKHUDQG
KRZPXFKWKHVHWZRWRZHUVPXVWEHVHSDUDWHGRQFHWKHDFWXDOSURMHFWVDUHEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGE\LW

,IWKHKHLJKWOLPLWLVUHGXFHGWKHUHLVQRMXVWLILFDWLRQIRUUHGXFLQJLWEHORZIHHWDERYH
ZKLFKWKHWRZHUVHSDUDWLRQUXOHZRXOGDSSO\$VVXFKWKHKHLJKWOLPLWIRUWKHVLWHVKRXOGEHQR
VKRUWHUWKDQIHHW

)LQDOO\ HOLPLQDWLQJ WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ¶V GLVFUHWLRQ LQ IDYRU RI RQH SURMHFW RYHU
DQRWKHUGRHVQRWDOORZIRUIOH[LELOLW\LQDFKLHYLQJWKH3ODQ¶VJRDOVFRQVLGHULQJWKHXQFHUWDLQW\LQ
WKHSULYDWHGHYHORSPHQWLQGXVWU\(YHU\SURMHFWLVVXEMHFWWRPDUNHWIRUFHVDVZHOODVWKHXQLTXH
FLUFXPVWDQFHVRIDSURMHFWVSRQVRUDQGHVVHQWLDOO\FKRRVLQJRQHSURMHFWRYHUDQRWKHUULJKWQRZ
EHIRUH WKH SURMHFWV DUH HYHQ SUHSDUHG IRU DSSURYDO HOLPLQDWHV WKH DELOLW\ RI WKH 3ODQQLQJ
&RPPLVVLRQWRDGMXVWEDVHGRQHYROYLQJFRQGLWLRQV


:H UHFRJQL]H WKDW WKH WRZHU VHSDUDWLRQ LVVXH LV RQH WKDW WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ ZLOO
FRQVLGHUVHSDUDWHIURPWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKH3ODQ¶V'(,5:HIHOWLWLPSRUWDQWWRPDNHFOHDUWKDW
WKH'(,5GRHVDOORZIRUWKH3KDVH,,SURMHFWDW%UDQQDQ6WUHHWDQGWKDWWKH&RPPLVVLRQKDV
WKH DELOLW\ WR GHWHUPLQH ZKHWKHU DQG KRZ WR DSSO\ WKH WRZHU VHSDUDWLRQ UXOH DW 3ODQ DGRSWLRQ
7KDQN\RX



9HU\WUXO\\RXUV
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O-B505.1
O-B505.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

2&61





%\(PDLODQG2YHUQLJKW0DLO

)HEUXDU\

&RPPLVVLRQ3UHVLGHQW5LFK+LOOLV
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQHUV
FR-RQDV3,RQLQ&RPPLVVLRQ6HFUHWDU\
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
ULFKKLOOLVVI#\DKRRFRPGHQQLVULFKDUGV#VIJRYRUJFKULVWLQHGMRKQVRQ#VIJRYRUJ
MRHONRSSHO#VIJRYRUJP\UQDPHOJDU#VIJRYRUJNDWKULQPRRUH#VIJRYRUJ
SODQQLQJ#URGQH\IRQJFRP&RPPLVVLRQV6HFUHWDU\#VIJRYRUJ

/LVD0*LEVRQ$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
OLVDJLEVRQ#VIJRYRUJ

5( &RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO6R0D1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OXRQ&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
'(,56&+12

6833257)250,'5,6($/7(51$7,9( 5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYH 

'HDU3UHVLGHQW+LOOLV+RQRUDEOH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQG0V*LEVRQ

, ,1752'8&7,21

,DPZULWLQJRQEHKDOIRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D1HLJKERUV &61 DQG6)%OX
FRQFHUQLQJWKHGUDIWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWUHSRUW '(,5 IRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ 2&61
&61DQG6)%OX FROOHFWLYHO\³1HLJKERUV´ XUJHWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQWRDGRSWWKH
$/
5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYH NQRZQDVWKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU
3ODQ 7KH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGDOORZIRUDGUDPDWLFLQFUHDVHLQUHVLGHQWLDODQG
RIILFHGHYHORSPHQWLQWKHDUHDZKLOHVWLOOPDLQWDLQLQJEXLOGLQJKHLJKWVRIIHHWRUOHVV
ZLWKVRPHH[FHSWLRQVDWWUDQVLWKXEV WKXVUHWDLQLQJDSHGHVWULDQVFDOHOLYDELOLW\
DFFHVVWROLJKWDLUDQGRSHQVSDFHDQGFUHDWLQJDIDPLO\IULHQGO\QHLJKERUKRRG%\
FRQWUDVWWKH+LJK5LVHDOWHUQDWLYH LGHQWLILHGVLPSO\DVWKH³3ODQ´LQWKH'(,5 ³3ODQ´RU
³3URMHFW´ ZRXOGFUHDWHYDVWO\KLJKHUEXLOGLQJKHLJKWVRIXSWRIHHWZKLFKZRXOGEH
RXWRIVFDOHZLWKDPL[HGXVHUHVLGHQWLDOQHLJKERUKRRGFDVWLQJVKDGRZVEORFNLQJ

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI



YLHZVFUHDWLQJZLQGWXQQHOVDQGHVVHQWLDOO\WUDQVIRUPLQJWKHQHLJKERUKRRGLQWRD
VHFRQGILQDQFLDOGLVWULFW$VORQJWLPHUHVLGHQWVRI&HQWUDO6R0DWKH1HLJKERUVXUJHWKH
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQWRDGRSWWKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHVLQFHLWSURWHFWVQHLJKERUKRRG 2&61
FRQW G
FKDUDFWHUZKLOHDOORZLQJIRUDOPRVWDVPXFKMREJURZWKDQGKRXVLQJDVWKH+LJK5LVH
$OWHUQDWLYH


&HQWUDO6R0D1HLJKERUV &61 LVDFRPPXQLW\RUJDQL]DWLRQFRPSRVHGRI
UHVLGHQWVRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0DQHLJKERUKRRG&61LVGHGLFDWHGWRSUHVHUYLQJDQG
HQKDQFLQJWKHXQLTXHFKDUDFWHURI&HQWUDO6R0D&61VHHNVWR+HOSSUHVHUYHDQG
HQKDQFHWKHFKDUDFWHURI&HQWUDO6R0DZLWKLWVGLYHUVLW\RIEXLOGLQJVDQGDUFKLWHFWXUH
:RUNWRZDUGVPDNLQJ&HQWUDO6R0DDPRUHOLYDEOHPL[HGXVHDQGSHGHVWULDQIULHQGO\
QHLJKERUKRRG$GYRFDWHIRUOLYDELOLW\UHVLGHQWVQHHGDFFHVVWROLJKWDLUSDUNVDQG
SXEOLFRSHQVSDFHV(QVXUHWKHDUHDLVDIIRUGDEOHDQGDFFHVVLEOHZLWKWKHULJKW
EDODQFHRIKRXVLQJRIILFHVSDFHDQGUHWDLO

6)%OXLVDKRPHRZQHUVDVVRFLDWLRQZKRVHUHVLGHQWVOLYHDW)ROVRP6WUHHW
$VORQJWLPHUHVLGHQWVRI&HQWUDO6R0DWKH1HLJKERUVDUHFRPPLWWHGWRHQVXULQJDVDIH
OLYDEOHIDPLO\IULHQGO\QHLJKERUKRRG:HDUHYHU\PXFKLQIDYRURIGHYHORSPHQWDQG
SODQQLQJIRUVXVWDLQDEOHJURZWKWKDWSUHVHUYHVWKHFKDUDFWHURIZKDWWKLVQHLJKERUKRRG
LVEHFRPLQJDPL[HGXVHUHVLGHQWLDOQHLJKERUKRRGZKHUHEXVLQHVVHVRIYDULHGVL]HV
DQGW\SHVFDQWKULYHZKHUHSHRSOHKDYHWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WROLYHLQDQHQYLURQPHQWDOO\
VXVWDLQDEOHPDQQHUDQGZKHUHWKHXQLTXHH[LVWLQJKLVWRULFDUFKLWHFWXUDOUHVRXUFHVDUH
UHWDLQHGDQGUHQHZHG7RDFFRPSOLVKLWVIXOOSRWHQWLDOWKHQHLJKERUKRRGUHTXLUHVPRUH
GHYHORSPHQWZKLFKLISURSHUO\RYHUVHHQLVVRPHWKLQJZHZHOFRPH+RZHYHUWKHW\SH
2&61
RIGHYHORSPHQWRXWOLQHGLQWKHFXUUHQW3ODQLVTXLWHOLNHO\WRUHWDUGWKHFXUUHQW
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQRIWKLVQHLJKERUKRRG5DWKHUWKDQGHYHORSLQJLQWRKLJKGHQVLW\UHVLGHQWLDO /8
DQGPL[HGXVHQHLJKERUKRRGVWUHWFKLQJIURP0LVVLRQ%D\WRGRZQWRZQWKHFXUUHQWSODQ
SURSRVHVWRFXWWKH&HQWUDO6R0DQHLJKERUKRRGRIIIURPWKHQHLJKERUKRRGVWRWKH
VRXWKDQGHVVHQWLDOO\LVRODWHLW

7KH0LG5LVH 5HGXFHG+HLJKW $OWHUQDWLYHLVVXSHULRUWRWKH+LJK5LVH
$OWHUQDWLYHLQDOPRVWHYHU\UHVSHFW,WZLOOFUHDWHDIDPLO\IULHQGO\HQYLURQPHQWZLWK
2&61
DFFHVVWROLJKWDQGDLU,WZLOOFUHDWHOHVVWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQDQGWKHUHIRUHOHVVDLU
SROOXWLRQDQGUHODWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGOHVVWUDIILFUHODWHGSHGHVWULDQLQMXULHV,WZLOO
$/
DOORZWDOOEXLOGLQJVEXWFOXVWHUHGQHDU%$57RQWKHQRUWKVLGHDQG&DO7UDLQRQWKH
VRXWKVLGHRIWKHQHLJKERUKRRGWKHUHE\HQFRXUDJLQJXVHRISXEOLFWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ7KH
0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGDOVRKDYHUHGXFHGJUHHQKRXVHJDV *+* LPSDFWVVLQFH
UHFHQWUHVHDUFKVKRZVWKDWPLGULVHEXLOGLQJVDUHJHQHUDOO\PRUHHQHUJ\HIILFLHQWWKDQ
KLJKULVH%\FRQWUDVWWKH+LJK5LVHDOWHUQDWLYHLQFOXGHVH[WUHPHO\WDOOEXLOGLQJV 
IHHW RQ+DUULVRQ6WUHHWEHWZHHQ6HFRQGDQG7KLUG6WUHHWVZKLFKLVQRWFORVHWRWKH
&DO7UDLQRU%$57VWDWLRQVEXWLVFORVHWRWKH%D\%ULGJHIUHHZD\UDPSV±WKHUHE\
HQFRXUDJLQJDXWRPRELOHFRPPXWLQJUDWKHUWKDQSXEOLFWUDQVLW7KLVFRQWUDGLFWVWKH3ODQ
LWVHOIZKLFK³ZRXOGVHHNWRUHWDLQWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKHPLGULVHGLVWULFWOLPLWLQJWKH
SUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVWRDUHDVQHDUWUDQVLWVWDWLRQV´ '(,5S,9% 
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7KH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHDOORZVIRUDOPRVWDVPXFKJURZWKDVWKH+LJK5LVH
$OWHUQDWLYH7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\IRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ S VKRZVWKDWWKH0LG5LVH
$OWHUQDWLYHLVSURMHFWHGWRDGGQHZMREVE\ZKLOHWKH+LJK5LVHRSWLRQLV
SURMHFWHGWRDGGQHZMREV7KHGLIIHUHQFHLQWKHDGGLWLRQDOSRSXODWLRQ
LQFUHPHQWVLVHYHQVPDOOHUYHUVXV DGLIIHUHQFH $OWKRXJKWKH
'(,5SUHVHQWVVOLJKWO\GLIIHUHQWSURMHFWLRQVWKHUHLVVWLOORQO\DERXWDGLIIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYHDQGWKH3ODQ SRSXODWLRQJURZWKRI
YHUVXVMREJURZWKRIYHUVXV  '(,5S9,9,,9 7KXV
WKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGDFKLHYHDERXWRIWKHMREVDQGKRXVLQJJURZWK
ZKLOHPDLQWDLQLQJWKHFKDUDFWHURI&HQWUDO6R0DDVDPLGULVHFRPPXQLW\ZLWKDFFHVVWR
OLJKWDQGDLUDYRLGLQJZLQGWXQQHOVDQGSURPRWLQJDPRUHIDPLO\IULHQGO\HQYLURQPHQW

,QGHHGLQZKHQWKH3ODQZDVNQRZQDVWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ&LW\
3ODQQLQJVWDIIDUWLFXODWHGDOORIWKHULJKWUHDVRQVIRUVXSSRUWLQJWKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYH
7KH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQVWDWHG
2&61

FRQW G
8UEDQGHVLJQH[SHULHQFHVKRZVWKDWSHRSOHIHHOPRVWFRPIRUWDEOHRQXUEDQ
VWUHHWVZKHUHWKHKHLJKWRIEXLOGLQJVLVEHWZHHQôDQGóWLPHVWKHZLGWKRIWKH
VWUHHWFUHDWLQJDQ³XUEDQURRP´WKDWKDVDSOHDVLQJEXWQRWRYHUZKHOPLQJ
VHQVHRIHQFORVXUHDQGLQWLPDF\7KH3ODQSURSRVHVWKDWWKHEDVHKHLJKWOLPLWV
DORQJDOOPDMRUVWUHHWVLQWKH3ODQDUHDVKRXOGEHIHHWORZHULQJWRIHHW
WRZDUGWKHZHVWHUQHGJHRIWKH3ODQDUHDDQGLQKLVWRULFDUHDVVXFKDVWKH
6RXWK(QGDQGQHDU6RXWK3DUN:KLOHLQVRPHDUHDVWKH3ODQSURSRVHVWRDOORZ
EXLOGLQJVWRULVHDERYHWKHIRRWEDVHKHLJKW JHQHUDOO\WRIHHW WKHVH
XSSHUVWRULHVZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRVHWEDFNE\DWOHDVWIHHWLQRUGHUWR
PDLQWDLQWKHSHUFHSWLRQRIWKHORZHUVWUHHWZDOO«7KLVVFDOHLVDOVRFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKERWKWKHWUDGLWLRQDOIRUPDQGFKDUDFWHURI6R0D¶VVLJQLILFDQWFRPPHUFLDODQG
LQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJVDVZHOODVDOLJQLQJZLWKWKHGHVLUHIRUODUJHUIORRUSODWHRSHQ
IORRUSODQPLGULVHEXLOGLQJVPRVWGHVLUHGE\FRQWHPSRUDU\QHZHFRQRP\
FRPSDQLHV

35,1&,3/(7KHSUHGRPLQDQWFKDUDFWHURI6R0DDVDPLGULVHGLVWULFWVKRXOG
EHUHWDLQHGDQGWKHSUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVUHGXFHGE\OLPLWLQJWKHLUGLVWULEXWLRQ
DQGEXON

7KH6RXWKRI0DUNHWVLWVDWDFULWLFDOORFDWLRQLQWKHFLW\¶VODQGVFDSH6R0DLVD
ODUJHH[SDQVHRIIODWODQGDWWKHFHQWHURIWKHHDVWVLGHRIWKH&LW\VLWWLQJDVDQ
LPSRUWDQWEDODQFHDQGFRXQWHUSRLQWWRWKHGUDPDWLFKLOOVWKDWVXUURXQGLW
LQFOXGLQJWKHPDQPDGH³KLOO´RIWKHGRZQWRZQKLJKULVHGLVWULFWFUHDWLQJD
GUDPDWLFDPSKLWKHDWHU



&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQS
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:LWKUHODWLYHO\ORZEXLOGLQJVLQFRPSDULVRQWRWKHKLOOVDQGKLJKULVHVDURXQGLW
WKH6RXWKRI0DUNHWDOORZVH[SDQVLYHDQGFKHULVKHGYLHZVWRH[WHQGDFURVVLWWR
DQGIURPWKHVXUURXQGLQJKLOOVGLVWULFWVDQGWKHPDMRUIHDWXUHVRIWKHUHJLRQ
EH\RQG,QRUGHUWRSUHVHUYHWKLVHVVHQWLDOFKDUDFWHULVWLFDQGSUHVHUYHYLHZV
DFURVVWKHDUHDKHLJKWOLPLWVWDOOHUWKDQIHHWDUHJHQHUDOO\NHSWWRWKH
VRXWKHUQSRUWLRQRIWKH3ODQ$UHD %UDQQDQ6WUHHWVRXWKZDUG OLPLWHGLQ
GLVWULEXWLRQDQGZLGHO\VSDFHG,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWPLGULVHEXLOGLQJVDUH
QRWQHFHVVDULO\V\QFKURQRXVZLWKORZGHQVLWLHV«%HFDXVHWKHQXPEHURI
SRWHQWLDOEXLOGLQJVWDOOHUWKDQIHHWLVOLPLWHGWRVWUDWHJLFORFDWLRQVDGMDFHQWWR
WUDQVLWVWDWLRQVDQGWKHLUORFDWLRQVJHQHURXVO\VSDFHGWKHVHEXLOGLQJVZLOOEH
2&61
SURPLQHQWIURPDOOGLUHFWLRQVDQGVHUYHDVORFDOODQGPDUNV
FRQW G

7KH1HLJKERUVDJUHHHQWLUHO\ZLWKWKHRSLQLRQVVHWIRUWKE\&LW\3ODQQLQJ6WDIILQ
LQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ³7KHSUHGRPLQDQWFKDUDFWHURI6R0DDVDPLG
ULVHGLVWULFWVKRXOGEHUHWDLQHGDQGWKHSUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVUHGXFHGE\
OLPLWLQJWKHLUGLVWULEXWLRQDQGEXON´7KH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHFUHDWHVDQXUEDQ
QHLJKERUKRRG³WKDWKDVDSOHDVLQJEXWQRWRYHUZKHOPLQJVHQVHRIHQFORVXUHDQG
LQWLPDF\´7KH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHDFKLHYHVDOPRVWDOORIWKHKRXVLQJDQGMREJURZWK
ZKLOHPDLQWDLQLQJDIDPLO\IULHQGO\OLYDEOHQHLJKERUKRRG:HXUJHWKH3ODQQLQJ
&RPPLVVLRQWRGLUHFWVWDIIWRUHYLVHWKH'(,5WRVHOHFWWKH0LG5LVH 5HGXFHG+HLJKW
$OWHUQDWLYH DVWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\SUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVWDII
RSLQLRQVVHWIRUWKLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQRQO\WKUHHVKRUW\HDUVDJR

,QWKHDOWHUQDWLYHWKH1HLJKERUVUHTXHVWWKDWWKH&LW\FRQVLGHUDQDOWHUQDWLYHWKDW
ZRXOGPRGLI\WKHSURSRVHG3ODQWRHOLPLQDWHWKHSURSRVHGFKDQJHVWKDWZRXOGDOORZ
H[WUHPHO\WDOOEXLOGLQJVLQWKHEORFNERXQGHGE\,DQG)ROVRPDQG6HFRQGDQG7KLUG
2&61
6WUHHWV LQFOXGLQJWKHWDOOHVWEXLOGLQJVRQ+DUULVRQWKDWJRXSWRIHHW 7KHVH
EXLOGLQJVDUHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH3ODQ¶VRZQJRDOVWROLPLWWDOOHUEXLOGLQJVWRDUHDVQHDU
$/
%$57DQG&DO7UDLQ7KHVHSURSHUWLHVDUHFORVHWRQHLWKHU%$57QRU&DO7UDLQEXWDUH
DWWKHIRRWRIWKH%D\%ULGJHDFFHVVUDPSV'HYHORSPHQWZRXOGWKHUHIRUHHQFRXUDJH
DXWRPRELOHXVDJHQRWSXEOLFWUDQVLWYLRODWLQJWKHIXQGDPHQWDO3URMHFWJRDOV7KHVH
SURSHUWLHVVKRXOGEHOLPLWHGWRQRPRUHWKDQIHHWZKLFKZRXOGVWLOODOORZIRU
VXEVWDQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWRQWKHSURSHUWLHVEXWPDLQWDLQWKHPLGULVHFKDUDFWHURIWKH
QHLJKERUKRRG

7KH&LW\VKRXOGDOVRFRQVLGHUFUHDWLQJDSDUNDW6HFRQG6WUHHW7KLV
2&61
SURSHUW\LVFXUUHQWO\DSDUNLQJORWDQGSURYLGHVDSULPHRSSRUWXQLW\IRUWKH&LW\WR
DGGUHVVWKHDFNQRZOHGJHGQHHGIRUPRUHSDUNVDQGRSHQVSDFHLQWKHDUHD,QWKH
3'
DOWHUQDWLYHGHYHORSPHQWRQWKLVSDUFHOVKRXOGEHOLPLWHGWRQRPRUHWKDQIHHWVLQFH
LWLVFORVHWRQHLWKHU%$57QRU&DO7UDLQ



,GS
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$IWHUUHYLHZLQJWKH'(,5WRJHWKHUZLWKRXUWHDPRIH[SHUWFRQVXOWDQWVLWLV
2&61
HYLGHQWWKDWWKHGRFXPHQWFRQWDLQVQXPHURXVHUURUVDQGRPLVVLRQVWKDWSUHFOXGH
DFFXUDWHDQDO\VLVRIWKH3URMHFW$VDUHVXOWRIWKHVHLQDGHTXDFLHVWKH'(,5IDLOVDVDQ *&
LQIRUPDWLRQDOGRFXPHQWDQGIDLOVWRLPSRVHIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRUHGXFHWKH
3URMHFW¶VLPSDFWV7KH1HLJKERUVUHTXHVWWKH&LW\DGGUHVVWKHVHVKRUWFRPLQJVLQD
UHYLVHGGUDIWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWUHSRUW ³5'(,5´ DQGUHFLUFXODWHWKH5'(,5SULRUWR
FRQVLGHULQJDSSURYDORIWKH3URMHFW7KH1HLJKERUVKDYHVXEPLWWHGH[SHUWFRPPHQWV
IURP

x 8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3 ([KLELW$ 
x (QYLURQPHQWDO6FLHQWLVWV0DWWKHZ+DJHPDQQ3*&+JDQG-HVVLH
-DHJHU ([KLELW% 
x 7UDIILF(QJLQHHU'DQLHO76PLWK3( ([KLELW& DQG
x :LOGOLIH%LRORJLVW6KDZQ6PDOOZRRG3K' ([KLELW' 

$OORIWKHVHH[SHUWVFRQFOXGHWKDWWKH3ODQKDVQXPHURXVLPSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
DGHTXDWHO\DQDO\]HGRUPLWLJDWHGLQWKH',(57KHH[SHUWFRPPHQWVDUHVXEPLWWHG
KHUHZLWKDQGLQFRUSRUDWHGE\UHIHUHQFHLQWKHLUHQWLUHW\(DFKRIWKHFRPPHQWVUHTXLUHV
VHSDUDWHUHVSRQVHVLQWKH)LQDO(,5)RUWKHVHUHDVRQVDUHYLVHG'(,5VKRXOGEH
SUHSDUHGSULRUWR3URMHFWDSSURYDOWRDQDO\]HDOOLPSDFWVDQGUHTXLUHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRI
DOOIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV

,,
%$&.*5281'

7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ IRUPHUO\&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ LVDFRPSUHKHQVLYHSODQ
IRUWKHDUHDVXUURXQGLQJPXFKRIVRXWKHUQSRUWLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\WUDQVLWOLQH
2&61
7KH3ODQ$UHDLQFOXGHVURXJKO\DFUHVWKDWFRPSULVHFLW\EORFNVDVZHOODVWKH
3'
VWUHHWVDQGWKRURXJKIDUHVWKDWFRQQHFW6R0DWRLWVDGMDFHQWQHLJKERUKRRGV'RZQWRZQ
0LVVLRQ%D\5LQFRQ+LOODQGWKH0LVVLRQ'LVWULFW7KH3ODQ$UHDLVERXQGHGE\
6HFRQG6WUHHWRQWKHHDVW6L[WK6WUHHWRQWKHZHVW7RZQVHQG6WUHHWRQWKHVRXWKDQG
E\DQLUUHJXODUERUGHUWKDWJHQHUDOO\MRJVDORQJ)ROVRP+RZDUGDQG6WHYHQVRQ6WUHHWV
WRWKHQRUWK VHH'(,5)LJXUH,,&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHD%RXQGDULHVLQ&KDSWHU,,
3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ 

7KH3ODQZRXOGIXQGDPHQWDOO\WUDQVIRUPWKH&HQWUDO6R0DDUHD,WZRXOGtriple
WKHUHVLGHQWSRSXODWLRQRIWKHDUHDIURPDFXUUHQWSRSXODWLRQRIWRDQ
LQFUHDVHRIDGGLWLRQDOUHVLGHQWV,WZRXOGPRUHWKDQdoubleHPSOR\PHQWLQWKH
DUHDIURPDFXUUHQWOHYHORIMREVWRDQLQFUHDVHRIDGGLWLRQDO
MREV '(,5SS,9,9 



$FWXDOFXUUHQWSRSXODWLRQLVFORVHUWRVRWKH3ODQZLOODOPRVWTXDGUXSOH
UHVLGHQWSRSXODWLRQ7KLVSRLQWVRXWWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIXVLQJDQDFFXUDWHEDVHOLQH
SRSXODWLRQQXPEHU
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)RUDWOHDVWWKUHH\HDUVWKH&LW\SUHVHQWHGDSODQWRWKHSXEOLFWKDWH[WHQGHG
IURP0DUNHW6WUHHWWR7RZQVHQGDQGIURP6HFRQG6WUHHWWR6L[WK6WUHHW7KHSODQZDV
FDOOHGWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRUSODQ7KHSODQSURSRVHGD0LG5LVHRSWLRQLQZKLFKDOPRVW
DOOEXLOGLQJVZRXOGEHFDSSHGDWQRPRUHWKDQIHHWRUOHVV7KHSODQDOVRLQFOXGHG 2&61
D+LJK5LVHRSWLRQ7KHQLQODWHZLWKRXWH[SODQDWLRQWKH&LW\GUDVWLFDOO\DOWHUHG
FRQW G
WKHSODQORSSLQJRIIEORFNVDWWKHQRUWKIURP)ROVRPWR0DUNHW ZLWKDQDUURZ
H[FHSWLRQIURP)LIWKWR6L[WK6WUHHW &ULWLFDOO\DWWKHVDPHWLPHWKH&LW\GURSSHGWKH
0LG5LVHRSWLRQDQGLQFOXGHGRQO\WKH+LJK5LVHRSWLRQLQWKHDQDO\VLV7KH0LG5LVH
2SWLRQZDVUHOHJDWHGWRDVPDOOVHFWLRQDWWKHEDFNRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQDO\VLVRIWKH
'(,5DQGUHQDPHGWKH³5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYH´7KH&LW\UHOHDVHGWKH'(,5IRU
WKHFRPSOHWHO\QHZSURMHFWMXVWEHIRUHWKH&KULVWPDVDQG1HZ<HDUKROLGD\VRQ
'HFHPEHU

,,, /(*$/67$1'$5'

&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWDQDJHQF\DQDO\]HWKHSRWHQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRILWV
SURSRVHGDFWLRQVLQDQHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWUHSRUW ³(,5´ Seee.g.3XE5HV&RGH
7KH(,5LVWKHYHU\KHDUWRI&(4$Dunn-Edwards v. BAAQMD  
&DO$SSWK³7KHµIRUHPRVWSULQFLSOH¶LQLQWHUSUHWLQJ&(4$LVWKDWWKH
/HJLVODWXUHLQWHQGHGWKHDFWWREHUHDGVRDVWRDIIRUGWKHIXOOHVWSRVVLEOHSURWHFWLRQWR
WKHHQYLURQPHQWZLWKLQWKHUHDVRQDEOHVFRSHRIWKHVWDWXWRU\ODQJXDJH´Comms. for a
Better Env’t v. Calif. Resources Agency  &DO$SSWK

&(4$KDVWZRSULPDU\SXUSRVHV)LUVW&(4$LVGHVLJQHGWRLQIRUPGHFLVLRQ
PDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFDERXWWKHSRWHQWLDOVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVRIDSURMHFW
&DO&RGH5HJV ³&(4$*XLGHOLQHV´  D  ³,WVSXUSRVHLVWRLQIRUPWKH
SXEOLFDQGLWVUHVSRQVLEOHRIILFLDOVRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVHTXHQFHVRIWKHLUGHFLVLRQV
EHIRUHWKH\DUHPDGH7KXVWKH(,5µSURWHFWVQRWRQO\WKHHQYLURQPHQWEXWDOVR
LQIRUPHGVHOIJRYHUQPHQW¶´Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors  
&DOG7KH(,5KDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDV³DQHQYLURQPHQWDOµDODUPEHOO¶ZKRVH
SXUSRVHLWLVWRDOHUWWKHSXEOLFDQGLWVUHVSRQVLEOHRIILFLDOVWRHQYLURQPHQWDOFKDQJHV
EHIRUHWKH\KDYHUHDFKHGHFRORJLFDOSRLQWVRIQRUHWXUQ´Berkeley Keep Jets Over the
Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs  &DO$SSWK ³Berkeley Jets´ 
County of Inyo v. Yorty  &DO$SSG

6HFRQG&(4$UHTXLUHVSXEOLFDJHQFLHVWRDYRLGRUUHGXFHHQYLURQPHQWDO
GDPDJHZKHQ³IHDVLEOH´E\UHTXLULQJ³HQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRU´DOWHUQDWLYHVDQGDOO
IHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV&(4$*XLGHOLQHV D  DQG  see also
Berkeley Jets&DO$SSWKCitizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors  &DOG7KH(,5VHUYHVWRSURYLGHDJHQFLHVDQGWKH
SXEOLFZLWKLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIDSURSRVHGSURMHFWDQGWR
³LGHQWLI\ZD\VWKDWHQYLURQPHQWDOGDPDJHFDQEHDYRLGHGRUVLJQLILFDQWO\UHGXFHG´
&(4$*XLGHOLQHV D  ,IWKHSURMHFWZLOOKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRQWKH
HQYLURQPHQWWKHDJHQF\PD\DSSURYHWKHSURMHFWRQO\LILWILQGVWKDWLWKDV³HOLPLQDWHGRU
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VXEVWDQWLDOO\OHVVHQHGDOOVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWZKHUHIHDVLEOH´DQGWKDW
DQ\XQDYRLGDEOHVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWDUH³DFFHSWDEOHGXHWRRYHUULGLQJ
FRQFHUQV´3XE5HV&RGH ³35&´ &(4$*XLGHOLQHV E  $   % 

:KLOHWKHFRXUWVUHYLHZDQ(,5XVLQJDQ³DEXVHRIGLVFUHWLRQ´VWDQGDUG³WKH
UHYLHZLQJFRXUWLVQRWWRµXQFULWLFDOO\UHO\RQHYHU\VWXG\RUDQDO\VLVSUHVHQWHGE\D
SURMHFWSURSRQHQWLQVXSSRUWRILWVSRVLWLRQ$µFOHDUO\LQDGHTXDWHRUXQVXSSRUWHGVWXG\
LVHQWLWOHGWRQRMXGLFLDOGHIHUHQFH¶´Berkeley Jets&DO$SSWK
HPSKDVLVDGGHG TXRWLQJLaurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of
Cal.  &DOGIQ$SUHMXGLFLDODEXVHRIGLVFUHWLRQRFFXUV³LI
WKHIDLOXUHWRLQFOXGHUHOHYDQWLQIRUPDWLRQSUHFOXGHVLQIRUPHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJDQG
LQIRUPHGSXEOLFSDUWLFLSDWLRQWKHUHE\WKZDUWLQJWKHVWDWXWRU\JRDOVRIWKH(,5SURFHVV´
San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus  &DO$SS
WKGalante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist.  
&DO$SSWKCounty of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency  
&DO$SSWK

,97+('(,5,1&/8'(6$1,1$'(48$7(%$6(/,1(

7KH'(,5IDLOVWRDGHTXDWHO\GHVFULEHEDVHOLQHFRQGLWLRQVLQWKH3ODQDUHD,Q
VHYHUDODUHDVWKHUHLVQREDVHOLQHDQDO\VLVDWDOO,QRWKHUVWKHEDVHOLQHGDWDLVIDURXW
RIGDWHIURPGDWDLVLQKHUHQWO\XQUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVLQFHWKH&LW\DQGQDWLRQ
ZDVLQWKHPLGVWRIWKHZRUVWUHFHVVLRQVLQFHWKHJUHDWGHSUHVVLRQ7KHUHIRUHXVLQJ
EDVHOLQHGDWDZLOOLQKHUHQWO\ELDVWKHHQWLUH'(,5DQDO\VLV

(YHU\&(4$GRFXPHQWPXVWVWDUWIURPD³EDVHOLQH´DVVXPSWLRQ7KH&(4$
³EDVHOLQH´LVWKHVHWRIHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQGLWLRQVDJDLQVWZKLFKWRFRPSDUHDSURMHFW¶V
DQWLFLSDWHGLPSDFWVCommunities for a Better Environment v. So Coast Air Qual.
Mgmnt. Dist  &DOWK6HFWLRQ D RIWKH&(4$*XLGHOLQHV 2&61
&&5 D VWDWHVLQSHUWLQHQWSDUWWKDWDOHDGDJHQF\¶VHQYLURQPHQWDO
*&
UHYLHZXQGHU&(4$

³«PXVWLQFOXGHDGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSK\VLFDOHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQGLWLRQVLQWKH
YLFLQLW\RIWKHSURMHFWDVWKH\H[LVWDWWKHWLPH>HQYLURQPHQWDODQDO\VLV@LV
FRPPHQFHGIURPERWKDORFDODQGUHJLRQDOSHUVSHFWLYH7KLVHQYLURQPHQWDO
VHWWLQJZLOOQRUPDOO\FRQVWLWXWHWKHEDVHOLQHSK\VLFDOFRQGLWLRQVE\ZKLFKD/HDG
$JHQF\GHWHUPLQHVZKHWKHUDQLPSDFWLVVLJQLILFDQW´

6HHSave Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey  &DO$SSWK
 ³Save Our Peninsula´ $VWKHFRXUWRIDSSHDOKDVH[SODLQHG³WKHLPSDFWVRI
WKHSURMHFWPXVWEHPHDVXUHGDJDLQVWWKHµUHDOFRQGLWLRQVRQWKHJURXQG¶´ Save Our
Peninsula&DO$SSWK $VWKHFRXUWKDVH[SODLQHGXVLQJVXFKD
VNHZHGEDVHOLQH³PLVOHDG V WKHSXEOLF´DQG³GUDZVDUHGKHUULQJDFURVVWKHSDWKRI
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SXEOLFLQSXW´ San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced  
&DO$SSWKWoodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno  
&DO$SSWK 

6R0DLVDPRQJWKHPRVWHWKQLFDOO\DQGHFRQRPLFDOO\GLYHUVHQHLJKERUKRRGVLQ
WKH&LW\7KHQHLJKERUKRRGLVKRPHWRRIWKH&LW\¶VPLQRULW\DQGZRPHQRZQHG
EXVLQHVVHVDQGRIWKH&LW\¶VJUHHQEXVLQHVVHVZKLFKLVVLJQLILFDQWJLYHQWKDWWKH
DUHDPDNHVXSRQO\RIWKH&LW\¶VODQGDUHD7KHQHLJKERUKRRGKDVDVOLJKWO\KLJKHU
OHYHORIUDFLDOGLYHUVLW\WKDQWKH&LW\DVDZKROHZLWKDERXWRIWKHSRSXODWLRQEHLQJ
SHRSOHRIFRORU$OWKRXJKWKHPHGLDQKRXVHKROGLQFRPHLVVOLJKWO\KLJKHUWKDQWKH&LW\
DYHUDJHWKHQHLJKERUKRRGDOVRKDVRQHRIWKHKLJKHVWOHYHOVSRYHUW\ZLWKRIWKH
SRSXODWLRQOLYLQJDWRUEHORZRIWKHSRYHUW\WKUHVKROG

7KHQHLJKERUKRRGIDFHVH[WUHPHHQYLURQPHQWDOFKDOOHQJHV$VWKH6DQ
)UDQFLVFR'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF+HDOWK '3+ VWDWHGLQDUHSRUW

GXHWRFORVHSUR[LPLW\WRIUHHZD\VDQGKLJKWUDIILFURDGVWKHDUHDKDVVRPHRI
WKHSRRUHVWDLUTXDOLW\LQWKH&LW\ZLWKRIKRXVHKROGVOLYLQJLQDQDUHD
2&61
H[SRVHGWRJUHDWHUWKDQXJPRIILQHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU 30 DQG
FRQW G
OLYLQJLQDUHDVZLWKDPELHQWDLUSROOXWLRQFDQFHUULVNVJUHDWHUWKDQLQD
PLOOLRQ

$VWKPDDQGFKURQLFREVWUXFWLYHSXOPRQDU\GLVHDVHKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVDUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\
WZLFHDVKLJKLQ&HQWUDO6R0DDVLQWKHUHVWRIWKH&LW\

7KHQHLJKERUKRRGKDVRQHRIWKHKLJKHVWLQFLGHQFHVRISHGHVWULDQLQMXULHVLQWKH
&LW\$V'3+VWDWHG³7KHLQFLGHQFHRIVHYHUHLQMXULHVDQGGHDWKVUHODWHGWRFROOLVLRQV
EHWZHHQYHKLFOHVDQGSHGHVWULDQVF\FOLVWVDQGRWKHUYHKLFOHVLVDPRQJVWWKHKLJKHVWLQ
WKH&LW\7KHVLWXDWLRQIRUSHGHVWULDQVLVHVSHFLDOO\WURXEOLQJDVWKHDYHUDJHDQQXDO
QXPEHURISHGHVWULDQLQMXULHVDQGIDWDOLWLHVSHUURDGPLOHVLVVL[WLPHVKLJKHULQWKH
3ODQDUHDFRPSDUHGWRWKH&LW\DVDZKROH YV ´7KHQHLJKERUKRRGDOVRIDFHV
³DPRQJVWWKHKLJKHVWYLROHQWDQGSURSHUW\FULPHUDWHVLQWKH&LW\'XULQJWKDWWLPH
SHULRGWKHQXPEHURIDVVDXOWVSHUUHVLGHQWVZDVLQWKHSODQDUHDDQGIRU
WKH&LW\DVDZKROH/LNHZLVHWKHSURSHUW\FULPHUDWHZDVLQWKH3ODQDUHDDQG
IRUWKHZKROH&LW\´


6DQ)UDQFLVFR'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF+HDOWK(QYLURQPHQWDO+HDOWK6XVWDLQDEOH&RPPXQLWLHV

+HDOWK$VVHVVPHQW&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQS 1RY  ([KLELW) 

,GS
,GS
,GS

,GS
,GS

,GS
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)LQDOO\WKHQHLJKERUKRRGIDFHVDVHYHUHODFNRIRSHQVSDFHDQGSDUNV7KH
VDPH'3+UHSRUWVWDWHG

3XEOLFLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDUHDVWKDWWKH3ODQDUHDSHUIRUPVPRUHSRRUO\LQLQFOXGH
SXEOLFKHDOWKIDFLOLWLHVDQGSDUNVDQGRSHQVSDFH7KH5HFUHDWLRQDO$UHD$FFHVV
6FRUHDVVHVVHVUHODWLYHDFFHVVWRSDUNDFUHDJHDWDQ\SRLQWLQWKH&LW\+HUH
DJDLQWKH3ODQDUHDZDVRQHRIWKHORZHVWSHUIRUPHUV&XUUHQWO\RI
UHVLGHQWVOLYHZLWKLQPLOHRIDSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLW\FRPSDUHGWRIRU
WKH&LW\DVDZKROH$GGLWLRQDOO\RQO\RIUHVLGHQWVDUHZLWKLQPLOHRID
2&61
FRPPXQLW\JDUGHQFRPSDUHGWRDFURVVWKH&LW\
FRQW G

7KXVZKLOH&HQWUDO6R0DLVDUREXVWHWKQLFDOO\DQGHFRQRPLFDOO\GLYHUVH
FRPPXQLW\LWDOVRIDFHVVHULRXVFKDOOHQJHVLQWHUPVRIDODFNRIRSHQVSDFHKLJKOHYHOV
RISROOXWLRQSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\DQGH[WUHPHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ6ROYLQJWKHVHSUREOHPVLV
WKHNH\WRPDNLQJWKHQHLJKERUKRRGOLYDEOHDQGIDPLO\IULHQGO\9HU\OLWWOHRIWKLVFULWLFDO
EDVHOLQHLQIRUPDWLRQLVLQFOXGHGLQWKH'(,5PDNLQJWKHGRFXPHQWLQDGHTXDWHDVD
SXEOLFLQIRUPDWLRQGRFXPHQW

8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3H[SODLQVWKDWWKH'(,5¶VEDVHOLQHGDWDLVRXW
RIGDWHLQPDQ\UHVSHFWVIRUSRSXODWLRQMREVKRXVLQJEDODQFHSXEOLFVHUYLFHVDQG
RWKHULPSDFWV :DWW&RPPHQWSS 

9 7+((,5$1',1,7,$/678'<+$9($1,1&216,67(17$1',1$'(48$7(
352-(&7'(6&5,37,21

2&61
$ ,QLWLDO6WXG\LV,QDGHTXDWH%HFDXVHLW'HVFULEHVDQ(QWLUHO\'LIIHUHQW
3URMHFWWKDQLQWKH'(,5
3'


7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\LVSDWHQWO\LQDGHTXDWHEHFDXVHLWGHVFULEHVDQHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQW
SURMHFWIURPWKH3ODQVHWIRUWKLQWKH'(,57KH,QLWLDO6WXG\PXVWDFFXUDWHO\GHVFULEH
WKH3URMHFWLQRUGHUWRLGHQWLI\LPSDFWVWREHDQDO\]HGLQWKH(,57KH,QLWLDO6WXG\IDLOV
WRSHUIRUPWKLVWDVNEHFDXVHLWGRHVQRWGHVFULEHWKH3ODQDWDOO7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\ZDV
SUHSDUHGLQ,WGHVFULEHVDUHFWDQJXODUSURMHFWDUHDWKDWH[WHQGVIURP0DUNHW
6WUHHWWR7RZQVHQGDQGIURP6HFRQG6WUHHWWR6L[WK6WUHHW7KH3ODQVHWIRUWKLQWKH
'(,5LVHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWZLWKPRVWRIWKHWKUHHEORFNVIURP0DUNHW6WUHHWWR)ROVRP
H[FOXGHGIURPWKH3ODQDUHD&OHDUO\WKH3ODQZLOOKDYHHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWLPSDFWVWKDQ
WKHSURMHFWGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\LQDOOUHVSHFWVLQFOXGLQJEXWQRWOLPLWHGWR
WUDIILFDLUTXDOLW\SHGHVWULDQVDIHW\MREVKRXVLQJEDODQFHHWF$QHZLQLWLDOVWXG\LV
UHTXLUHGWRDQDO\]HWKH3URMHFWDFWXDOO\SURSRVHGE\WKH&LW\DQGWRLGHQWLI\LPSDFWV
UHTXLULQJDQDO\VLVLQDQ(,57KH'(,5UHOLHVRQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\WRFRQFOXGHWKDW
HOHYHQHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVDUHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW7KLVPDNHVQRVHQVH7KH&LW\

,GS
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PD\QRWUHO\RQDQ,QLWLDO6WXG\SUHSDUHGIRURQHSURMHFWWRFRQFOXGHWKDWDYHU\GLIIHUHQW
SURMHFWKDVOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV 6HH7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3&RPPHQWV 

7KHSXUSRVHRIDQLQLWLDOVWXG\LVWREULHIO\GHVFULEHWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWDQGLWV
LPSDFWVDQGWRLGHQWLI\VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVUHTXLULQJDQDO\VLVLQDQ(,5&&5
7KHLQLWLDOVWXG\PXVWFRQWDLQDQDFFXUDWHGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW
&&5 G  D Christward Ministry v. Superior Court  
&DO$SSG)RUH[DPSOHLQTaxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v.
San Diego Unified School Dist&DO$SSWK  WKHFRXUWIRXQG
DQLQLWLDOVWXG\WREHLQDGHTXDWHEHFDXVHLWGLGQRWGLVFORVHWKHQXPEHURIIRRWEDOO
JDPHVWREHKHOGDWDSURSRVHGVWDGLXPDQGLWZDVWKHUHIRUHLPSRVVLEOHWRFDOFXODWHWKH
DPRXQWRIWUDIILFWKDWZRXOGEHJHQHUDWHGE\WKHSURMHFW ³:LWKRXWDUHDVRQDEOH
GHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHH[SHFWHGDWWHQGDQFHDW+RRYHUHYHQLQJIRRWEDOOJDPHVRQ
FRPSOHWLRQRIWKH3URMHFW'LVWULFWPD\EHXQDEOHWRDGHTXDWHO\FRPSDUHWKHEDVHOLQH
DWWHQGDQFHWRH[SHFWHGDWWHQGDQFHLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUWKHUHLVDIDLUDUJXPHQWWKH
3URMHFWPD\KDYHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQWUDIILFDQGRUSDUNLQJQ *XLGHOLQHV
2&61
VXEG D VXEG D CommunitiesDWS IQ ´ 
FRQW G

7KHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQPXVWLQFOXGHDGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOVHWWLQJRI
WKH3URMHFW$&(4$GRFXPHQW³PXVWLQFOXGHDGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWLQWKH
YLFLQLW\RIWKHSURMHFWDVLWH[LVWVEHIRUHWKHFRPPHQFHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFWIURPERWKD
ORFDODQGDUHJLRQDOSHUVSHFWLYH´&&5VHHEnvironmental Planning and
Info. Council v. County of El Dorado  &DO$SSG³$QDFFXUDWH
VWDEOHDQGILQLWHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQLVWKHsine qua nonRIDQLQIRUPDWLYHDQGOHJDOO\
VXIILFLHQW>&(4$GRFXPHQW@´County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles  
&DO$SSGTaxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego
Unified School Dist&DO$SSWK LQLWLDOVWXG\PXVWGHVFULEHEDVHOLQH
FRQGLWLRQV 

³>7@KH*XLGHOLQHVFRQWHPSODWHWKDWRQO\RQHLQLWLDOVWXG\QHHGEHSUHSDUHGIRUD
SURMHFW,IDSURMHFWLVPRGLILHGDIWHUWKHVWXG\KDVEHHQSUHSDUHGWKH>OHDG@DJHQF\
QHHGQRWSUHSDUHDVHFRQGLQLWLDOVWXG\Gentry v. City of Murrieta&DO$SSWK
  FLWLQJ.RVWND =LVFKNHVXSUDDWSVHHDOVRUhler
v. City of Encinitas  &DO$SSGGLVDSSURYHGRQRWKHUJURXQGV
LQQuail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas  &DO$SSWK
*XLGHOLQHVVXEG D +RZHYHUZKHQFKDQJHVDUHPDGH
WRDSURMHFWDIWHUWKHLQLWLDOVWXG\WKHDJHQF\PXVWKDYHVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHWRVKRZ
WKDWWKHFKDQJHVDUHQRWVLJQLILFDQWBuilding Code Action v. Energy Resources
Conservation & Dev. Com&DO$SSG  7KH&LW\ODFNV
VXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHWRVXSSRUWLWVFRQFOXVLRQWKDWDVHFRQGLQLWLDOVWXG\LVQRWUHTXLUHG

 7KH'(,53URMHFW+DVD9DVWO\'LIIHUHQW*HRJUDSKLF6FRSH3RSXODWLRQV
DQG-REV3URMHFWLRQVDQG2WKHU(OHPHQWVWKDQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\


&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
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)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI




,QWKLVFDVHWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\GRHVQRWGHVFULEHWKH3URMHFWDWDOO,W
GHVFULEHVDQHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWSURMHFWZLWKGLIIHUHQWSURMHFWERXQGDULHVWKDWLVVTXDUH
EORFNVODUJHUWKDQWKH3URMHFWVHWIRUWKLQWKH(,57KHSURMHFWGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO
6WXG\FOHDUO\KDVDGLIIHUHQWEDVHOLQHWKDQWKH3URMHFWVHWIRUWKLQWKH(,5LQFOXGLQJ
SRSXODWLRQWUDIILFH[LVWLQJRIILFHVSDFHWUDQVLWULGHUVKLSSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\KLVWRU\HWF
7KHSURMHFWGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\ZLOODOVRKDYHGLIIHUHQWLPSDFWVLQDOOUHVSHFWV
IURPWKH3URMHFWVHWIRUWKLQWKH(,57KH,QLWLDO6WXG\WKHUHIRUHIDLOVWRSHUIRUPLWVEDVLF
IXQFWLRQWRGHVFULEHWKH3URMHFWDQGLWVLPSDFWVDQGWRLGHQWLI\LVVXHVUHTXLULQJVWXG\LQ
WKH(,5


8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3GHVFULEHVPDMRUGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKH
YDULRXVLWHUDWLRQVRIWKHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQ :DWW&RPPHQWS *URZWKDVVXPSWLRQV
LQWKH'(,5,QLWLDO6WXG\DQG&HQWUDO620$3ODQDUHYDVWO\GLIIHUHQW

7DEOH,96XPPDU\RI*URZWK3URMHFWLRQVSUHVHQWVWKHSRSXODWLRQDQG
HPSOR\PHQWJURZWKDVVXPHGLQWKH3ODQ$UHDEHWZHHQ WKHEDVH\HDUIRU
WKHDQDO\VLV DQG ³EXLOGRXW\HDU´RU³SODQQLQJKRUL]RQ´ 7KLVJURZWK
DPRXQWVWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\DGGLWLRQDOKRXVHKROGVDSSUR[LPDWHO\
DGGLWLRQDOUHVLGHQWVDQGDERXWDGGLWLRQDOMREVXQGHUWKH3ODQ'(,5DW
2&61
SDJH,9
FRQW G

*URZWKSURMHFWHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\LQFOXGHVXSWRKRXVLQJXQLWV ,6DW
SDJH DQGQHZMREV ,6DWSDJH ,QFRQWUDVWWKH&HQWUDO620$
3ODQVWDWHV³:LWKDGRSWLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO620$3ODQWKHUHZRXOGEHSRWHQWLDO
WREXLOGVSDFHIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\WRMREVDQGKRXVLQJXQLWV7KH
3ODQWKHUHIRUHUHSUHVHQWVDQLQFUHDVHLQGHYHORSPHQWFDSDFLW\RISHUFHQWIRU
MREVDQGSHUFHQWIRUKRXVLQJ´&HQWUDO620$3ODQDWSDJH7KH)LQDQFLDO
$QDO\VLVRI6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶V&HQWUDO6RPD3ODQ 'HFHPEHU LVEDVHGRQ
GLIIHUHQWJURZWKDVVXPSWLRQVWKDQSUHVHQWHGLQ'(,5,QLWLDO6WXG\DQG3ODQ
³7KHYLVLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6RPD3ODQLVWRFUHDWHDVXVWDLQDEOHDQGYLWDO
QHLJKERUKRRGLQWKHDUHDLPPHGLDWHO\VXUURXQGLQJWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\ H[SHFWHG
WRRSHQLQ LQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶V6RXWKRI0DUNHW'LVWULFW7KH3ODQLV
SURMHFWHGWREULQJMREVDQGKRXVLQJXQLWVWRWKHDUHDRYHUWKHQH[W
\HDUV´
&OHDUO\WKHSRSXODWLRQMREVDQGJURZWKSURMHFWLRQVDUHHQWLUHO\LQFRQVLVWHQW
WKURXJKRXWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDODQDO\VLV:LOOWKH3ODQUHVXOWVLQKRXVLQJXQLWV
&HQWUDO620$3ODQS RU '(,5S,9 RU ,6S ":LOOLWFUHDWH
QHZMREV )LQDQFLDO$QDO\VLV RUMREV '(,5S,9 RUMREV ,6



7KH)LQDQFLDO$QDO\VLVLVLQWHQGHGWRLPSOHPHQWWKH3ODQ¶VSXEOLFEHQHILWVDQGDVVXFKLWLVRIFULWLFDOLPSRUWDQFH
LWEHEDVHGRQDVWDEOHDQGILQLWH3URMHFWGHVFULSWLRQWKDWLVFRQVLVWHQWWKURXJKRXWWKH3ODQ'(,5DQGRWKHUUHODWHG
GRFXPHQWV7KDWLVQRWWKHFDVHDQGDVVXFKDUHYLVHG'(,5DQGUHYLVHGSROLF\SDSHUVDQGILQDQFLDODQDO\VHVPXVW
EHFRPSOHWHGEDVHGRQDFRQVLVWHQWVWDEOHFRPSOHWHDQGILQLWH3URMHFWGHVFULSWLRQ

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
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S "6LQFHWKHVHILJXUHVDUHIXQGDPHQWDOWRDQDO\VLVRIDOPRVWDOORWKHULPSDFWV DLU
SROOXWLRQWUDIILFSXEOLFVHUYLFHVHWF WKLVZLOGO\LQFRQVLVWHQWSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQUHQGHUV
WKHHQWLUH&(4$DQDO\VLVLQDGHTXDWH7KH&LW\VLPSO\FDQQRWUHO\RQDQ,QLWLDO6WXG\
WKDWDVVXPHGQHZMREVWRFRQFOXGHWKDWD3ODQWKDWFUHDWHVQHZMREV
KDVLQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV

 7KH'(,53URMHFW+DV(QWLUHO\'LIIHUHQW*RDOVWKDQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\

$OVRWKHSURMHFWGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\KDVYHU\GLIIHUHQWSURMHFWJRDOV
2&61
7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\SURMHFWKDVILYHSURMHFWJRDOV
FRQW G

 6XSSRUWWUDQVLWRULHQWHGJURZWKSDUWLFXODUO\ZRUNSODFHJURZWKLQWKH&HQWUDO
6R0DDUHD
 6KDSHWKH&HQWUDO6R0D¶VXUEDQIRUPUHFRJQL]LQJERWK&LW\DQGQHLJKERUKRRG
FRQWH[WV
 0DLQWDLQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D¶VYLEUDQWHFRQRPLFDQGSK\VLFDOGLYHUVLW\
 6XSSRUWJURZWKZLWKLPSURYHGVWUHHWVDGGLWLRQDORSHQVSDFHDQGRWKHUHOHPHQWV
RI³FRPSOHWHFRPPXQLWLHV´
 &UHDWHDPRGHORIVXVWDLQDEOHJURZWK

&HQWUDO620$3ODQ,QLWLDO6WXG\SKWWSVIPHDVISODQQLQJRUJ(B,6SGI 

%\FRQWUDVWWKH'(,53URMHFWKDVHLJKWYHU\GLIIHUHQWJRDOV

 ,QFUHDVHWKHFDSDFLW\IRUMREVDQGKRXVLQJ
 0DLQWDLQWKHGLYHUVLW\RIUHVLGHQWV
 )DFLOLWDWHDQHFRQRPLFDOO\GLYHUVLILHGDQGOLYHO\MREVFHQWHU
 3URYLGHVDIHDQGFRQYHQLHQWWUDQVSRUWDWLRQWKDWSULRULWL]HVZDONLQJELF\FOLQJDQG
WUDQVLW
 2IIHUDQDEXQGDQFHRISDUNVDQGUHFUHDWLRQDORSSRUWXQLWLHV
 &UHDWHDQHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXVWDLQDEOHDQGUHVLOLHQWQHLJKERUKRRG
 3UHVHUYHDQGFHOHEUDWHWKHQHLJKERUKRRG¶VFXOWXUDOKHULWDJHDQG
 (QVXUHWKDWQHZEXLOGLQJVHQKDQFHWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKHQHLJKERUKRRGDQGWKH
FLW\

&HQWUDO620$'(,5S6KWWSVIPHDVISODQQLQJRUJ&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5B
SGI 

1RZKHUHGRHVWKH'(,5H[SODLQZK\WKH3URMHFWJRDOVZHUHVRGUDPDWLFDOO\
FKDQJHG1RUGRHVWKH'(,5H[SODLQZK\WKH3URMHFWERXQGDULHVZHUHVRGUDVWLFDOO\
DOWHUHG&OHDUO\WKHWZRSURMHFWVDUHHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWJLYHQWKDWWKHEDVLFSURMHFWJRDOV
GLIIHU$QHZ,QLWLDO6WXG\LVWKHUHIRUHUHTXLUHGWRSURSHUO\GHVFULEHWKH3URMHFWDQGLWV
LPSDFWVDQGWRLGHQWLI\LVVXHVIRUDQDO\VLVLQDUHFLUFXODWHGGUDIW(,5


&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
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 7KH'(,5(OLPLQDWHVWKH0LG5LVH2SWLRQWKDWZDV)DYRUHGE\WKH
&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ

7KH'(,5DOVRGLIIHUVIURPWKH'UDIW&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQLQWKDWLW
³HOLPLQDWH>V@WKHµPLGULVH¶KHLJKWOLPLWRSWLRQ 2SWLRQ$ WKLVRSWLRQLVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKLV
(,5DVWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWV$OWHUQDWLYH´ '(,5S,, 7KH0LG5LVH2SWLRQOLPLWHG
EXLOGLQJKHLJKWVWRQRPRUHWKDQIHHWWKURXJKRXWPRVWRIWKHSODQDUHD%\FRQWUDVW
WKH'(,53URMHFWDOORZVEXLOGLQJKHLJKWVRIIHHWRUPRUHDWPDQ\DUHDVWKDWZHUH
IRUPHUO\OLPLWHG7KLVLVDGUDVWLFFKDQJHIURPWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\DQG&HQWUDO&RUULGRU
3ODQVLQFHWKRVHSULRUGRFXPHQWVVWURQJO\IDYRUHGWKH0LG5LVH2SWLRQ,QGHHGLQ
ZKHQWKH3ODQZDVNQRZQDVWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ&LW\3ODQQLQJVWDII
DUWLFXODWHGDOORIWKHULJKWUHDVRQVIRUVXSSRUWLQJWKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYH7KH&HQWUDO
&RUULGRU3ODQVWDWHG
2&61
FRQW G

8UEDQGHVLJQH[SHULHQFHVKRZVWKDWSHRSOHIHHOPRVWFRPIRUWDEOHRQXUEDQ
VWUHHWVZKHUHWKHKHLJKWRIEXLOGLQJVLVEHWZHHQôDQGóWLPHVWKHZLGWKRIWKH
VWUHHWFUHDWLQJDQ³XUEDQURRP´WKDWKDVDSOHDVLQJEXWQRWRYHUZKHOPLQJ
VHQVHRIHQFORVXUHDQGLQWLPDF\7KH3ODQSURSRVHVWKDWWKHEDVHKHLJKWOLPLWV
DORQJDOOPDMRUVWUHHWVLQWKH3ODQDUHDVKRXOGEHIHHWORZHULQJWRIHHW
WRZDUGWKHZHVWHUQHGJHRIWKH3ODQDUHDDQGLQKLVWRULFDUHDVVXFKDVWKH
6RXWK(QGDQGQHDU6RXWK3DUN:KLOHLQVRPHDUHDVWKH3ODQSURSRVHVWRDOORZ
EXLOGLQJVWRULVHDERYHWKHIRRWEDVHKHLJKW JHQHUDOO\WRIHHW WKHVH
XSSHUVWRULHVZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRVHWEDFNE\DWOHDVWIHHWLQRUGHUWR
PDLQWDLQWKHSHUFHSWLRQRIWKHORZHUVWUHHWZDOO«7KLVVFDOHLVDOVRFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKERWKWKHWUDGLWLRQDOIRUPDQGFKDUDFWHURI6R0D¶VVLJQLILFDQWFRPPHUFLDODQG
LQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJVDVZHOODVDOLJQLQJZLWKWKHGHVLUHIRUODUJHUIORRUSODWHRSHQ
IORRUSODQPLGULVHEXLOGLQJVPRVWGHVLUHGE\FRQWHPSRUDU\QHZHFRQRP\
FRPSDQLHV

35,1&,3/(The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district
should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their
distribution and bulk

7KH6RXWKRI0DUNHWVLWVDWDFULWLFDOORFDWLRQLQWKHFLW\¶VODQGVFDSH6R0DLVD
ODUJHH[SDQVHRIIODWODQGDWWKHFHQWHURIWKHHDVWVLGHRIWKH&LW\VLWWLQJDVDQ
LPSRUWDQWEDODQFHDQGFRXQWHUSRLQWWRWKHGUDPDWLFKLOOVWKDWVXUURXQGLW
LQFOXGLQJWKHPDQPDGH³KLOO´RIWKHGRZQWRZQKLJKULVHGLVWULFWFUHDWLQJD
GUDPDWLFDPSKLWKHDWHU

:LWKUHODWLYHO\ORZEXLOGLQJVLQFRPSDULVRQWRWKHKLOOVDQGKLJKULVHVDURXQGLW
WKH6RXWKRI0DUNHWDOORZVH[SDQVLYHDQGFKHULVKHGYLHZVWRH[WHQGDFURVVLWWR
DQGIURPWKHVXUURXQGLQJKLOOVGLVWULFWVDQGWKHPDMRUIHDWXUHVRIWKHUHJLRQ


&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQS
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EH\RQG,QRUGHUWRSUHVHUYHWKLVHVVHQWLDOFKDUDFWHULVWLFDQGSUHVHUYHYLHZV
DFURVVWKHDUHDKHLJKWOLPLWVWDOOHUWKDQIHHWDUHJHQHUDOO\NHSWWRWKH
2&61
VRXWKHUQSRUWLRQRIWKH3ODQ$UHD %UDQQDQ6WUHHWVRXWKZDUG OLPLWHGLQ
FRQW G
GLVWULEXWLRQDQGZLGHO\VSDFHG,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWPLGULVHEXLOGLQJVDUH
QRWQHFHVVDULO\V\QFKURQRXVZLWKORZGHQVLWLHV«%HFDXVHWKHQXPEHURI
SRWHQWLDOEXLOGLQJVWDOOHUWKDQIHHWLVOLPLWHGWRVWUDWHJLFORFDWLRQVDGMDFHQWWR
WUDQVLWVWDWLRQVDQGWKHLUORFDWLRQVJHQHURXVO\VSDFHGWKHVHEXLOGLQJVZLOOEH
SURPLQHQWIURPDOOGLUHFWLRQVDQGVHUYHDVORFDOODQGPDUNV

 ,QLWLDO6WXG\DQG'(,58VH2XWRI'DWH%DVHOLQH'DWD

$OVRWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\XVHVRXWRIGDWHEDVHOLQHGDWD3RSXODWLRQKRXVLQJ
WUDIILFDQGRWKHUGDWDXVHGIRUWKHEDVHOLQHDQDO\VLVLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\ZDVWDNHQLQ
2IFRXUVHZDVWKHKHLJKWRIWKHODVWUHFHVVLRQ$VDUHVXOWPXFKRIWKLV
GDWDGRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWDFWXDOFXUUHQWEDVHOLQHFRQGLWLRQVLQZKLFKWUDIILFSRSXODWLRQ
DLUSROOXWLRQDQGRWKHULPSDFWVDUHDOOPXFKKLJKHU&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWWKHEDVHOLQH
UHIOHFWDFWXDOFXUUHQWFRQGLWLRQVRQWKHJURXQGQRWDQXQUHSUHVHQWDWLYHWLPHSHULRG
VXFKDVWKHJUHDWHVWUHFHVVLRQVLQFHWKHJUHDWGHSUHVVLRQCommunities for a Better
2&61
Environment v. So Coast Air Qual. Mgmnt. Dist  &DOWKSave Our
Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey  &DO$SSWK ³6DYH
2XU3HQLQVXOD´ $VWKHFRXUWRIDSSHDOKDVH[SODLQHG³WKHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFWPXVW *&
EHPHDVXUHGDJDLQVWWKHµUHDOFRQGLWLRQVRQWKHJURXQG¶´Save Our Peninsula
&DO$SSWK$VWKHFRXUWKDVH[SODLQHGXVLQJVXFKDVNHZHGEDVHOLQH
³PLVOHDG V WKHSXEOLF´DQG³GUDZVDUHGKHUULQJDFURVVWKHSDWKRISXEOLFLQSXW´San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced  &DO$SSWK
Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno  &DO$SSWK


8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3H[SODLQVWKDWEDVHOLQHGDWDIRUHPSOR\PHQW
KRXVLQJSRSXODWLRQSXEOLFVHUYLFHVMREVKRXVLQJEDODQFHDQGPDQ\RWKHUIDFWRUVDUH
HLWKHUDEVHQWRURXWRIGDWH

 &LW\6WDII5HIXVHGWR*UDQWDQ([WHQVLRQRIWKH&RPPHQW3HULRG'HVSLWH
0DVVLYH3URMHFW5HYLVLRQVDQG7ZR)HGHUDO+ROLGD\V
2&61


([DFHUEDWLQJWKLVSUREOHPLVWKHIDFWWKDWIRUDWOHDVWWKUHH\HDUV&LW\VWDIIOHG
*&
WKHSXEOLFWREHOLHYHWKDWWKHSURMHFWZDVDVGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\,QSDUWLFXODU
WKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRUSODQGRFXPHQWVWURQJO\IDYRUHGWKH0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHRYHU
WKH+LJK5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHDQGGHVFULEHGDSURMHFWH[WHQGLQJDOOWKHZD\WR0DUNHW
6WUHHW7KHQMXVWDZHHNEHIRUHWKHKROLGD\VRQ'HFHPEHUWKH&LW\UHOHDVHG
WKH'(,5IRUDVKRUWGD\FRPPHQWSHULRGIRUWKHILUVWWLPHXQYHLOLQJWKHYHU\
GLIIHUHQW3URMHFWLQWKH'(,5&(4$GRHVQRWFRXQWHQDQFHVXFK³EDLWDQGVZLWFK´

,GS

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
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WDFWLFVZKLFKVHUYHRQO\WRFRQIXVHDQGPLVOHDGWKHSXEOLFDQGVKRUWFLUFXLWWKHSXEOLF
SURFHVVHPERGLHGLQ&(4$³$QDFFXUDWHVWDEOHDQGILQLWHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQLVWKH
6LQHTXDQRQRIDQLQIRUPDWLYHDQGOHJDOO\VXIILFLHQW(,5´County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles  &DO$SSG UHMHFWLQJDQ(,5WKDWFKDQJHGWKHSURMHFW
GHVFULSWLRQRYHUWKHFRXUVHRIWKH&(4$UHYLHZSURFHVV 7KH&LW\KDVGRQHWKH
RSSRVLWH±UDGLFDOO\FKDQJLQJWKHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQDIWHU\HDUVRISURFHVVHVDQGSXEOLF
PHHWLQJVLQZKLFKDQHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWSURMHFWZDVSUHVHQWHGWRWKHSXEOLF'HVSLWHWKLV
VOHLJKWRIKDQGWKH&LW\IODWO\UHIXVHGDQ\H[WHQVLRQRIWKHSXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRG
GHVSLWHDGPLWWLQJWKDWWKHVLWXDWLRQPHWDOORIWKH&LW\¶VFULWHULDIRUDQH[WHQVLRQ
SDUWLFXODUO\JLYHQWKDWWKHFRPPHQWSHULRGIHOORYHUERWKWKH&KULVWPDVDQG1HZ<HDU¶V
KROLGD\V7KH&LW\¶V(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHUUHVSRQGHGWRWKUHHVHSDUDWH
2&61
UHTXHVWVIRUH[WHQVLRQE\VWDWLQJ
FRQW G

7KH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWKDVLGHQWLILHGDQXPEHURIVLWXDWLRQVWKDWPD\ZDUUDQW
ORQJHUSXEOLFUHYLHZ SHULRGVVXFKDVWKRVHLQFOXGLQJSURMHFWVDIIHFWLQJPXOWLSOH
VLWHVLQYDULRXVORFDWLRQVRUDQDUHDODUJHUWKDQDVLQJOHVLWHRULQVLWXDWLRQV
ZKHUHPXOWLSOHIHGHUDOO\UHFRJQL]HGKROLGD\VRFFXUZLWKLQD'(,5 VGD\WKH
SXEOLFUHYLHZSHULRG%RWKVLWXDWLRQVDSSO\WRWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5

/HWWHUIURP/LVD0*LEVRQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU )HE
 'HVSLWHDGPLWWLQJWKDWWKHFULWHULDIRUDQH[WHQVLRQKDGEHHQPHWWKH&LW\
SURFHHGHGWRUHMHFWWKHH[WHQVLRQUHTXHVW

7KH&LW\PDNHVDPRFNHU\RI&(4$DQGWKHSXEOLFSURFHVV³3XEOLFSDUWLFLSDWLRQ
LVDQHVVHQWLDOSDUWRIWKH&(4$SURFHVV´ &(4$*XLGHOLQHV ³(QYLURQPHQWDO
UHYLHZGHULYHVLWVYLWDOLW\IURPSXEOLFSDUWLFLSDWLRQ´ Ocean View Estates Homeowners
Assn. v. Montecito Water Dist.  &DO$SSWK %\GUDPDWLFDOO\
DOWHULQJWKH3URMHFWDIWHU\HDUVRISXEOLFUHYLHZRQWKHHYHRIWKHKROLGD\VHDVRQDQG
WKHQUHIXVLQJWRH[WHQGWKHSXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRGWKH&LW\³PLVOHDG V WKHSXEOLF´DQG
³GUDZVDUHGKHUULQJDFURVVWKHSDWKRISXEOLFLQSXW´San Joaquin Raptor Rescue
Center v. County of Merced  &DO$SSWKWoodward Park
Homeowners v. City of Fresno  &DO$SSWK

9,7+(352-(&7,6)$7$//<,1&216,67(17:,7+7+(*(1(5$/3/$1
$1'27+(5$33/,&$%/(3/$11,1*'2&80(176

7KH'(,5LQFRUUHFWO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3URMHFWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH*HQHUDO
2&61
3ODQDQGRWKHUDSSOLFDEOHSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWV,QIDFWWKHSURSRVHG3ODQLVSODLQO\
LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVHSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWVUHVXOWLQJLQVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVH
33
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV

7KH&LW\PXVWWUHDWLWVDQDO\VLVRIFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKH*HQHUDO3ODQVHULRXVO\DQG
ODQGXVHGHFLVLRQVPXVWEHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSODQ &(4$*XLGHOLQHV$SS*
(YDOXDWLRQRI(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFWV,WHP*XLGHOLQHV G *RY&RGH

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
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 D 7KH*HQHUDO3ODQLVLQWHQGHGWREHWKHFRQVWLWXWLRQIRUDOOIXWXUH
GHYHORSPHQWV´DFKDUWHUIRUIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWWKDWHPERGLHVIXQGDPHQWDOODQG
XVHGHFLVLRQVWKDWJXLGHWKHIXWXUHJURZWKDQGGHYHORSPHQWRIFLWLHVDQGFRXQWLHV
Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board of Supervisors of El
Dorado County  &DO$SSWKLesher Communications, Inc. v. City
of Walnut Creek  &DOG City of Santa Ana v. City of Garden Grove
 &DO$SSG 7KHSURSULHW\RIYLUWXDOO\DQ\ORFDOGHFLVLRQDIIHFWLQJ
ODQGXVHDQGGHYHORSPHQWGHSHQGVXSRQFRQVLVWHQF\ZLWKDSSOLFDEOHJHQHUDOSODQDQG
LWVHOHPHQWV Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of County of Santa
Barbara  &DOG 7KHFRQVLVWHQF\GRFWULQHKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDV
WKHOLQFKSLQRI&DOLIRUQLD¶VODQGXVHDQGGHYHORSPHQWODZVLWLVWKHSULQFLSDOZKLFK
LQIXVHVWKHFRQFHSWRISODQQHGJURZWKZLWKWKHIRUFHRIODZCorona-Norco Unified
2&61
School District v. City of Corona  &DO$SSWK
FRQW G

$SURMHFW VLPSDFWVPD\EHGHHPHGVLJQLILFDQWLIWKH\DUHJUHDWHUWKDQWKRVH
GHHPHGDFFHSWDEOHLQDJHQHUDOSODQRURWKHUDSSOLFDEOHSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWV Gentry v.
City of Murrieta  &DO$SSWK $VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQODQGXVHDQG
SODQQLQJZRXOGRFFXULIWKHSURMHFWZRXOG>F@RQIOLFWZLWKDQ\DSSOLFDEOHODQGXVHSODQ
SROLF\RUUHJXODWLRQRIDQDJHQF\ZLWKMXULVGLFWLRQRYHUWKHSURMHFW LQFOXGLQJEXWQRW
OLPLWHGWRWKHJHQHUDOSODQVSHFLILFSODQORFDOFRDVWDOSURJUDPRU]RQLQJRUGLQDQFH 
DGRSWHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIDYRLGLQJRUPLWLJDWLQJDQHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFW &(4$
*XLGHOLQHV$SSHQGL[*,; E 

$FFRUGLQJWRWKH&(4$*XLGHOLQHVHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVLQFOXGHGLUHFWDQG
LQGLUHFWLPSDFWVWRODQGXVHDQGSODQQLQJ:KHUHWKHSODQRUSROLF\ZDVDGRSWHGWR
DYRLGQHJDWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKHSODQRUSROLF\FRQVWLWXWHVD
VLJQLILFDQWQHJDWLYHLPSDFW Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. Co. of el Dorado  
&DO$SSGsee alsoEndangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of
Orange  &DO$SSWKCounty of El Dorado v. Dept. of Transp
 &DO$SSWK&(4$*XLGHOLQHV$SS*,; E 7KXVXQGHU&(4$D
SURMHFWUHVXOWVLQDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWLIWKHSURMHFWLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
DQDSSOLFDEOHODQGXVHSODQSROLF\RUUHJXODWLRQDGRSWHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIDYRLGLQJRU
PLWLJDWLQJRQHRUPRUHRIWKHVHHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV


7KH'(,5IDLOVWRFRQGXFWDFRPSOHWHDQGIRUWKULJKWFRQVLVWHQF\DQDO\VLVZLWKWKH
*HQHUDO3ODQDQGRWKHUDSSOLFDEOHSODQQLQJGRFXPHQWV7KH'(,5PXVWEHUHYLVHGWR
DQDO\]HLQFRQVLVWHQFLHVLGHQWLI\DSSURSULDWHPLWLJDWLRQVRUVHWWKHIRXQGDWLRQIRUD
ILQGLQJRIRYHUULGLQJFRQVLGHUDWLRQV


7KH3ODQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK3ROLF\RIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQZKLFKVWDWHV
³(QVXUHWKDWJURZWKZLOOQRWRXWSDFHLPSURYHPHQWVWRWUDQVLWRIWKHFLUFXODWLRQV\VWHP´
'(,53,,, 7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZRXOG³UHVXOWLQVXEVWDQWLDOGHOD\VWRD
QXPEHURI081,URXWHVVHUYLQJWKHDUHD´ '(,5S,9' DQG³'HYHORSPHQWXQGHU
WKH3ODQ«ZRXOGUHVXOWLQDVXEVWDQWLDOLQFUHDVHLQWUDQVLWGHPDQGWKDWZRXOGQRWEH

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI



DFFRPPRGDWHGE\ORFDOWUDQVLWFDSDFLW\DQGZRXOGFDXVHDVXEVWDQWLDOLQFUHDVHLQ
GHOD\VUHVXOWLQJLQDGYHUVHLPSDFWVRQORFDODQGUHJLRQDOWUDQVLWURXWHV´ '(,5S,9'
 7KLVLPSDFWWRWUDQVLWLVQRWRQO\DVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWXQGHU&(4$LWLVSURKLELWHG
E\WKH*HQHUDO3ODQ7KH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3ODQGRHVQRWFRQIOLFWZLWKWKLV
*HQHUDO3ODQ3ROLF\LVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV


7KH3ODQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH8UEDQ'HVLJQ(OHPHQWRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ
ZKLFKVWDWHV

3ROLF\5HODWHWKHKHLJKWRIEXLOGLQJVWRLPSRUWDQWDWWULEXWHVRIWKHFLW\SDWWHUQ
DQGWRWKHKHLJKWDQGFKDUDFWHURIH[LVWLQJGHYHORSPHQWDQG
2&61

FRQW G
3ROLF\5HODWHWKHEXONRIEXLOGLQJVWRWKHSUHYDLOLQJVFDOHRIGHYHORSPHQWWR
DYRLGDQRYHUZKHOPLQJRUGRPLQDWLQJDSSHDUDQFHLQQHZFRQVWUXFWLRQ

'(,5S,,, 7KH3ODQDOORZVEXLOGLQJVRIIHHWRUPRUHLQDQDUHDWKDWWKH&LW\
DGPLWVLVDPLGULVHQHLJKERUKRRG$VQRWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQVXFKWDOO
EXLOGLQJVDUHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHPLGULVHFKDUDFWHURIWKHQHLJKERUKRRG7KH&LW\
VWDWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQDWSDJH³7KHSUHGRPLQDQWFKDUDFWHURI6R0DDV
DPLGULVHGLVWULFWVKRXOGEHUHWDLQHGDQGWKHSUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVUHGXFHGE\OLPLWLQJ
WKHLUGLVWULEXWLRQDQGEXON´+DYLQJPDGHWKHVHVWDWHPHQWVLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ
WKH&LW\FDQQRWQRWVLPSO\LJQRUHWKHP7KHFRXUWLQWKHFDVHStanislaus Audobon
Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus  &DO$SSWKUHMHFWHGDFRXQW\¶V
DUJXPHQWWKDWDUHYLVHGLQLWLDOVWXG\SUHSDUHGE\WKHFRXQW\ZKLFKFRQWUDGLFWHGWKH
ILQGLQJVRIWKHILUVWLQLWLDOVWXG\KDGQRW³UHOHJDWHGWKHILUVWLQLWLDOVWXG\WRREOLYLRQ´Id.DW
7KHFRXUWVWDWHG³:HDQDORJL]HVXFKDQXQWHQDEOHSRVLWLRQWRWKHunringing of a
bell.7KHILUVWLQLWLDOVWXG\LVSDUWRIWKHUHFRUG7KHIDFWWKDWDUHYLVHGLQLWLDOVWXG\ZDV
ODWHUSUHSDUHGGRHVQRWPDNHWKHILUVWLQLWLDOVWXG\DQ\OHVVDUHFRUGHQWU\QRUGRHVLW
GLPLQLVKLWVVLJQLILFDQFHSDUWLFXODUO\ZKHQWKHUHYLVHGVWXG\GRHVQRWFRQFOXGHWKDWWKH
SURMHFWZRXOGQRWEHJURZWKLQGXFLQJEXWLQVWHDGVLPSO\SURFHHGVRQWKHDVVXPSWLRQ
WKDWHYDOXDWLRQRIIXWXUHKRXVLQJFDQEHGHIHUUHGXQWLOVXFKKRXVLQJLVSURSRVHG´ IdDW
 HPSKDVLVDGGHG 7KH&LW\FDQQRWFRQFOXGHWKDWDSURMHFWPD\KDYHVLJQLILFDQW
LPSDFWVDQGWKHQZKHQVXFKDGPLVVLRQLVQRORQJHUFRQYHQLHQWVLPSO\FKDQJHLWV
FRQFOXVLRQWREHWWHUVXLWLWVQHHGV7KH&LW\FRQFOXVLRQRI³QRLQFRQVLVWHQFLHV´ZLWKWKH
*HQHUDO3ODQ '(,5S,,, DUHUHIXWHGE\LWVRZQVWDWHPHQWVLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU
3ODQ


7KH3ODQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH5HFUHDWLRQDQG2SHQ6SDFH(OHPHQWRIWKH
*HQHUDO3ODQ3ROLF\3UHVHUYHVXQOLJKWLQSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHV '(,5S,,, 
7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOFUHDWHQHZVKDGRZRQVHYHUDOSDUNVXQGHUWKH
MXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH5HFUHDWLRQDQG3DUN'HSDUWPHQWLQFOXGLQJ6RXWK3DUN9LFWRULD
0DQDOR'UDYHV3DUNDQG*HQH)ULHQG5HFUHDWLRQ&HQWHUDVZHOODVVHYHUDOSXEOLF
RSHQVSDFHV '(,5S,,, )RUH[DPSOHWKH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOFUHDWH
QHZVKDGRZVRQWKHRQO\5HF 3DUNSURSHUW\LQWKH3ODQDUHD6RXWK3DUNDQG³FRXOG
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)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI



LQFUHDVHVKDGRZRQSRUWLRQVRI6RXWK3DUNGXULQJHDUO\PRUQLQJDQGODWHDIWHUQRRQ
KRXUVIURPWKHVSULQJHTXLQR[WRWKHIDOOHTXLQR[ 0DUFKWKURXJK6HSWHPEHU  '(,5S
,9+ ,QRWKHUZRUGVWKH3ODQZLOOFDVWVKDGRZVRQ6RXWK3DUNIRUKDOIRIWKH\HDU
6LPLODUO\WKH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOFDVWVKDGRZVRQWKHKHDYLO\XVHGSULYDWHO\
RZQHGSXEOLFRSHQVSDFH 32326 ORFDWHGDW6HFRQG6WUHHWIURPQRRQ³WKURXJK
PXFKRIWKHDIWHUQRRQ´DQGVKDGLQJXSWRRQHWKLUGRIWKH32326 '(,5S,9+
 *LYHQWKHVHDGPLVVLRQVWKH'(,5¶VILQGLQJWKDWWKH3ODQLVVRPHKRZFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ3ROLF\WR³SUHVHUYHVXQOLJKWLQSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHV´LVDUELWUDU\DQG
FDSULFLRXVDQGODFNVVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFH&DVWLQJDGGLWLRQDOVKDGRZVIRUKDOIRIWKH
\HDUVLPSO\FDQQRWEHFRQVLGHUHGFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSROLF\RI³SUHVHUYLQJVXQOLJKWLQ
2&61
SXEOLFRSHQVSDFHV´
FRQW G


7KH3ODQLVDOVRLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ2EMHFWLYH5HGXFH
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQUHODWHGQRLVHDQG3ROLF\'LVFRXUDJHQHZXVHVLQDUHDVLQZKLFKWKH
QRLVHOHYHOH[FHHGVWKHQRLVHFRPSDWLELOLW\JXLGHOLQHVIRUWKDWXVH '(,5S,,, 7KH
'(,5DGPLWVWKDW³'HYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQLQFOXGLQJWKHSURSRVHGVWUHHWQHWZRUN
FKDQJHVZRXOGJHQHUDWHQRLVHWKDWZRXOGUHVXOWLQH[SRVXUHRISHUVRQVWRQRLVHLQ
H[FHVVRIVWDQGDUGVLQWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR*HQHUDO3ODQRU1RLVH2UGLQDQFH $UWLFOH
RIWKH3ROLFH&RGH DQGZRXOGUHVXOWLQDVXEVWDQWLDOSHUPDQHQWLQFUHDVHLQDPELHQW
QRLVHDERYHH[LVWLQJOHYHOV´ '(,5S6 7KXVWKH3ODQZLOOLQFUHDVH
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQUHODWHGQRLVHDQGSODFHQHZXVHVLQDUHDVWKDWH[FHHGQRLVHJXLGHOLQHV
LQGLUHFWYLRODWLRQRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ7KH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQRI*HQHUDO3ODQ
FRQVLVWHQF\LVWKHUHIRUHDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV


7KH3ODQLVSODLQO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH:HVWHUQ6R0D3ODQ\HWWKH'(,5
LQH[SOLFDEO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZRXOG³QRWEHGHPRQVWUDEO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
:HVWHUQ6R0D3ODQ´ '(,5S,,, 0RVWREYLRXVO\WKH:HVWHUQ6R0D3ODQ3ROLF\
LVWR³3URKLELWKRXVLQJRXWVLGHRIGHVLJQDWHG5HVLGHQWLDO(QFODYH'LVWULFWV 5(' 
VRXWKRI+DUULVRQ6WUHHW´ '(,5S,,, 7KH3ODQLVIODWO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKLV3ROLF\
WKHUHE\UHVXOWLQJLQDVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWWKDWLVQRWDGGUHVVHGLQWKH'(,5


$UHYLVHG'(,5LVUHTXLUHGWRDFNQRZOHGJHDGGUHVVDQGPLWLJDWHWKHVHSODQ
LQFRQVLVWHQFLHV

9,, 7+('(,5)$,/672$'(48$7(/<$1$/<=($1'0,7,*$7(
6,*1,),&$17,03$&762)7+(3/$1
2&61

*&
$WLWVFRUH&(4$UHTXLUHVWKHOHDGDJHQF\WRLGHQWLI\DOOVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVH
LPSDFWVRIDSURMHFWDQGDGRSWDOOIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVRUDOWHUQDWLYHVWRUHGXFH
WKRVHLPSDFWV&DO&RGH5HJV D  $SUHMXGLFLDODEXVHRIGLVFUHWLRQ
RFFXUVLIWKHIDLOXUHWRLQFOXGHUHOHYDQWLQIRUPDWLRQSUHFOXGHVLQIRUPHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
DQGLQIRUPHGSXEOLFSDUWLFLSDWLRQWKHUHE\WKZDUWLQJWKHVWDWXWRU\JRDOVRIWKH(,5
SURFHVV San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus  
&DO$SSWK@Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management
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Dist.  &DO$SSWKCounty of Amador v. El Dorado County Water 2&61
FRQW G
Agency  &DO$SSWK 7KH'(,5IDLOVWRPHHWWKHVHEDVLF
UHTXLUHPHQWV

$ 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH7UDIILF,PSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

 7KH3ODQZLOO,QFUHDVH(PSOR\HH9075HVXOWLQJLQD6LJQLILFDQW
7UDIILF,PSDFW8QGHU6%
2&61

75
7KH3ODQZLOOSODFHWKRXVDQGVRIFDUVHDFKGD\LQWRDQDUHDWKDWDOUHDG\KDV
XQDFFHSWDEOHOHYHOVRIWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ$WUXVKKRXUWUDIILFLVDWDVWDQGVWLOOLQWKH3ODQ
DUHD7KH3ODQZLOODGGRYHUQHZMREVDQGQHZUHVLGHQWVWRWKHDUHD±
PRUHWKDQGRXEOLQJWKHQXPEHURIMREVDQGWULSOLQJWKHQXPEHURIUHVLGHQWVLQWKHDUHD
'(,5S,9 :KLOHPDQ\RIWKHVHZRUNHUVDQGUHVLGHQWVPD\WDNHSXEOLFWUDQVLW
WKHUHFDQEHQRGLVSXWHWKDWPDQ\ZLOOGULYHFDUVWKHUHE\DGGLQJWRDOUHDG\
XQDFFHSWDEOHOHYHOVRIWUDIILF7KH'(,5JORVVHVRYHUWKLVREYLRXVIDFWDQGPDNHVWKH
SUHSRVWHURXVFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWV7KLV
FRQFOXVLRQVLPSO\IDLOVWKHVWUDLJKWIDFHWHVW$Q\RQHZKRKDVVSHQWDQ\WLPHRQ
URDGZD\VLQWKLVDUHDZLOOUHFRJQL]HWKDWWULSOLQJWKHSRSXODWLRQRIWKHDUHDZLOOKDYH
VLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWV

7KH'(,5UHOLHVRQWKHUHFHQWO\SDVVHG6% 3XE5HV&RGH E  
IRULWVFRXQWHUIDFWXDOFRQFOXVLRQRIQRWWUDIILFLPSDFWV+RZHYHUHYHQXQGHUWKHYHKLFOH
PLOHVWUDYHOOHG 907 DSSURDFKVHWIRUWKLQ6%WKH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWWUDIILF
LPSDFWV7KH6%UHJXODWLRQV&DO&RGH5HJVVSHFLI\WKDWDODQGXVH
SODQPD\KDYHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLILWLVQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
UHOHYDQWVXVWDLQDEOHFRPPXQLW\VWUDWHJ\ 6&6 7REHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH6&6WKH
GHYHORSPHQWPXVWOHDGWR907HTXDOWRRUOHVVWKDQWKH907SHUFDSLWDand907SHU
HPSOR\HHVSHFLILHGLQWKH6&63ODQ%D\$UHDLVWKH6&6 '(,5S9,' DQGLW
VHWV907WDUJHWSHUFDSLWDDWEHORZWKH%D\$UHDDYHUDJH+RZHYHULWGRHV
QRWVHWDQ\WDUJHWIRUHPSOR\HH907 '(,5S,9',9' 7KHUHIRUHWKHFLW\
FDQQRWFODLPWKDWWKHGHYHORSPHQWPHHWVHPSOR\HH907WDUJHWVLQWKH6&6WKHUHDUH
QRQH(YHQZRUVHWKH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHSODQZLOOincreaseHPSOR\PHQW907
IURPWRLQDQGIURPWRLQ '(,5S,9' ³:LWK3ODQ
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ907SHUFDSLWDZRXOG«LQFUHDVHVOLJKWO\LQWKHRIILFHFDWHJRU\´
'(,5S,9' 7KLVVKRXOGEHQRVXUSULVHVLQFHWKH3ODQFUHDWHVQHZMREV
EXWRQO\QHZUHVLGHQWVVRDERXWRIWKHQHZHPSOR\HHVZLOOKDYHWR
FRPPXWHORQJGLVWDQFHV6LQFHWKHSODQZLOOincreaseHPSOR\HH907LWKDVD
VLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWVHYHQXQGHUWKHQHZ907PHWKRGRORJ\VHWIRUWKLQ6%$V
DUHVXOWWKH&LW\¶FRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3ODQKDVOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWVLV
DUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXVDQGWKH&LW\KDVIDLOHGWRSURFHHGLQDPDQQHUUHTXLUHGE\ODZ
7KH&LW\PXVWDFNQRZOHGJHDVLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWLQDUHYLVHG'(,5DQDO\]HWKH
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WUDIILFLPSDFWDQGLPSOHPHQWDOOIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDQGDOWHUQDWLYHWRUHGXFH
WKLVLPSDFWDQGFRQVLGHUDOOIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHV

$OVRDVGLVFXVVHGE\7UDIILF(QJLQHHU'DQLHO76PLWK3(WKH3ODQZLOO
GUDVWLFDOO\LQFUHDVH907LQWKH3ODQDUHD0U6PLWKH[SODLQV

'(,57DEOH,9LQGLFDWHVWKDWLQWKHEDVHOLQH  FRQGLWLRQWKH&HQWUDO
6R0$SRSXODWLRQZDVWKDWLQZLWKRXWWKH3URMHFWLWZRXOGEH
DQGLQZLWKWKH3URMHFWLWZRXOGEH7KHVDPHWDEOHDOVRLQGLFDWHV
WKDWLQWKHEDVHOLQH\HDUHPSOR\PHQWLQ&HQWUDO6R0DZDVWKDWLQ
ZLWKRXWWKH3URMHFWLWZRXOGEHDQGWKDWLQZLWKWKH3URMHFW
HPSOR\PHQWZRXOGEHMREV$WWKH907SHUFDSLWDUDWHVGLVFORVHGLQ
'(,57DEOH,9'WKHIROORZLQJZRXOGEHWRWDO907JHQHUDWHGLQ&HQWUDO6R0D




%DVHOLQH
1R3URMHFW
:LWK3URMHFW
3RSXODWLRQ 




2&61
FRQW G
(PSOR\PHQW 




7RWDO 






$VFDQEHVHHQIURPWKHDERYHFRPSLODWLRQVWKH1R3URMHFWVFHQDULR
JHQHUDWHVDOPRVWSHUFHQWPRUHQHW907WKDQWKH%DVHOLQHWKH:LWK
3URMHFWVFHQDULRJHQHUDWHVRYHUSHUFHQWPRUHQHW907WKDQWKH
%DVHOLQHDQGRYHUSHUFHQWPRUHWKDQWKH1R3URMHFW6FHQDULR
6LQFHWKHSXEOLFNQRZVIURPLQIRUPDWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQWKLV'(,5DQGIURPRWKHU
UHFHQW'(,5 VIRUSURMHFWVKDYLQJWUDQVSRUWDWLRQHIIHFWVRQWKH&HQWUDO6R0DDUHD
WKDWWKHUHDUHDOUHDG\SUREOHPVLPSDFWLQJPRWRUYHKLFOHWUDIILFELF\FOLVWV
SHGHVWULDQVWKHVDIHW\RIDOORIWKHDIRUHPHQWLRQHGDQGWUDQVLWRSHUDWLRQV,Q
WKDWVLWXDWLRQDGGLQJGHYHORSPHQWWRWKHDUHDWKDWJHQHUDWHVSHUFHQWPRUH
WKDQH[LVWLQJXVHVDQGSHUFHQWPRUHWKDQGHYHORSPHQWWRXQGHUH[LVWLQJ
SODQVDQG]RQLQJLVVLJQLILFDQWO\LPSDFWIXORQWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ

6PLWK&RPPHQWS 6LQFHWKH3ODQZLOOLQFUHDVH907WKH&LW\PXVW
FRQFOXGHWKDWLWZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVHYHQXQGHU6%

 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH+LJKO\6LJQLILFDQW7UDIILF,PSDFWV

7UDIILF(QJLQHHU'DQLHO76PLWK3(VKRZVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHKLJKO\
VLJQLILFDQWWUDIILFLPSDFWVDQGZLOOFUHDWHPDVVLYHGHOD\VDQGWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQLQWKH
2&61
SODQDUHD0U6PLWKFRQFOXGHV 6PLWK&RPPHQWSS 

75
x :LWKWKH3URMHFWWUDIILFDQGWKH+RZDUG)ROVRPRQHZD\VWUHHWFRQILJXUDWLRQ
RSWLRQLQWKH$0SHDNLQWHUVHFWLRQVH[SHULHQFLQJGHOD\OHYHOVDW/26(RU
ZRUVH VHFRQGVRUPRUHDYHUDJHGHOD\SHUYHKLFOH ZRXOGLQFUHDVHIURPRI
WKHVWXGLHGXQGHUWKHH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQWRRI,QWKH30SHDNZLWKWKH
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3URMHFWDQGWKH+RZDUG)ROVRPRQHZD\VWUHHWFRQILJXUDWLRQWKHQXPEHURI
LQWHUVHFWLRQVRSHUDWLQJDW/26(RUZRUVHZRXOGLQFUHDVHIURPRILQWKH
H[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQWRRIZLWKWKH3URMHFWWUDIILFDQGVXEMHFWVWUHHW
FRQILJXUDWLRQ
x :LWKWKH+RZDUG)ROVRPWZRZD\VWUHHWFRQILJXUDWLRQRSWLRQLQWKH$0SHDNWKH
QXPEHURILQWHUVHFWLRQVRSHUDWLQJDW/26(RUZRUVHZRXOGLQFUHDVHIURPRI
LQWKHH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQWRRIZLWKWKHSODQDQGWKHVXEMHFWVWUHHW
FRQILJXUDWLRQ,QWKHSPSHDNWKHQXPEHURILQWHUVHFWLRQVRSHUDWLQJDW/26(RU
ZRUVHZRXOGLQFUHDVHIURPRILQWKHH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQWRRIZLWK
2&61
3URMHFWWUDIILFDQGWKHWZRZD\VWUHHWFRQILJXUDWLRQ
FRQW G
x $VWRWKHIUHHZD\UDPSDQDO\VLVRIWKHUDPSVDQDO\]HGRSHUDWHDWYHKLFOH
GHQVLWLHVRISDVVHQJHUFDUVSHUPLOHSHUODQH YROXPHVUHIOHFWLQJEUHDNGRZQ
FRQGLWLRQV LQWKH$0DQGRU30SHDNLQWKHH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQ:LWKWKHDGGLWLRQ
RI3URMHFWUHODWHGWUDIILFDQGWKHSURSRVHGVWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVRIWKH
UDPSVZRXOGRSHUDWHDWYHKLFOHGHQVLWLHVRISDVVHQJHUFDUVSHUPLOHSHUODQH
LQWKH$0DQGRU3PSHDNKRXU

 7KH7UDIILF$QDO\VLV8VHVDQ,PSURSHU%DVHOLQH

$VGLVFXVVHGDERYH&(4$UHTXLUHVWKHDJHQF\WRXVHDEDVHOLQHWKDW
2&61
UHSUHVHQWVUHDOFRQGLWLRQVRQWKHJURXQGDWWKHWLPHRI&(4$UHYLHZ0U6PLWK
*&
FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH'(,5IDLOVWRXVHDUHSUHVHQWDWLYHWUDIILFEDVHOLQH7KH'(,5UHOLHV
RQWUDIILFEDVHOLQHGDWDIURPDQGHDUOLHU7KLVGDWDUHIOHFWVDUHFHVVLRQDU\SHULRG
,WGRHVQRWUHIOHFWPXFKKLJKHUWUDIILFFXUUHQWO\IRXQGLQWKHDUHD

 7KH3ODQ:LOO+DYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH,PSDFWVWR(PHUJHQF\
9HKLFOH$FFHVV

0U6PLWKFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFWVWR
HPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHDFFHVVWKDWDUHQRWGLVFORVHGRUDQDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5 6PLWK
&RPPHQWS 7KH'(,5DVVHUWVZLWKRXWIRXQGDWLRQWKDWDOWKRXJKWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ
ZRXOGRFFXUWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLD9HKLFOH&RGHUHTXLUHVWKDWRWKHUPRWRUYHKLFOHVJHWRXW
RIWKHZD\RIHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVDQGEHFDXVHHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVSULPDULO\XVH
DUWHULDOVWUHHWVZKHUHWKHUHLVSXUSRUWHGO\URRPWRJHWRXWRIWKHZD\RIHPHUJHQF\
2&61
YHKLFOHVGHVSLWHWKHIDFWWKDWWKH'(,5DGPLWVWKHUHZRXOGEHLQFUHDVHGWUDIILF
FRQJHVWLRQZLWKWKH3URMHFWLWDVVHUWVZLWKRXWVRXQGIRXQGDWLRQWKDWWKHUHZRXOGEHQR
75
VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHWUDIILF7KLVDVVHUWLRQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
LQIRUPDWLRQLQWKH'(,5 VWUDIILFLPSDFWDQDO\VLVDW'(,5SDJHV,9'WKURXJK
ZKLFKLQGLFDWHWKDW

x :LWKWKH3URMHFWRIIUHHZD\UDPSVVHUYLQJWKH3URMHFWDUHDZRXOGEHDW
EUHDNGRZQOHYHOVGXULQJWKH$0DQGRU30SHDNSHULRGV%UHDNGRZQOHYHOVRQ
WKHRQUDPSVFDXVHVH[WHQVLYHTXHXLQJRQ&LW\VXUIDFHVWUHHWVWKDWZRXOGLPSDLU
HPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHWUDIILFHYHQRQDUWHULDOVEHFDXVHRWKHUGULYHUVPD\QRWKDYH
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WKHURRPWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKH9HKLFOH&RGHDQGJHWRXWRIWKHZD\TXLFNO\
%UHDNGRZQOHYHOVRQWKHRIIUDPSVLQYROYHVTXHXHVRQWRWKHIUHHZD\PDLQOLQHV
7KHFRQILQHGUDPSVSURYLGHPRWRULVWVOLWWOHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPSO\ZLWKWKHYHKLFOH
FRGHDQGJHWRXWRIWKHZD\DQGPRWRULVWVDWWKHFULWLFDOUDPSH[LWSRLQWVZLOOQRW
HYHQNQRZWKDWDQHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHLVFRPLQJXQWLOLWKDVVORZO\ZRUNHGLWVZD\
WRZDUGWKHKHDGRIWKHH[LWTXHXH

2&61
FRQW G
x :LWKWKH3URMHFWXSWRRIWKHVWXG\DUHDLQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHUHDQDO\]HG
IRUWKH$0SHDNKRXUDQGXSWRRIWKHVWXG\DUHDLQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHUH
DQDO\]HGIRUWKH30SHDNKRXUDUHUHSRUWHGWRH[SHULHQFHKLJKO\GHILFLHQWGHOD\
FRQGLWLRQV$WWKHVHWUDIILFGHOD\OHYHOVWKDWLPSO\VLJQLILFDQWTXHXLQJHYHQRQ
DUWHULDOZLGWKURDGZD\VWUDIILFLVOLNHO\WREHWRRFRQJHVWHGWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKH
9HKLFOH&RGHPDQGDWHWRJHWRXWRIWKHZD\RIHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHV


7KH'(,5 VXQVXEVWDQWLDWHGDQGFRQFOXVRU\VWDWHPHQWVDERXWHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOH
DFFHVVLPSDFWVRIWKH3URMHFWPXVWEHUHYLVHGDQGPDGHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKILQGLQJVPDGH
HOVHZKHUHLQWKH'(,5

 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW3DUNLQJ,PSDFWVWKDWDUH1RW'LVFORVHG
RU0LWLJDWHGLQWKH'(,5

3DUNLQJLPSDFWVDUHVLJQLILFDQWXQGHU&(4$,QTaxpayers for Accountable
School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School Dist&DO$SSWK
 WKHFRXUWUHMHFWHGWKH&LW\RI6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VSRVLWLRQWKDWSDUNLQJLPSDFWVDUH
QRWVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVXQGHU&(4$KROGLQJ³7KHUHIRUHDVDJHQHUDOUXOHZHEHOLHYH
&(4$FRQVLGHUVDSURMHFW VLPSDFWRQSDUNLQJRIYHKLFOHVWREHDSK\VLFDOLPSDFWWKDW
FRXOGFRQVWLWXWHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQW´³7RWKHH[WHQWWKHODFNRI
SDUNLQJDIIHFWVKXPDQVWKDWIDFWRUPD\EHFRQVLGHUHGLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUWKH
SURMHFW VHIIHFWRQSDUNLQJLVVLJQLILFDQWXQGHU&(4$´Taxpayers for Accountable
2&61
School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School Dist&DO$SSWK
75


7KH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWSDUNLQJLPSDFWV7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQ
ZLOOFUHDWHDVKRUWIDOORISDUNLQJRISDUNLQJVSDFHV '(,5S,9' 7KH
'(,5VWDWHV

WKHUHFRXOGEHDVKRUWIDOOLQSDUNLQJVSDFHVSURYLGHGUHODWLYHWRWKHSURMHFWHG
GHPDQG LHDVKRUWIDOORIDERXWSDUNLQJVSDFHV 7KLVVKRUWIDOOFRXOGEH
JUHDWHULIGHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWVSURYLGHOHVVWKDQWKHPD[LPXPSHUPLWWHGSDUNLQJ
VSDFHV,WLVDQWLFLSDWHGWKDWDSRUWLRQRIWKHVKRUWIDOOZRXOGEHDFFRPPRGDWHG
RQVWUHHWSDUWLFXODUO\WKHRYHUQLJKWUHVLGHQWLDOSDUNLQJGHPDQGDQGDSRUWLRQRI
WKHVKRUWIDOOFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\EHDFFRPPRGDWHGRIIVWUHHWLQSXEOLFSDUNLQJ
IDFLOLWLHVVHUYLQJWKHGD\WLPHQRQUHVLGHQWLDOSDUNLQJGHPDQG HJWKH6)07$
)LIWK 0LVVLRQ<HUED%XHQD*DUDJH $VDUHVXOWRIWKHSDUNLQJVKRUWIDOOVRPH
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GULYHUVPD\FLUFOHDURXQGWKHQHLJKERUKRRGLQVHDUFKRISDUNLQJZKLFKZRXOG
LQFUHDVHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQRQWKHORFDOVWUHHWQHWZRUN


2&61
,G'HVSLWHWKHVHVWDWHPHQWWKH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWSDUNLQJLPSDFWVZRXOGEHOHVV
FRQW G
WKDQVLJQLILFDQW '(,5S,9' 7KLVFRQFOXVLRQVLPSO\GRHVQRWORJLFDOO\IROORZ
IURPWKH'(,5¶VRZQDQDO\VLV$VVXFKLWLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV

 7KH7UDIILF$QDO\VLV)DLOVWR$QDO\]H&XPXODWLYH,PSDFWV
2&61

7UDIILF(QJLQHHU6PLWKFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHWUDIILFDQDO\VLVIDLOVWRLQFOXGHPDQ\
&8
UHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWVVXFKDV3LHULQWKHQHDUE\'RJSDWFK
QHLJKERUKRRGDQGPDQ\RWKHUV7KHVHSURMHFWVZLOOKDYHFXPXODWLYHWUDIILFLPSDFWV
WRJHWKHUZLWKWKH3URMHFWZKLFKDUHQRWDQDO\]HGRUPLWLJDWHGLQWKH'(,5

% 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH$LU4XDOLW\,PSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

$VGLVFXVVHGE\HQYLURQPHQWDOFRQVXOWDQWV0DWWKHZ+DJHPDQQ&+JDQG
-HVVLH-DHJHU%6RU6RLO:DWHU$LU3URWHFWLRQ(QWHUSULVH 6:$3( WKHDLUTXDOLW\
2&61
DQDO\VLVLVZRHIXOO\LQDGHTXDWH6:$3(VWDWHV

$4
7KH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZRXOGKDYHDOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWDLUTXDOLW\
LPSDFW S,9) 7KLVFRQFOXVLRQKRZHYHULVLQFRUUHFWIRUVHYHUDOUHDVRQV
)LUVWWKHDLUTXDOLW\DQDO\VLVFRQGXFWHGZLWKLQWKH'(,5LVEDVHGRQRXWGDWHG
EDVHOLQHGDWDWKDWGRQRWDFFXUDWHO\UHIOHFWFXUUHQWWUDIILFDLUTXDOLW\SHGHVWULDQ
VDIHW\DQGSRSXODWLRQZLWKLQWKH3ODQDUHD6HFRQGWKH'(,5IDLOVWRDFFRXQWIRU
DOOPDMRUGHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWVFXUUHQWO\EHLQJFRQVLGHUHGZLWKLQWKHDUHD$VD
UHVXOWWKH3ODQ¶VQHWLQFUHDVHLQFULWHULDDLUSROOXWDQWVZLWKLQWKHDUHDDVZHOODV
LW¶VFXPXODWLYHDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWDUHPLVUHSUHVHQWHG'XHWRWKHVHUHDVRQVZH
ILQGWKH'(,5¶VDLUTXDOLW\DQDO\VLVDQGUHVXOWDQWVLJQLILFDQFHGHWHUPLQDWLRQWREH
LQDGHTXDWHDQGUHTXLUHWKDWDQXSGDWHG'(,5EHSUHSDUHGWRDGHTXDWHO\
HYDOXDWHWKH3ODQ¶VDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFW ([KLELW%S 


:KLOHWKH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWLQGLYLGXDOSURMHFWVEXLOWSXUVXDQWWRWKH3ODQPD\
KDYHVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV '(,5S,9) LWIDLOVWRDFNQRZOHGJHWKDWWKHVHLQGLYLGXDO
SURMHFWVDUHPDGHSRVVLEOHRQO\EHFDXVHRIWKH3ODQDQGLWLVWKHUHIRUHWKH3ODQLWVHOI
WKDWKDVVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVDVZHOODVWKHLQGLYLGXDOSURMHFWV,QHVVHQFHWKH&LW\
DFNQRZOHGJHVLQGLYLGXDOLPSDFWVRIVSHFLILFSURMHFWVZKLOHLJQRULQJFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWV
RIWKH3ODQ

 $LU4XDOLW\%DVHOLQH$QDO\VLVLV,QDGHTXDWH
2&61


)LUVWWKHDLUTXDOLW\DQDO\VLVFDQQRWEHDGHTXDWHLILWXVHVDQHUURQHRXVEDVHOLQH *&
CBE v. SCAQMD, supra7KH'(,5IDLOVWRGLVFORVHWKDWWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR'HSDUWPHQW
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RI3XEOLF+HDOWKKDVGHWHUPLQHG3ODQDUHDKDVDPRQJWKHZRUVWDLUTXDOLW\LQWKH&LW\
GXHSULPDULO\WRH[WUHPHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ$Q6)'3+UHSRUWVWDWHV

GXHWRFORVHSUR[LPLW\WRIUHHZD\VDQGKLJKWUDIILFURDGVWKHDUHDKDVVRPHRI
WKHSRRUHVWDLUTXDOLW\LQWKH&LW\ZLWKRIKRXVHKROGVOLYLQJLQDQDUHD
H[SRVHGWRJUHDWHUWKDQXJPRIILQHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU 30 DQG
OLYLQJLQDUHDVZLWKDPELHQWDLUSROOXWLRQFDQFHUULVNVJUHDWHUWKDQLQD
PLOOLRQ

$VWKPDDQGFKURQLFREVWUXFWLYHSXOPRQDU\GLVHDVHKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVDUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\
WZLFHDVKLJKLQ&HQWUDO6R0DDVLQWKHUHVWRIWKH&LW\$OPRVWWKHHQWLUH3ODQDUHDLV
LQDQ$LU3ROOXWLRQ([SRVXUH=RQH $3(= PHDQLQJWKDWDLUERUQHFDQFHUULVNVH[FHHG
SHUPLOOLRQ '(,5)LJXUH,9) :LWKRXWWKLVFULWLFDOEDVHOLQHLQIRUPDWLRQWKH
'(,5DQDO\VLVLVPHDQLQJOHVVTaxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v.
San Diego Unified School Dist&DO$SSWK &DO$SSWK'LVW 
³:LWKRXWDUHDVRQDEOHGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHH[SHFWHGDWWHQGDQFHDW+RRYHUHYHQLQJ
2&61
IRRWEDOOJDPHVRQFRPSOHWLRQRIWKH3URMHFW'LVWULFWPD\EHXQDEOHWRDGHTXDWHO\
FRQW G
FRPSDUHWKHEDVHOLQHDWWHQGDQFHWRH[SHFWHGDWWHQGDQFHLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUWKHUH
LVDIDLUDUJXPHQWWKH3URMHFWPD\KDYHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQWUDIILFDQGRUSDUNLQJQ
*XLGHOLQHVVXEG D VXEG D CommunitiesDWS IQ ´ 

,QKings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford&DO$SSGDWWKH
FRXUWFRQFOXGHGWKDWDQ(,5LQDGHTXDWHO\FRQVLGHUHGDQDLUSROOXWLRQ R]RQH FXPXODWLYH
LPSDFW7KHFRXUWVDLG³7KH>@(,5FRQFOXGHVWKHSURMHFW¶VFRQWULEXWLRQVWRR]RQH
OHYHOVLQWKHDUHDZRXOGEHLPPHDVXUDEOHDQGWKHUHIRUHLQVLJQLILFDQWEHFDXVHWKH
>FRJHQHUDWLRQ@SODQWZRXOGHPLWUHODWLYHO\PLQRUDPRXQWVRI>R]RQH@SUHFXUVRUV
FRPSDUHGWRWKHWRWDOYROXPHRI>R]RQH@SUHFXUVRUVHPLWWHGLQ.LQJV&RXQW\7KH(,5¶V
DQDO\VLVXVHVWKHPDJQLWXGHRIWKHFXUUHQWR]RQHSUREOHPLQWKHDLUEDVLQLQRUGHUWR
WULYLDOL]HWKHSURMHFW¶VLPSDFW´7KHFRXUWFRQFOXGHG³7KHUHOHYDQWTXHVWLRQWREH
DGGUHVVHGLQWKH(,5LVQRWWKHUHODWLYHDPRXQWRISUHFXUVRUVHPLWWHGE\WKHSURMHFW
ZKHQFRPSDUHGZLWKSUHH[LVWLQJHPLVVLRQVEXWwhether any additional amount of
precursor emissions should be considered significant in light of the serious
nature of the ozone problems in this air basin´ (PSKDVLVDGGHG 7KHKings
CountyFDVHZDVUHDIILUPHGLQCommunities for a Better Environment v. Cal. Res.
Agency&DO$SSWKDWZKHUHWKHFRXUWUHMHFWHGFDVHVZLWKDQDUURZHU
FRQVWUXFWLRQRI³FXPXODWLYHLPSDFWV´

$VLQ.LQJV&RXQW\JLYHQWKHDOUHDG\H[WUHPHDLUSROOXWLRQSUREOHPVIDFLQJWKH
3ODQDUHDWKH3URMHFW¶VDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWVDUHHYHQPRUHVLJQLILFDQW7KH'(,5JORVVHV
RYHUWKLVLVVXHE\IDLOLQJWRDFNQRZOHGJHWKHDLUSROOXWLRQEDVHOLQH



,GS

,GS
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 3ODQ([FHHGV$SSOLFDEOH&(4$6LJQLILFDQFH7KUHVKROGV


7KH'(,5HUURQHRXVO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWDLU
TXDOLW\LPSDFWV '(,5S,9) 7KH'(,5EDVHVWKLVFRQFOXVLRQRQWKHDOOHJDWLRQ
WKDWJURZWKLQ907ZLOOEHOHVVWKDQJURZWKLQSRSXODWLRQ,G+RZHYHUDVGLVFXVVHG
DERYHHPSOR\HH907ZLOODFWXDOO\LQFUHDVHXQGHUWKH3ODQ7KHUHIRUHWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ
LVFRQWUDGLFWHGE\WKHIDFWVDQGLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV
2&61

D '(,59LRODWHV6%E\%DVLQJ$LU4XDOLW\,PSDFWVRQ
$4
907

6%H[SUHVVO\VWDWHVWKDWHYHQLI907LVUHGXFHG ZKLFKLWLVQRW WKHDJHQF\
PXVWVWLOODQDO\]HDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWVDQGSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\LPSDFWVDPRQJRWKHUV
3XE5HV&RGH E VWDWHV

 7KLVVXEGLYLVLRQGRHVQRWUHOLHYHDSXEOLFDJHQF\RIWKHUHTXLUHPHQWWR
DQDO\]HDSURMHFW¶VSRWHQWLDOO\VLJQLILFDQWWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRDLU
TXDOLW\QRLVHVDIHW\RUDQ\RWKHULPSDFWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ7KH
PHWKRGRORJ\HVWDEOLVKHGE\WKHVHJXLGHOLQHVVKDOOQRWFUHDWHDSUHVXPSWLRQWKDW
DSURMHFWZLOOQRWUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRDLUTXDOLW\QRLVHVDIHW\
RUDQ\RWKHULPSDFWDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJWKH
IRUHJRLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RISDUNLQJIRUDSURMHFWVKDOOQRWVXSSRUWDILQGLQJRI
VLJQLILFDQFHSXUVXDQWWRWKLVVHFWLRQ

7KH&LW\KDVGRQHSUHFLVHO\ZKDWLVSURKLELWHGE\6%7KH&LW\FRQFOXGHV
HUURQHRXVO\ WKDWVLQFHWKH3ODQUHGXFHV907LWGRHVQRWKDYHVLJQLILFDQWDLUSROOXWLRQ
LPSDFWV6%SURKLELWVWKLVW\SHRIDQDO\VLVDQGUHTXLUHVDQLQGHSHQGHQWDQDO\VLVRI
DLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWV7KHUHIRUHWKH&LW\KDVIDLOHGWRSURFHHGLQDPDQQHUUHTXLUHGE\
ODZDQGKDVWKHUHE\DEXVHGLWVGLVFUHWLRQ

235'UDIW5HJXODWLRQVIRU6%S,,, -DQ VWDWH

0RGHOVFDQZRUNWRJHWKHU)RUH[DPSOHDJHQFLHVFDQXVHWUDYHOGHPDQG
PRGHOVRUVXUYH\GDWDWRHVWLPDWHH[LVWLQJWULSOHQJWKVDQGLQSXWWKRVHLQWR
VNHWFKPRGHOVVXFKDV&DO((0RGWRDFKLHYHPRUHDFFXUDWHUHVXOWV:KHQHYHU
SRVVLEOHDJHQFLHVVKRXOGLQSXWORFDOL]HGWULSOHQJWKVLQWRDVNHWFKPRGHOWRWDLORU
WKHDQDO\VLVWRWKHSURMHFWORFDWLRQ+RZHYHULQGRLQJVRDJHQFLHVVKRXOGEH
FDUHIXOWRDYRLGGRXEOHFRXQWLQJLIWKHVNHWFKPRGHOLQFOXGHVRWKHULQSXWVRU
WRJJOHVWKDWDUHSUR[LHVIRUWULSOHQJWK HJGLVWDQFHWRFLW\FHQWHU *HQHUDOO\LI
DQDJHQF\FKDQJHVDQ\VNHWFKPRGHOGHIDXOWVLWVKRXOGUHFRUGDQGUHSRUWWKRVH
FKDQJHVIRUWUDQVSDUHQF\RIDQDO\VLV$JDLQWULSOHQJWKGDWDVKRXOGFRPHIURP
WKHVDPHVRXUFHDVGDWDXVHGWRFDOFXODWHWKUHVKROGVWREHVXUHRIDQ³DSSOHV
WRDSSOHV´FRPSDULVRQ
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E 3ODQ+DV+LJKO\6LJQLILFDQW$LU4XDOLW\,PSDFWV5HODWHGWR
&ULWHULD$LU3ROOXWDQWV

7KH'(,5DFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWWKH%$$40'KDVHVWDEOLVKHG&(4$VLJQLILFDQFH
WKUHVKROGVIRUDLUSROOXWLRQDQGWKDWWKHVHWKUHVKROGVDSSO\WRWKH3ODQ '(,5S
2&61
,9),9),9) 

$4
x 8QGHU%$$40'&(4$*XLGHOLQHVD&(4$SURMHFWZLWKPRUHWKDQ
DSDUWPHQWVDUHFRQGRPLQLXPVZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWHPLVVLRQVRIWKH]RQH
SUHFXUVRUUHDFWLYHRUJDQLFJDVHV 52*V  '(,5S,9) 7KH3ODQ
ZLOOUHVXOWLQQHZKRXVLQJXQLWVLQWKH3ODQDUHD±WLPHVDERYH
WKH%$$40'&(4$VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROG
x 8QGHUWKH%$$40'&(4$*XLGHOLQHVDSURMHFWZLWKPRUHWKDQ
VTXDUHIHHWRIRIILFHVSDFHZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWHPLVVLRQRIWKHR]RQH
SUHFXUVRUQLWURJHQR[LGHV 12[  '(,5S,9) 7KH3ODQZLOODOORZ
VTXDUHIHHWRIRIILFHVSDFH±WLPHVDERYHWKH%$$40'
&(4$7KUHVKROG

:KHQDQLPSDFWH[FHHGVDGXO\DGRSWHG&(4$VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGDVKHUH
WKHDJHQF\DEXVHVLWVGLVFUHWLRQLILWUHIXVHVWRDFNQRZOHGJHDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW
,QGHHGLQPDQ\LQVWDQFHVVXFKDLUTXDOLW\WKUHVKROGVDUHWKHRQO\FULWHULDUHYLHZHGDQG
WUHDWHGDVGLVSRVLWLYHLQHYDOXDWLQJWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIDSURMHFW¶VDLUTXDOLW\
LPSDFWVSee, e.g. Schenck v. County of Sonoma  &DO$SSWK
&RXQW\DSSOLHV%$$40'¶V³SXEOLVKHG&(4$TXDQWLWDWLYHFULWHULD´DQG³WKUHVKROGOHYHO
RIFXPXODWLYHVLJQLILFDQFH´ See also Communities for a Better Environment v.
California Resources Agency  &DO$SSWK ³$µWKUHVKROGRI
VLJQLILFDQFH¶IRUDJLYHQHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWLVVLPSO\WKDWOHYHODWZKLFKWKHOHDG
DJHQF\ILQGVWKHHIIHFWVRIWKHSURMHFWWREHVLJQLILFDQW´ 7KH&DOLIRUQLD6XSUHPH&RXUW
UHFHQWO\PDGHFOHDUWKHVXEVWDQWLDOLPSRUWDQFHWKDWD%$$40'VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROG
SOD\VLQSURYLGLQJVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHRIDVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFWCommunities for
a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist.  &DOWK
 ³$VWKH>6RXWK&RDVW$LU4XDOLW\0DQDJHPHQW@'LVWULFW¶VHVWDEOLVKHG
VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGIRU12[LVSRXQGVSHUGD\WKHVHHVWLPDWHV>RI12[HPLVVLRQV
RIWRSRXQGVSHUGD\@FRQVWLWXWHVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJDIDLU
DUJXPHQWIRUDVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFW´ 7KH&LW\KDVDEXVHGLWVGLVFUHWLRQE\
IDLOLQJWRGLVFORVHWKH3ODQ¶VVLJQLILFDQWFULWHULDDLUSROOXWDQWLPSDFWV$UHFLUFXODWHG'(,5
LVUHTXLUHGWRGLVFORVHWKLVLPSDFWDQGSURSRVHDOOIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV

F 3ODQ+DV+LJKO\6LJQLILFDQW$LU4XDOLW\,PSDFWV5HODWHGWR
2&61
7R[LF$LU&RQWDPLQDQWV
$4
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$OPRVWWKHHQWLUH3ODQDUHDLVDOUHDG\OLVWHGDVDQ$LU3ROOXWLRQ([SRVXUH=RQH
$3(= PHDQLQJDLUSROOXWLRQUHODWHGFDQFHUULVNDOUHDG\H[FHHGVSHUPLOOLRQ
'(,5)LJXUH9,) 8QGHU%$$40'&(4$VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGVDQ\LQFUHDVHLQ
FDQFHUULVNDERYHSHUPLOOLRQLVFRQVLGHUHGVLJQLILFDQW '(,5S,9) 7KH'(,5
DGPLWVWKDW³DVDUHVXOWRI3ODQJHQHUDWHGWUDIILF«H[FHVVFDQFHUULVNZLWKLQWKH$LU
3ROOXWDQW([SRVXUH=RQHZRXOGLQFUHDVHE\DVPXFKDVLQDPLOOLRQDQG30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZRXOGLQFUHDVHE\XSWRXJPDWLQGLYLGXDOUHFHSWRUSRLQWV7KHVH 2&61
OHYHVOVXEVWDQWLDOO\H[FHHGWKHWKUHVKROGVLGHQWLILHGLQWKH$SSURDFKDQG$QDO\VLV
FRQW G
VXEVHFWLRQ´ '(,5S,9) ,QRWKHUZRUGVWKH3ODQZLOOFDXVHFDQFHUULVNWR
DOPRVWWULSOHLQWKH3ODQDUHDIURPSHUPLOOLRQWRSHUPLOOLRQ7KHLQFUHDVHRI
SHUPLOOLRQH[FHHGVWKH&(4$VLJQLILFDQFHWKUHVKROGE\WLPHV2ISDUWLFXODU
FRQFHUQWRWKH1HLJKERUVLVWKHIDFWWKDWWKHSURSHUW\DW)ROVRPLVFXUUHQWO\QRW
ZLWKWKH$3(= '(,5)LJXUH9,) +RZHYHUZLWK3ODQLPSOHPHQWDWLRQWKHSURSHUW\
ZLOOH[FHHGWKHFDQFHUULVNWKUHVKROGDQGLWZLOOEHUHGHVLJQDWHGDVSDUWRIWKH$3(=
'(,5)LJXUH,9) 7KLVLVDSDUWLFXODUFRQFHUQWRWKH1HLJKERUVEHFDXVHWKH
EXLOGLQJLVQRWHTXLSSHGZLWKKLJKHIILFLHQF\DLUILOWUDWLRQ 0(59 DQGWKH'(,5
LQFOXGHVQRPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHWRUHTXLUHUHWURILWWLQJRIH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJVZLWKILOWUDWLRQ

G 7KH'(,5&RQWDLQV,QDGHTXDWH$LU3ROOXWLRQ0LWLJDWLRQDQG
$OWHUQDWLYHV

:KLOHWKH'(,5DFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWWKH3ODQKDVVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVUHODWHGWR
WR[LFDLUFRQWDPLQDQWV 7$&V LWGRHVQRWLPSRVHDOOIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWR
UHGXFHVXFKLPSDFWV7KH'(,5FRQWDLQVRQO\IRXUZHDNPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRUHGXFH
DLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWV HOHFWULFDOKRRNXSVIRUGLHVHOWUXFNVDWUHIULJHUDWHGZDUHKRXVHV 
ORZ92&SDLQWV EHVWDYDLODEOHFRQWUROWHFKQRORJ\IRUGLHVHOEDFNXSJHQHUDWRUVDQG
 ³RWKHUPHDVXUHV´WRUHGXFHDLUSROOXWDQWHPLVVLRQV
2&61

L
'(,5,PSURSHUO\5HOLHVRQ'HIHUUHG$LU0LWLJDWLRQ
$4

7KHIRXUWKPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHLVDFOHDUH[DPSOHRIGHIHUUHGPLWLJDWLRQWKDWLV
SURKLELWHGE\&(4$&(4$UHTXLUHVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWREHFOHDUO\VHWIRUWKLQWKH
(,5VRWKDWWKHSXEOLFPD\DQDO\]HWKHPDQGWKHLUDGHTXDF\³2WKHU´XQGHILQHG
PHDVXUHVSURYLGHVQRWVSHFLILFLW\)HDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVIRUVLJQLILFDQW
HQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWVPXVWEHVHWIRUWKLQDQ(,5IRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQE\WKHOHDGDJHQF\ V
GHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWKHSXEOLFEHIRUHFHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH(,5DQGDSSURYDORIDSURMHFW
7KHIRUPXODWLRQRIPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVJHQHUDOO\FDQQRWEHGHIHUUHGXQWLODIWHU
FHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH(,5DQGDSSURYDORIDSURMHFW*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQ D  % 
VWDWHV)RUPXODWLRQRIPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVVKRXOGQRWEHGHIHUUHGXQWLOVRPHIXWXUH
WLPH+RZHYHUPHDVXUHVPD\VSHFLI\SHUIRUPDQFHVWDQGDUGVZKLFKZRXOGPLWLJDWHWKH
VLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRIWKHSURMHFWDQGZKLFKPD\EHDFFRPSOLVKHGLQPRUHWKDQRQH
VSHFLILHGZD\
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$VWXG\FRQGXFWHGDIWHUDSSURYDORIDSURMHFWZLOOLQHYLWDEO\KDYHDGLPLQLVKHG
LQIOXHQFHRQGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ(YHQLIWKHVWXG\LVVXEMHFWWRDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDSSURYDOLWLV
DQDORJRXVWRWKHVRUWRISRVWKRFUDWLRQDOL]DWLRQRIDJHQF\DFWLRQVWKDWKDVEHHQ
UHSHDWHGO\FRQGHPQHGLQGHFLVLRQVFRQVWUXLQJ&(4$ Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino  &DO$SSG >5@HOLDQFHRQWHQWDWLYHSODQVIRUIXWXUH
PLWLJDWLRQDIWHUFRPSOHWLRQRIWKH&(4$SURFHVVVLJQLILFDQWO\XQGHUPLQHV&(4$ VJRDOV
RIIXOOGLVFORVXUHDQGLQIRUPHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJDQG>@FRQVHTXHQWO\WKHVHPLWLJDWLRQ
SODQVKDYHEHHQRYHUWXUQHGRQMXGLFLDOUHYLHZDVFRQVWLWXWLQJLPSURSHUGHIHUUDORI
HQYLURQPHQWDODVVHVVPHQW Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond  &DO$SSWK &RPPXQLWLHV  

7KHIRXUWKPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHLVDFOHDUH[DPSOHRIGHIHUUHGPLWLJDWLRQSURKLELWHG
E\&(4$$QHZ'(,5LVUHTXLUHGWRFOHDUO\LGHQWLI\VSHFLILFPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDW
ZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWRUHGXFHDLUSROOXWLRQLPSDFWV

LL
'(,5)DLOVWR$QDO\]HRU5HTXLUHDOO)HDVLEOH
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
2&61

FRQW G
7KHUHDUHQXPHURXVIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWVKRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWR
UHGXFHWKH3ODQ¶VDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWV7KH&DOLIRUQLD$WWRUQH\*HQHUDOKDVSXEOLVKHGD
OLVWRIIHDVLEOHPHDVXUHVWRUHGXFHJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVIURPSURMHFWVDQGDUHD
SODQV $GGUHVVLQJ&OLPDWH&KDQJHDWWKH3URMHFW/HYHO&DOLIRUQLD$WWRUQH\*HQHUDO¶V
2IILFH$YDLODEOHDWKWWSDJFDJRYJOREDOZDUPLQJSGI*:BPLWLJDWLRQBPHDVXUHVSGI
([KLELW( 7KHVHVDPHPHDVXUHVZRXOGUHGXFHWKH3ODQVHPLVVLRQVRI12[52*V
DQG7$&V$OORIWKHPHDVXUHVLQWKH$WWRUQH\*HQHUDOGRFXPHQWVKRXOGEHDQDO\]HG
LQDUHYLVHG'(,5DQGLPSRVHGDPDQGDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV7KHVHPHDVXUHV
LQFOXGHEXWDUHQRWOLPLWHGWR

 (QHUJ\HIILFLHQF\DXGLWVRIH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV
 (QHUJ\HIILFLHQF\XSJUDGHVWRH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJVQRWRWKHUZLVHUHTXLUHGE\
ODZLQFOXGLQJKHDWLQJYHQWLODWLRQDLUFRQGLWLRQLQJOLJKWLQJZDWHUKHDWLQJ
HTXLSPHQWLQVXODWLRQDQGZHDWKHUL]DWLRQ SHUKDSVWDUJHWHGWRVSHFLILF
FRPPXQLWLHVVXFKDVORZLQFRPHRUVHQLRUUHVLGHQWV 
 3URJUDPVWRHQFRXUDJHWKHSXUFKDVHDQGXVHRIHQHUJ\HIILFLHQWYHKLFOHV
DSSOLDQFHVHTXLSPHQWDQGOLJKWLQJ
 3URJUDPVWKDWFUHDWHLQFHQWLYHVWRUHSODFHRUUHWLUHSROOXWLQJYHKLFOHVDQG
HQJLQHV
 3URJUDPVWRH[SDQGWKHXVHRIUHQHZDEOHHQHUJ\DQGHQHUJ\VWRUDJH
 3UHVHUYDWLRQDQGRUHQKDQFHPHQWRIH[LVWLQJQDWXUDODUHDV HJIRUHVWHG
DUHDVDJULFXOWXUDOODQGVZLOGOLIHKDELWDWDQGFRUULGRUVZHWODQGVZDWHUVKHGV
DQGJURXQGZDWHUUHFKDUJHDUHDV WKDWSURYLGHFDUERQVHTXHVWUDWLRQEHQHILWV
 ,PSURYHPHQWDQGH[SDQVLRQRISXEOLFWUDQVLWDQGORZDQG]HURFDUERQ
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHV
 5HTXLULQJVRODUSKRWRYROWDLFSDQHOVRQDOOQHZDQGH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV
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 5HTXLUH(QHUJ\6WDU$SSOLDQFHVLQDOOQHZEXLOGLQJV
 5HTXLUHHQHUJ\HIILFLHQWOLJKWLQJLQDOOQHZEXLOGLQJVSDUWLFXODUO\/('
 5HTXLUHDOOQHZEXLOGLQJVWREH/(('FHUWLILHG
2&61
 5HTXLUHVRODUKRWZDWHUKHDWHUV
FRQW G
 5HTXLUHZDWHUHIILFLHQF\PHDVXUHV
 5HTXLUHHQHUJ\VWRUDJHIDFLOLWLHVWRVWRUHVRODUHQHUJ\
 5HTXLUHHOHFWULFYHKLFOHFKDUJLQJVWDWLRQVWRHQFRXUDJHXVHRIWKHFOHDQFDUV

$OORIWKHVHPHDVXUHVDUHIHDVLEOHDQGVKRXOGEHDQDO\]HGLQDUHYLVHG'(,5

& 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH9LVXDO,PSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

7KH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHYLVXDOLPSDFWVEHFDXVHLWFRQIOLFWVZLWK
KHLJKWDQGEXONSUHYDLOLQJLQWKHDUHD$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHWKH3ODQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
WKH8UEDQ'HVLJQ(OHPHQWRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQZKLFKVWDWHV

3ROLF\5HODWHWKHKHLJKWRIEXLOGLQJVWRLPSRUWDQWDWWULEXWHVRIWKHFLW\SDWWHUQ
DQGWRWKHKHLJKWDQGFKDUDFWHURIH[LVWLQJGHYHORSPHQWDQG

3ROLF\5HODWHWKHEXONRIEXLOGLQJVWRWKHSUHYDLOLQJVFDOHRIGHYHORSPHQWWR
DYRLGDQRYHUZKHOPLQJRUGRPLQDWLQJDSSHDUDQFHLQQHZFRQVWUXFWLRQ

'(,5S,,, 7KH3ODQDOORZVEXLOGLQJVRIIHHWRUPRUHLQDQDUHDWKDWWKH&LW\ 2&61
DGPLWVLVDPLGULVHQHLJKERUKRRG7KLVLVQRWRQO\LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ
$(
EXWDOVRZLWKWKH3ODQ¶VRZQ*RDO³5HLQIRUFHWKHFKDUDFWHURI&HQWUDO6R0DDVD
PLGULVHGLVWULFWZLWKWDQJLEOHµXUEDQURRPV¶´ '(,5S,, 7KH'(,5VWDWHV³VRPH
REVHUYHUVFRXOGEHPRUHNHHQO\DZDUHRIDQ\LQFUHDVHLQEXLOGLQJKHLJKWRURYHUDOO
GHQVLW\DQGWKHVHREVHUYHUVFRXOGILQGWKHVHFKDQJHVVXEVWDQWLDOO\GLVUXSWLYH´ '(,5
S,9% 7KH'(,5VWDWHVWKDWWKH³3ODQZRXOGVHHNWRUHWDLQWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKH
PLGULVHGLVWULFWOLPLWLQJWKHSUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVWRDUHDVQHDUWUDQVLWVWDWLRQV´ '(,5
S,9% \HWE\DOORZLQJEXLOGLQJVRQ6HFRQGDQG+DUULVRQWKH3ODQYLRODWHVWKLV
SULQFLSOH

$VQRWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQVXFKWDOOEXLOGLQJVDUHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
PLGULVHFKDUDFWHURIWKHQHLJKERUKRRG7KH&LW\VWDWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQDW
SDJH³7KHSUHGRPLQDQWFKDUDFWHURI6R0DDVDPLGULVHGLVWULFWVKRXOGEHUHWDLQHG
DQGWKHSUHVHQFHRIKLJKULVHVUHGXFHGE\OLPLWLQJWKHLUGLVWULEXWLRQDQGEXON´7KH
&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQDOVRVWDWHG

*LYHQWKHDPRXQWRIKLJKULVHVSDFHUHFHQWO\HQDEOHGWKURXJKWKH7UDQVLW&HQWHU
'LVWULFW3ODQDQGJRDOVWREXLOGRQDQGFRPSOHPHQWWKHFKDUDFWHURI6R0DWKLV
3ODQGRHVQRWHQYLVLRQKLJKULVHGHYHORSPHQWDVDPDMRUFRPSRQHQWRIWKH
&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQ5DWKHULWSURPRWHVWKHNLQGRIPLGULVHGHYHORSPHQWWKDW
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LVPRUHLQOLQHZLWK6R0D¶VFXUUHQWFKDUDFWHUDQGFDQDOVRHQDEOHWKHODUJH
IORRUSODWHZRUNVSDFHVWKDWDUHLQKLJKGHPDQG\HWGLIILFXOWWRILQGDQGVHFXUHLQ
FHQWUDO&LW\ORFDWLRQV

,QJHQHUDOWKHPLGULVHKHLJKWVVHWE\WKHSODQSURYLGHIRUWKHVDPHDQGLQVRPH
FDVHVHYHQPRUHGHQVLW\WKDWZRXOGEHSURYLGHGZLWKWDOOHUEXLOGLQJV7KHODUJH
IORRUSODWHVSRVVLEOHRQODUJHGHYHORSPHQWVLWHVFRPELQHGZLWKKHLJKWVUDQJLQJ
IURPWRVWRULHVHQDEOHVDVLJQLILFDQWDPRXQWRIGHQVLW\&RQYHUVHO\WKH
FRPELQDWLRQRIQHFHVVDU\EXONOLPLWDWLRQVWRZHUVHSDUDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUKLJK
ULVHEXLOGLQJVDQGWKHUHDOLWLHVRIGHVLJQLQJHOHJDQWWDOOEXLOGLQJVWKDWPD[LPL]H
OLJKWDLUDQGYLHZVWRERWKWHQDQWVDQGWKHQHLJKERUKRRGOLPLWVWKHDPRXQWRI
LQFUHPHQWDODGGLWLRQDOGHYHORSPHQWSRVVLEOHZLWKDWRZHUSURWRW\SH)RU
LQVWDQFHRQDVTXDUHIRRWVLWHDPLGULVHEXLOGLQJDWIHHWLQKHLJKW
ZRXOG\LHOGPRUHGHYHORSPHQWVSDFHWKDQWZRIRRWWRZHUVFRQVWUXFWHG
2&61
DERYHDQIRRWEDVHRQWKHVDPHVLWH
FRQW G

+RZHYHUWRHQDEOHWKHRSWLRQIRUPRUHKLJKULVHEXLOGLQJVWKH3ODQGRHVLQFOXGH
D+LJK5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHZKLFKDPSOLILHVKHLJKWOLPLWVLQFHUWDLQDUHDVH[SDQGLQJ
RSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUEXLOGLQJVWDOOHUWKDQIHHW


&HQWUDO&RUULGRU3ODQS+DYLQJPDGHWKHVHVWDWHPHQWVLQWKH&HQWUDO&RUULGRU
3ODQWKH&LW\FDQQRWQRWVLPSO\³XQULQJWKHEHOO´Stanislaus Audobon Society, Inc. v.
County of Stanislaus  &DO$SSWK7KH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3ODQ
KDVQRVLJQLILFDQWYLVXDOLPSDFWVLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXVDQGLJQRUHWKHFRQIOLFWVZLWK
WKH*HQHUDO3ODQ '(,5S,9% 


%\DOORZLQJYHU\WDOOEXLOGLQJVWKURXJKRXWWKH3ODQDUHDWKH3ODQFRQIOLFWVZLWK
WKH8UEDQ'HVLJQ(OHPHQWDQGFUHDWHVDVLJQLILFDQWDHVWKHWLFLPSDFWRQWKH
QHLJKERUKRRG7KLVLPSDFWPXVWEHGLVFORVHGDQGPLWLJDWHGLQDUHYLVHG'(,57KH
PRVWREYLRXVZDVWRUHGXFHWKLVLPSDFWLVIRUWKH&LW\WRDGRSWWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKW
0LG5LVH DOWHUQDWLYHV

' 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH*URZWK,QGXFLQJ,PSDFWVWKDWDUH
,QDGHTXDWHO\$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWDQ(,5LQFOXGHDGHWDLOHGVWDWHPHQWVHWWLQJIRUWKWKHJURZWK
2&61
LQGXFLQJLPSDFWVRIDSURSRVHGSURMHFW3XE5HV&RGH6HFWLRQ E  $
SURSRVHGSURMHFWLVHLWKHUGLUHFWO\RULQGLUHFWO\JURZWKLQGXFLQJLILW  IRVWHUVHFRQRPLF 2&
RUSRSXODWLRQJURZWKRUUHTXLUHVDGGLWLRQDOKRXVLQJ  UHPRYHVREVWDFOHVWRJURZWK
 WD[HVFRPPXQLW\VHUYLFHVRUIDFLOLWLHVWRVXFKDQH[WHQWWKDWQHZVHUYLFHVRUIDFLOLWLHV
ZRXOGEHQHFHVVDU\RU  HQFRXUDJHVRUIDFLOLWDWHVRWKHUDFWLYLWLHVWKDWFDXVH
VLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV&(4$*XLGHOLQHV6HFWLRQ G :KLOHJURZWK
LQGXFLQJLPSDFWVRIDSURMHFWQHHGQRWEHODEHOHGDVDGYHUVHWKHVHFRQGDU\LPSDFWVRI
JURZWK HJWUDIILFDLUSROOXWLRQHWF PD\EHVLJQLILFDQWDQGDGYHUVH,QVXFKFDVHV
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WKHVHFRQGDU\LPSDFWVRIJURZWKLQGXFHPHQWPXVWEHGLVFORVHGDVVLJQLILFDQW
VHFRQGDU\RULQGLUHFWLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFW7KHDQDO\VLVUHTXLUHGLVVLPLODULQVRPH
UHVSHFWVWRWKHDQDO\VLVUHTXLUHGWRDQDO\]HLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSRSXODWLRQDQG
KRXVLQJ

8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3H[SODLQVWKDWWKH'(,5FRQWDLQVDGLVFXVVLRQ
RI*URZWK,QGXFHPHQWDW6HFWLRQ9'7KHGLVFXVVLRQDFNQRZOHGJHVWKHSURSRVHG
]RQLQJFKDQJHVXQGHUWKH3URMHFWZRXOGH[SDQGWKH3ODQ$UHD¶VFDSDFLW\IRUJURZWK
WKURXJKDSODQQLQJKRUL]RQ\HDURIGXULQJZKLFKWLPHXSWRDQDGGLWLRQDO
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVDQGXSWRDQDGGLWLRQDOMREVFRXOGEHDFFRPPRGDWHGLQWKH3ODQ
$UHD7KHGLVFXVVLRQSURYLGHVQRDQDO\VLVRIWKH3URMHFW¶VSRWHQWLDOWRLQGXFHJURZWKLQ
DFFRUGDQFHZLWK&(4$QRUGRHVWKHGLVFXVVLRQUHDFKDQ\FRQFOXVLRQVDVWRWKH
VLJQLILFDQFHRIJURZWKLQGXFLQJLPSDFWVLQVWHDGUHO\LQJRQWKHDVVHUWLRQWKDWWKHJURZWK
DOORZHGE\WKH3URMHFWLVVLPSO\DQDFFRPPRGDWLRQRIJURZWKSURMHFWHGIRUWKHUHJLRQ

2&61
:DWWVWDWHV
FRQW G

7KHUHLVQRTXHVWLRQWKH3URMHFWZLOODOORZVXEVWDQWLDOJURZWKLQWKH&HQWUDO
620$QHLJKERUKRRGPRUHWKDQDQLQFUHDVHRISHUFHQWIRUMREVDQGDWOHDVW
SHUFHQWIRUKRXVLQJ'XHWRWKH3URMHFW¶VKLJKHPSOR\PHQWWRKRXVLQJUDWLR
UHJDUGOHVVRIZKLFKMREVJURZWKDVVXPSWLRQWKH3URMHFWZLOOUHVXOWLQDGGLWLRQDO
GHPDQGIRUKRXVLQJLQWKH3URMHFWDUHDRUEH\RQG,QDGGLWLRQVXEVWDQWLDOQHZ
QRQUHVLGHQWLDODQGUHVLGHQWLDOJURZWKZLOOUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOSXEOLFVHUYLFHVOLNHO\
LQFOXGLQJH[SDQVLRQDQGWKHUHIRUHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIIDFLOLWLHVLQWKHQHLJKERUKRRGRU
DGMDFHQWQHLJKERUKRRGV<HWWKH'(,5QHLWKHUGLVFORVHVRUDQDO\]HVWKHVH
LPSDFWV&(4$UHTXLUHVWKDWLIQHZFRQVWUXFWLRQRIKRXVLQJZLOORFFXUWR
DFFRPPRGDWHWKH3URMHFW¶VHPSOR\HHVRUVHUYLFHVH[SDQGHGWKHQWKH(,5PXVW
DQDO\]HWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIWKDWFRQVWUXFWLRQ7KHDSSURSULDWH
FRPSRQHQWVIRUDQDGHTXDWHDQDO\VLVLQFOXGH  HVWLPDWLQJWKHDPRXQW
ORFDWLRQDQGWLPHIUDPHIRUJURZWKWKDWPD\UHVXOWIURPWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH
3URMHFW HJDGGLWLRQDOKRXVLQJ   FRQVLGHULQJZKHWKHUWKHQHZSRSXODWLRQ
ZRXOGSODFHDGGLWLRQDOGHPDQGVRQSXEOLFVHUYLFHVVXFKDVILUHSROLFH
UHFUHDWLRQHPHUJHQF\KHDOWKFKLOGFDUHRUVFKRROV  DSSO\LQJLPSDFW
DVVHVVPHQWPHWKRGRORJ\WRGHWHUPLQHWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIVHFRQGDU\RULQGLUHFW
LPSDFWVDVDUHVXOWRIJURZWKLQGXFHPHQWDQG  LGHQWLI\LQJPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV
RUDOWHUQDWLYHVWRDGGUHVVVLJQLILFDQWVHFRQGDU\RULQGLUHFWLPSDFWV&(4$
*XLGHOLQHV$SS[*6HFWLRQ;,,, D 7KH'(,5PXVWEHUHYLVHGWRSURYLGHWKLV
DQDO\VLV

( 7KH'(,5¶V$QDO\VLVRI3RSXODWLRQ(PSOR\PHQWDQG+RXVLQJ,PSDFWVLV
2&61
,QDGHTXDWH

3+
7KH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWSRSXODWLRQHPSOR\PHQWDQGKRXVLQJLPSDFWVRIWKH
3ODQZLOOEHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW '(,5$SSHQGL[%,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH'(,5LQ
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UHOLDQFHRQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH, $VGLVFXVVHGE\8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW
$,&3WKLVFRQFOXVLRQLVXQWHQDEOHDQGQRWVXSSRUWHGE\VXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFH:DWW
H[SODLQV

,QVWHDGRISURYLGLQJDQDGHTXDWHDQDO\VLVRIWKHVHLPSDFWVEDVHGRQWKHFXUUHQW
3URMHFWWKH'(,5UHIHUVWRWKHGLVFXVVLRQRI3RSXODWLRQDQG+RXVLQJLQWKH,QLWLDO
6WXG\LQUHDFKLQJLWVFRQFOXVLRQWKDWLPSDFWVZLOOEHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW7KHUH
DUHPDQ\UHDVRQVWKLVDSSURDFKLVIODZHG)LUVWDFFXUDWHDQGFRQVLVWHQW
H[LVWLQJDQGSURMHFWHGSRSXODWLRQKRXVLQJDQGMREJURZWKDUHHVVHQWLDOIDFWVWR
VXSSRUWWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ7KH3URMHFWDGGUHVVHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\DQGWKH'(,5
DUHGLIIHUHQWDQGWKHUHIRUHWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\FDQQRWDGHTXDWHO\DQDO\]HWKH3URMHFW
DVFXUUHQWO\SURSRVHG6HHHJ7DEOHDQGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\DQG7DEOH
,9LQWKH'(,5DWSDJH,96HFRQGWKHFRQFOXVLRQWKDWLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKERWKGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWSRSXODWLRQJURZWKLQWKHDUHDZLOOEHOHVVWKDQ
VLJQLILFDQWLVQRWVXSSRUWHGE\DQDO\VLVIDFWVRUHYLGHQFHDVUHTXLUHG7KH
3URMHFW 3ODQ FOHDUO\ZLOODGGVLJQLILFDQWO\WRWKHSRSXODWLRQDQGHPSOR\PHQWRI 2&61
WKH3URMHFWDUHDFKDQJLQJWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKHDUHDDQGLQFUHDVLQJWKHMREVWR
FRQW G
KRXVLQJLPEDODQFH7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\VWDWHVWKDWWKH3URMHFW 3ODQ DOORZVXSWR
QHZMREVE\DQGDQLQFUHDVHLQSRSXODWLRQRI1HZKRXVLQJ
XQLWVXQGHUWKH3URMHFW 3ODQ WRWDODSSUR[LPDWHO\DFFRUGLQJWRWKH,QLWLDO
6WXG\'(,5$SSHQGL[%,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH'HVSLWHWKLVVXEVWDQWLDO
LQFUHDVHLQMREVUHVLGHQWVDQGKRXVLQJWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\GLVPLVVHVLPSDFWVDV
OHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWEDVHGRQWKHDVVHUWLRQWKHJURZWKLQZLWKLQSURMHFWHGJURZWK
IRUWKH&LW\DVDZKROHDQGWKDWWKH3ODQLWVHOI³ZRXOGQRWUHVXOWLQGLUHFWSK\VLFDO
FKDQJHVWRSRSXODWLRQRUKRXVLQJ´'(,5$SSHQGL[%,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH
7KLVLVVLPSO\ZURQJ7KH3URMHFW 3ODQ E\DOORZLQJVXEVWDQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWLQ
WKHDUHDLQFOXGLQJGHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWVSURSRVHGLQUHOLDQFHRQWKH3ODQDQG
³WKDWZRXOGEHDOORZHGXQGHUWKH3ODQ´ZLOOUHVXOWLQFKDQJHVWRWKHSK\VLFDO
HQYLURQPHQWFKDQJHVWKDWPXVWEHDQDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5 '(,5DWSDJH,9WR
,9 7KHDUJXPHQWWKDWWKH3URMHFWZLOOUHVXOWLQOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV
EHFDXVHJURZWKLVZLWKLQUHJLRQDODQGRU&LW\ZLGHJURZWKSURMHFWLRQVLVFRQWUDU\
WR&(4$¶VUHTXLUHPHQWWRDQDO\]HWKHVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVRID3URMHFWDJDLQVW
H[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQV VHWWLQJ DQGIRUWKHSURMHFWDUHD%\DQ\PHDVXUHWKH
LQFUHDVHLQJURZWKDVDUHVXOWRIWKHDGRSWLRQRIWKH3URMHFWLVVXEVWDQWLDODQGWKH
QXPHURXVLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVXEVWDQWLDOQHZJURZWKRIMREVDQGKRXVLQJ
VLJQLILFDQWDVZHOO


7KHDGGLWLRQDORIQHZUHVLGHQWVDQGMREVZLOOFHUWDLQO\LQFUHDVH
QHHGIRUDIXOOUDQJHRIVHUYLFHVLQFOXGLQJVFKRROVGD\FDUHSROLFHILUHPHGLFDO



,WLVQRWHZRUWK\WKHVHJURZWKDVVXPSWLRQVDUHYDVWO\GLIIHUHQWWKDQSUHVHQWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO620$3ODQ'(,5
)LQDQFLDO$QDO\VLVDQGSROLF\SDSHUV6HHGLVFXVVLRQRI*URZWK,QGXFHPHQWLQWKLVOHWWHUIRUH[DPSOHVRIWKHYDVWO\
GLIIHUHQWGHVFULSWLRQVRIJURZWKXQGHUWKH3URMHFW
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DQGPRUH7KLVLQFUHDVHGGHPDQGZRXOGDOVRIXUWKHULQGXFHEXVLQHVVHVWR
H[SDQGDQGQHZEXVLQHVVHVZRXOGFURSXSWRVHUYHWKHODUJHUSRSXODWLRQ7KLV
ZRXOGUHTXLUHQHZHPSOR\HHVDQGGUDZQHZUHVLGHQWVWRWKHDUHDZKRLQ
2&61
FRQW G
DGGLWLRQWRWKHGLUHFWHPSOR\PHQWJHQHUDWHGE\WKH3URMHFWZRXOGDOVRQHHG
KRXVLQJ1HLWKHU'(,5QRU,QLWLDO6WXG\DQDO\]HWKHVHLPSDFWV,QDGGLWLRQWKH
3URMHFWLQFOXGHV3ODQREMHFWLYHVLPSOHPHQWHGWKURXJK]RQHFKDQJHVWRIDYRU
QRQUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWRYHURWKHUNLQGVRIJURZWKDQGIDYRULQJRIILFHVSDFH
DQGKRWHOV'(,5DW,,7KHUHVXOWRIIDYRULQJQRQUHVLGHQWLDORYHUUHVLGHQWLDO
GHYHORSPHQWLVOLNHO\WREHDQHYHQJUHDWHUWKDQGLVFORVHGMREVKRXVLQJ
LPEDODQFH7KHGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVRIWKLVJURZWKPXVWEHGLVFORVHGDQG
DQDO\]HGLQDUHYLVHGDQGUHFLUFXODWHG'(,5

) 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH2SHQ6SDFH,PSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQDUHDVXIIHUVIURPDQH[WUHPHODFNRIRSHQVSDFH
6RXWK3DUNLVWKHRQO\5HFDQG3DUNSURSHUW\LQWKH3ODQDUHD '(,5S,, 
+RZHYHUWKH3ODQFUHDWHVDOPRVWQRQHZRSHQVSDFHDUHD:RUVHLWGHJUDGHVH[LVWLQJ
RSHQVSDFHDUHDVE\FDVWLQJVKDGRZVRQH[LVWLQJSDUNVDQG32326WKURXJKRXWWKH
3ODQDUHDLQYLRODWLRQRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ 6HHGLVFXVVLRQDERYH 7KHUHIRUHWKH
'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH3ODQKDVQRDGYHUVHRSHQVSDFHLPSDFWVLVDUELWUDU\DQG 2&61
FDSULFLRXV

5(
7KH'(,5VKRXOGEHUHYLVHGWRSURSRVHVSHFLILFQHZRSHQVSDFHDUHDV2QH
SULPHRSSRUWXQLW\IRUDQHZRSHQVSDFHDUHDLVWKHSDUNLQJORWORFDWHGDW6HFRQG
6WUHHW7KH'(,5VKRXOGFRQVLGHURWKHUSRWHQWLDORSHQVSDFHDUHDVDQGSDUNVDQGDOVR
QHZ32326WKURXJKRXWWKHDUHD7KLVZRXOGVXSSRUWWKH3ODQ¶VRZQ2EMHFWLYH
³&UHDWHQHZSXEOLFSDUNV´ '(,5S,, 

7KH'(,5VKRXOGDOVRUHTXLUHLPSODQWDWLRQRIWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYHDV
DZD\WRUHGXFHVKDGRZLPSDFWVRQ6RXWK3DUNDQGRWKHUSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHVLQWKH
3ODQDUHD

* 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH6KDGRZ,PSDFWVWKDWDUHQRW
'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

7KH'(,5HUURQHRXVO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQGRHVQRWKDYHVLJQLILFDQWVKDGRZ
LPSDFWV '(,5S,9+ 7KLVILQGLQJLJQRUHVWKH3ODQ¶VLQFRQVLVWHQF\ZLWKWKH
2&61
*HQHUDO3ODQ$VGLVFXVVHGDERYH7KH3ODQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH5HFUHDWLRQDQG
6+
2SHQ6SDFH(OHPHQWRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQ3ROLF\3UHVHUYHVXQOLJKWLQSXEOLFRSHQ
VSDFHV '(,5S,,, 7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOFUHDWHQHZVKDGRZRQ
VHYHUDOSDUNVXQGHUWKHMXULVGLFWLRQRIWKH5HFUHDWLRQDQG3DUN'HSDUWPHQWLQFOXGLQJ
6RXWK3DUN9LFWRULD0DQDOR'UDYHV3DUNDQG*HQH)ULHQG5HFUHDWLRQ&HQWHUDVZHOO
DVVHYHUDOSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHV '(,5S,,, )RUH[DPSOHWKH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH
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3ODQZLOOFUHDWHQHZVKDGRZVRQWKHRQO\5HF 3DUNSURSHUW\LQWKH3ODQDUHD6RXWK
3DUNDQG³FRXOGLQFUHDVHVKDGRZRQSRUWLRQVRI6RXWK3DUNGXULQJHDUO\PRUQLQJDQG
ODWHDIWHUQRRQKRXUVIURPWKHVSULQJHTXLQR[WRWKHIDOOHTXLQR[ 0DUFKWKURXJK
6HSWHPEHU  '(,5S,9+ ,QRWKHUZRUGVWKH3ODQZLOOFDVWVKDGRZVRQ6RXWK
3DUNIRUKDOIRIWKH\HDU6LPLODUO\WKH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOFDVWVKDGRZVRQ
2&61
WKHKHDYLO\XVHGSULYDWHO\RZQHGSXEOLFRSHQVSDFH 32326 ORFDWHGDW6HFRQG
FRQW G
6WUHHWIURPQRRQ³WKURXJKPXFKRIWKHDIWHUQRRQ´DQGVKDGLQJXSWRRQHWKLUGRIWKH
32326 '(,5S,9+ 

*LYHQWKHVHFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKH*HQHUDO3ODQWKH'(,5¶VILQGLQJWKDWWKH3ODQKDV
QRVLJQLILFDQWVKDGRZLPSDFWVLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV7KH5HGXFHG+HLJKW
$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGUHGXFHWKLVLPSDFWDQGLVIHDVLEOHDQGZRXOGDFKLHYHDOOSURMHFWJRDOV

+ 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH3HGHVWULDQ6DIHW\,PSDFWVWKDW
DUHQRW'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

7KH'(,5HUURQHRXVO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZRXOGKDYHOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW
LPSDFWVUHODWHGWRSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\ '(,5S,9' 7KLVFRQFOXVLRQLVDUELWUDU\
DQGFDSULFLRXVDQGODFNVVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFH7KH3ODQZRXOGWULSOHWKHSRSXODWLRQDQG
QXPEHURIMREVLQWKH3ODQDUHDDGGLQJQHZUHVLGHQWVDQGQHZMREV
7KLVLQFUHDVHDORQHZLOOLQFUHDVHWKHQXPEHURIYHKLFOHVDQGSHGHVWULDQVLQWKHDUHD
GLUHFWO\LQFUHDVLQJWKHQXPEHURIFRQIOLFWVOHDGLQJWRSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\LVVXHV
DFFLGHQWV 

2&61
$VDWKUHVKROGPDWWHUWKH'(,5IDLOVWRDQDO\]HWKHDOUHDG\VHYHUHSHGHVWULDQ
VDIHW\SUREOHPLQWKHDUHDWKDWIRUPVWKH&(4$EDVHOLQH7KHQHLJKERUKRRGKDVRQHRI 75
WKHKLJKHVWLQFLGHQFHVRISHGHVWULDQLQMXULHVLQWKH&LW\$V'3+VWDWHG³7KHLQFLGHQFH
RIVHYHUHLQMXULHVDQGGHDWKVUHODWHGWRFROOLVLRQVEHWZHHQYHKLFOHVDQGSHGHVWULDQV
F\FOLVWVDQGRWKHUYHKLFOHVLVDPRQJVWWKHKLJKHVWLQWKH&LW\7KHVLWXDWLRQIRU
SHGHVWULDQVLVHVSHFLDOO\WURXEOLQJDVWKHDYHUDJHDQQXDOQXPEHURISHGHVWULDQLQMXULHV
DQGIDWDOLWLHVSHUURDGPLOHVLVVL[WLPHVKLJKHULQWKH3ODQDUHDFRPSDUHGWRWKH
&LW\DVDZKROH YV ´7ULSOLQJWKHQXPEHURISHGHVWULDQVDQGLQFUHDVLQJWKH
QXPEHURIYHKLFOHVZLOOFOHDUO\LQFUHDVHSHGHVWULDQLQMXULHV

7KHWDEOHRQSDJHV,9'RIWKH'(,5FOHDUO\VKRZVWKDWWKHQXPEHURI
SHGHVWULDQDWFHUWDLQLQWHUVHFWLRQVLQWKH3ODQDUHDZLOOLQFUHDVHE\DVPXFKDVWLPHV
±)RUH[DPSOHWKHQXPEHURISHGHVWULDQVDW)RXUWKDQG.LQJ6WUHHWVZLOO
LQFUHDVHIURPDFXUUHQWOHYHORIDWSHDNKRXUWR '(,5S,9' 6HYHUDO
RWKHULQWHUVHFWLRQVZLOOVHHLQFUHDVHVLQSHGHVWULDQWUDIILFUDQJLQJIURPWRWLPHV$W
WKHVDPHWLPHWKH3ODQZLOOGUDVWLFDOO\LQFUHDVHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ7KH'(,5VWDWHV
³7KHDYHUDJHGHOD\SHUYHKLFOHDWWKHVWXG\LQWHUVHFWLRQVZRXOGLQFUHDVHZLWKWKH
DGGLWLRQRIYHKLFOHWULSVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKGHYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQ«PRUHYHKLFOHV


,GS
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ZRXOGXVH0LVVLRQ+DUULVRQ)LIWKDQG6L[WK6WUHHWVWKHUHE\LQFUHDVLQJFRQJHVWLRQRQ
WKHVHVWUHHWV´ '(,5S,9' ,QFUHDVLQJERWKSHGHVWULDQWUDIILFDQGYHKLFOH
FRQJHVWLRQLVDUHFLSHIRULQFUHDVHGSHGHVWULDQLQMXULHV7KH'(,5FRQFOXVLRQWRWKH
FRQWUDU\GHILHVORJLFDQGLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV 6HH6:$3(FRPPHQWS 
$VSRLQWHGRXWE\6:$3(SHGHVWULDQVDIHW\LPSDFWVZLOOEHPXFKZRUVHWKDQVHWIRUWK
LQWKH'(,5EHFDXVHWKHGRFXPHQWIDLOVWRFRQVLGHUDOOUHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHSURMHFWV
VXFKDV3LHUDQGRWKHUVSHFLILFSURMHFWDOORIZKLFKZLOODGGWUDIILFWRWKHDUHD,G

7UDIILF(QJLQHHU'DQLHO76PLWK3(FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQW
LPSDFWVRQSHGHVWULDQDQGELF\FOHVDIHW\WKDWDUHQRWGLVFORVHGRUDQDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5
0U6PLWKFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOGUDVWLFDOO\LQFUHDVHYHKLFOHELF\FOHDQG
SHGHVWULDQWUDIILFLQWKH3ODQDUHD$VDGLUHFWUHVXOWLWZLOOLQFUHDVHULVNVWRSHGHVWULDQ
VDIHW\7KH(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQWRWKHFRQWUDU\LVXQWHQDEOH0U6PLWKVWDWHV

$OOWKHVHKD]DUGVFOHDUO\LQFUHDVHZLWKWKHLQFUHDVHRILQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWVD
SURGXFWRIPRWRUYHKLFOHELNHDQGSHGHVWULDQYROXPHV7KHVHDUHXOWLPDWHO\D
2&61
IXQFWLRQRIWKHLQWHQVLW\RIUHVLGHQWDQGHPSOR\PHQWSRSXODWLRQLQWKH3URMHFW
FRQW G
DUHD7KH'(,5LVIODWZURQJLQFRQFOXGLQJWKDWLQFUHDVHGSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIOLFW
GRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWDKD]DUGLQWKHVWXG\DUHDHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQWKHDUHDVRI
FRQIOLFWDUHDOVRDUHDVRIXQGLVFORVHGLQFUHDVHVLQWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQWKDWLQWHQVLI\
WKHIDLOXUHWRSHUFHLYHWKHFRQIOLFWRULQGXFHEHKDYLRUWKDWUHVXOWVLQFUDVKHV

7KH'(,5LVIXUWKHUXQUHDVRQDEOHDQGXQVXSSRUWHGLQLWVDVVHUWLRQRQSDJH,9'
WKDWVWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVZRXOGUHGXFHWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIOLFWVWRWKH
H[WHQWWKDWLWZRXOGUHGXFHWKHLQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWWROHYHOVVXFKWKDWZRXOG
PDNHWKHWUDIILFKD]DUGVRILPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSODQOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW,W
KDVFRQGXFWHGQRDQDO\VLVRIFRQIOLFWLQFLGHQFHZLWKDQGZLWKRXWWKH3ODQ3URMHFW
DQGZLWKDQGZLWKRXWWKH3URMHFW VSXUSRUWHGURDGZD\LPSURYHPHQWV,QIDFWLW
KDVQRWUHOLHGLQDQ\ZD\RQWKHVWDWLVWLFDOUHFRUGVRIDFFLGHQWVE\ORFDWLRQW\SH
PRYHPHQWSDWWHUQDQGSDUWLFLSDQWDFWLRQVDQGLPSDLUPHQWVWKDWDUHUHDGLO\
DYDLODEOHWRWKH&LW\7KHHQWLUHDQDO\VLVRQWKLVWRSLFLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGPXVW
EHUHYLVHGDQGUHFLUFXODWHGLQGUDIWVWDWXV 6PLWK&RPPHQWSS 

, 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH'LVSODFHPHQW,PSDFWVWKDWDUH
QRW'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5
2&61

7KH'(,5HUURQHRXVO\FRQFOXGHVWKDWGLVSODFHPHQWLVQRWDQHQYLURQPHQWDO
2&
LPSDFWXQGHU&(4$ '(,5S9 $VDUHVXOWWKH'(,5GRHVQRWDQDO\]HWKLV
LPSDFW$VGLVFXVVHGE\8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3WKH3ODQLVOLNHO\WRUHVXOWLQ



:HUHIHUWRWKH6WDWHZLGH,QWHJUDWHG7UDIILF5HFRUGV6\VWHP 6:,756 LQZKLFKWKH&DOLIRUQLD+LJKZD\3DWURO
UHFHLYHVDOOWUDIILFUHSRUWVIURPDOOMXULVGLFWLRQVLQWKHVWDWHDQGSURGXFHVVXPPDULHVE\MXULVGLFWLRQE\URDGVHJPHQW
DQGLQWHUVHFWLRQORFDWLRQE\W\SHVRIYHKLFOHLQYROYHGPRYHPHQWVDQGFDXVDOIDFWRUVLQFOXGLQJRSHUDWRU
LPSDLUPHQWVRUURDGGHILFLHQFLHV

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI



WKHGLVSODFHPHQWRIODUJHQXPEHUVRIORZDQGPRGHUDWHLQFRPHUHVLGHQWVRIWKH3ODQ
DUHD7KHVHUHVLGHQWVZLOOEHIRUFHGWRPRYHHOVHZKHUHSHUKDSVUHSODFLQJVKRUW
FXUUHQWFRPPXWHVZLWKORQJFRPPXWHVWRGLVWDQWVXEXUEV7KLVLVDQHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWWKDWPXVWEHDQDO\]HGXQGHU&(4$

&(4$UHTXLUHVWKHOHDGDJHQF\WRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKH³HQYLURQPHQWDOHIIHFWV
RIDSURMHFWZLOOFDXVHVXEVWDQWLDODGYHUVHHIIHFWVRQKXPDQEHLQJVHLWKHUGLUHFWO\RU
LQGLUHFWO\´ 35& E   G DQGWR³WDNHLPPHGLDWHVWHSVWRLGHQWLI\DQ\FULWLFDO
WKUHVKROGVIRUWKHKHDOWKDQGVDIHW\RIWKHSHRSOHRIWKHVWDWHDQGWDNHDOOFRRUGLQDWHG
DFWLRQVQHFHVVDU\WRSUHYHQWVXFKWKUHVKROGVEHLQJUHDFKHG´6HH35&HWVHT

&(4$*XLGHOLQHV$SSHQGL[*6HFWLRQ;,,SURYLGHVWKDWDSURMHFWZLOOKDYH
VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVZKHUHLWZLOO

x ,QGXFHVXEVWDQWLDOSRSXODWLRQJURZWKRUFRQFHQWUDWLRQRISRSXODWLRQLQDQDUHD
HLWKHUGLUHFWO\ IRUH[DPSOHE\SURSRVLQJQHZKRXVLQJRUEXVLQHVVHV RU
LQGLUHFWO\ IRUH[DPSOHWKURXJKH[WHQVLRQRIURDGVRURWKHULQIUDVWUXFWXUH 
x Displace substantial numbers of existing housingQHFHVVLWDWLQJWKH
2&61
FRQVWUXFWLRQRIUHSODFHPHQWKRXVLQJHOVHZKHUHRU
FRQW G
x Displace substantial numbers of peopleQHFHVVLWDWLQJWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRI
UHSODFHPHQWKRXVLQJHOVHZKHUH͒6HH&(4$*XLGHOLQHV$SSHQGL[*6HFWLRQ
;,,

7KHUHIRUHFRQWUDU\WRWKH'(,5¶VSRVLWLRQGLVSODFHPHQWLVDQHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWWKDWPXVWEHDQDO\]HGXQGHU&(4$6HHDOVR6HH.DODPD'+DUULV$WWRUQH\
*HQHUDO³(QYLURQPHQWDO-XVWLFHDWWKH/RFDODQG5HJLRQDO/HYHO´0D\
KWWSRDJFDJRYVLWHVDOOILOHVSGIVHQYLURQPHQWHMBIDFWBVKHHWBILQDOBSGI
([KLELW( 

+HUHWKH3ODQLVOLNHO\WRGLVSODFHQXPHURXVUHVLGHQWVDQGFRPPXWHUVZKR
FXUUHQWO\OLYHZRUNFRPPXWHDQGUHFUHDWHLQWKHDUHD7KHVHUHVLGHQWVZLOOPRYHWR
RWKHUDUHDVUHVXOWLQJLQORQJHUFRPPXWHVDQGVXEXUEDQVSUDZO7KLVLPSDFWPXVWEH
DQDO\]HGLQDUHYLVHG'(,50LWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGVXFKDV
UHTXLULQJDGGLWLRQDOORZLQFRPHKRXVLQJ

8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWW$,&3FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOGLVSODFHORZ
LQFRPHFXUUHQWUHVLGHQWV:DWWVWDWHV

7KH3URMHFWZLOOLQHYLWDEO\OHDGWRWKHGLVSODFHPHQWRIORZDQGPRGHUDWHLQFRPH
UHVLGHQWVEHFDXVHRIWKHLQFHQWLYHVSURYLGHGWKURXJK]RQLQJDQGRWKHU
PHFKDQLVPVIRUQHZQRQUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWLQWKH3URMHFWDUHD&XUUHQWO\
RYHUSHRSOHOLYHLQWKH&HQWUDO620$QHLJKERUKRRGRU3URMHFWDUHDLQ
DSSUR[LPDWHO\KRXVLQJXQLWV7KHVHUHVLGHQWVDUHDPRQJWKHPRVWHWKLFDOO\

&RPPHQWVRI&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
)HEUXDU\
3DJHRI




DQGHFRQRPLFDOO\GLYHUVHLQWKH&LW\ZLWKDERXWRIUHVLGHQWVSHRSOHRI
FRORU$OWKRXJKWKHPHGLDQKRXVHKROGLQFRPHLVVOLJKWO\KLJKHUWKDQWKH&LW\
DYHUDJHWKHQHLJKERUKRRGKDVRQHRIWKHKLJKHVWOHYHOVRISRYHUW\ZLWKRI
WKHSRSXODWLRQOLYLQJDWRUEHORZRIWKHSRYHUW\WKUHVKROG<HWWKH'(,5
FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3URMHFW 3ODQ ZRXOGQRWGLVSODFHDODUJHQXPEHURIKRXVLQJ
XQLWVRUQHFHVVLWDWHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIUHSODFHPHQWKRXVLQJRXWVLGHWKH3ODQDUHD
ILQGLQJWKLVLPSDFWOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW'(,5$SSHQGL[%,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH
7KH'(,5UHDFKHVWKLVFRQFOXVLRQGHVSLWHDFNQRZOHGJHPHQWWKDWWKH3URMHFW
3ODQ FRXOGUHTXLUHWKHGHPROLWLRQRIH[LVWLQJKRXVLQJXQLWVZLWKLQWKH3ODQ$UHD
7KHEDVLVRIWKH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQLVLQVKRUW

³)URPWKHSHUVSHFWLYHRIWKH&LW\¶VKRXVLQJVWRFNWKHORVVRIKRXVLQJXQLWV
2&61
DVDUHVXOWRIGHYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQZRXOGEHRIIVHWE\WKH
FRQW G
SURGXFWLRQRIXSWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\QHWQHZKRXVLQJXQLWV ,QLWLDO
6WXG\SDJH ZLWKLQWKH3ODQDUHDLQDGGLWLRQWRUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQW
HOVHZKHUHLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDVKDVEHHQRFFXUULQJDQGLVH[SHFWHGWR
RFFXULQWKHIXWXUHLQDGGLWLRQWRWKHIHHVSDLGIRUWKHMREVKRXVLQJOLQNDJH
SURJUDPDQG,QFOXVLRQDU\$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ´'(,5$SSHQGL[%,QLWLDO
6WXG\DWSDJHV

7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\FRQWUDGLFWVWKLVVWDWHPHQWDWSDJHQRWLQJWKDWWKHSURMHFW
GHPDQGIRUKRXVLQJFUHDWHGE\WKH3URMHFWZRXOGEHDERXWXQLWVIDUVXUSDVVLQJ
WKHSRWHQWLDODGGLWLRQRIDERXWXQLWVSURMHFWHGWREHFUHDWHGLQWKH3ODQDUHDE\
7KHFXUUHQW3URMHFWLVSURMHFWHGWRSURGXFHIHZHUKRXVLQJXQLWV±DSSUR[LPDWHO\
UHVXOWLQJLQDQHYHQODUJHUJDSEHWZHHQQHZHPSOR\HHVLQWKH3URMHFWDUHDDQG
QHZKRXVLQJXQLWV7KHUHLVQRTXHVWLRQWKH3URMHFWZLOOJHQHUDWHDGHPDQGIRUKRXVLQJ
EH\RQGWKDWSURSRVHGE\WKH3URMHFW$UHYLVHG'(,5PXVWDFNQRZOHGJHWKLVLPSDFW
DQGSURYLGHIXUWKHUHYLGHQFHKRXVLQJQHHGZLOOEHPHWDQGZKHUH

)RUWKHVHUHDVRQVWKHDSSURDFKWKH'(,5WDNHVWRDQDO\VLVRIWKLVSRWHQWLDO
LPSDFWIDOOVVKRUWRI&(4$¶VUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUDQDO\VLVIDFWVDQGHYLGHQFHWRVXSSRUW
FRQFOXVLRQVFRQFHUQLQJLPSDFWVLJQLILFDQFH

- 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH3XEOLF6HUYLFH,PSDFWVWKDWDUH
2&61
QRW'LVFORVHGRU$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

36
7KH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOQRWKDYHVLJQLILFDQWSXEOLFVHUYLFHLPSDFWV
RQSROLFHILUHSURWHFWLRQDQGRWKHUSXEOLFVHUYLFHV '(,5S6 7KH'(,5VWDWHV





6)'HSWRI3XEOLF+HDOWK(QYLURQPHQWDO+HDOWK6XVWDLQDEOH&RPPXQLWLHV+HDOWK$VVHVVPHQW&HQWUDO&RUULGRU
3ODQSDJH  

,GS
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'HYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQDQGSURSRVHGVWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVZRXOGQRW
LQFUHDVHWKHGHPDQGIRUSROLFHVHUYLFHRUILUHSURWHFWLRQVHUYLFHVXFKWKDWQHZRU
SK\VLFDOO\DOWHUHGIDFLOLWLHVWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIZKLFKFRXOGFDXVHVLJQLILFDQW
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGLQRUGHUWRPDLQWDLQDFFHSWDEOHOHYHOV
RIVHUYLFH '(,5S6 

7KH'(,5UHOLHVRQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\IRUWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ+RZHYHUDVGLVFXVVHG
DERYHWKHSURMHFWGHVFULEHGLQWKH,QLWLDO6WXG\ZDVHQWLUHO\GLIIHUHQWIURPWKH3ODQ,W
WKHUHIRUHSURYLGHVQREDVLVIRUWKH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQ

7KLVFRQFOXVLRQGHILHVUHDVRQDQGLVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXV7KH3ODQZLOOWULSOH
WKHUHVLGHQWSRSXODWLRQLIWKHDUHDDQGPRUHWKDQGRXEOHWKHQXPEHURIZRUNHUV±
DGGLQJSHUPDQHQWUHVLGHQWVDQGZRUNHUV7KLVLVHVVHQWLDOO\OLNHDGGLQJ
DSRSXODWLRQWKHVL]HRIDPHGLXPVXEXUEWRWKH&LW\,WLVSUHSRVWHURXVWRFRQFOXGHWKDW
WKHVHQHZZRUNHUVDQGUHVLGHQWVZLOOQRWUHTXLUHDQ\SROLFHILUHRURWKHUVRFLDO
2&61
VHUYLFHV
FRQW G

8UEDQ3ODQQHU7HUUHOO:DWWH[SODLQVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHKLJKO\VLJQLILFDQW
SXEOLFVHUYLFHLPSDFWV7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\DFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWVSHFLILFGHYHORSPHQW
SURMHFWVDOORZHGXQGHUWKH3ODQDQGDVVRFLDWHGLQFUHDVHVLQSRSXODWLRQDQGODQGXVH
LQWHQVLW\ZRXOGUHVXOWLQDQLQFUHDVHGGHPDQGIRUSXEOLFVHUYLFHVQRWLQJWKDWWKH
6RXWKHUQ6WDWLRQ LQ UHFHLYHVDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKH&LW\¶VFDOOIRUVHUYLFH
,QLWLDO6WXG\DWSDJH 7KH&HQWUDO620$1HLJKERUKRRG 3URMHFWDUHD IDFHV
³DPRQJVWWKHKLJKHVWYLROHQWDQGSURSHUW\FULPHUDWHVLQWKH&LW\7KHUHLVQRTXHVWLRQ
WKHDGGLWLRQRIRYHUQHZMREVDQGUHVLGHQWVZLOOUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQW
GHPDQGIRUDGGLWLRQDOSROLFHDQGILUHSHUVRQQHODQGOLNHO\IDFLOLWLHVDQGHTXLSPHQW,Q
DGGLWLRQLQFUHDVHGFRQJHVWLRQRQWKH3URMHFWDUHDURDGVZLOOOLNHO\UHVXOWLQUHGXFHG
UHVSRQVHWLPHVXQOHVVDGGLWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDUHSURYLGHGLQWKHDUHD HJVXEVWDWLRQV
RWKHU $UHYLVHGDQDO\VLVRIWKHVHLPSDFWVPXVWEHSUHSDUHGDQGUHFLUFXODWHGLQDQHZ
'(,5

. 7KH'(,5)DLOVWR$GHTXDWHO\0LWLJDWH6LJQLILFDQW$GYHUVH,PSDFWVWR
3XEOLF7UDQVLW

2&61
7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDW
75

7UDQVSRUWDWLRQDQG&LUFXODWLRQJURZWKSXUVXDQWWRWKH3ODQZRXOGUHVXOWLQ0XQL
ULGHUVKLSWKDWZRXOGH[FHHG0XQL¶VFDSDFLW\XWLOL]DWLRQVWDQGDUGRQRQHFRUULGRU
FURVVLQJWKHVRXWKHDVWVFUHHQOLQHDVZHOODVRQWZRFRUULGRUVFURVVLQJ3ODQ
VSHFLILFFRUGRQOLQHV$VGHVFULEHGLQ&KDSWHU,,3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQWKH3ODQ
ZRXOGDOVRUHVXOWLQWUDQVLWGHOD\RQDQXPEHURI0XQLOLQHVGXHWRLQFUHDVHG
FRQJHVWLRQ '(,5S,,, 



6)'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF+HDOWK(QYLURQPHQWDO+HDOWK6XVWDLQDEOH&RPPXQLWLHV+HDOWK$VVHVVPHQW&HQWUDO
&RUULGRU3ODQS
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7KH'(,5DGPLWVWKDWWKH3ODQZRXOGKDYHVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWVWRSXEOLF
WUDQVLWDQGWKDW³VXEVWDQWLDOLQFUHDVHLQWUDQVLWGHPDQGWKDWZRXOGQRWEH
DFFRPPRGDWHGE\ORFDOWUDQVLWFDSDFLW\´ '(,5S,9' 


'HVSLWHDGPLWWLQJWKLVLPSDFWWKH'(,5LPSURSHUO\GHIHUVPLWLJDWLRQ7KH'(,5
VWDWHVWKDW³GXULQJWKHGHVLJQSKDVHWKH6)07$VKDOOUHYLHZHDFKVWUHHWQHWZRUN
SURMHFWDQGLQFRUSRUDWHIHDVLEOHVWUHHWQHWZRUNGHVLJQPRGLILFDWLRQV´ '(,5S,9'
 7KH'(,5DOVRVWDWHVWKDWWKH&LW\ZLOO³HVWDEOLVKIHHEDVHGVRXUFHVRIUHYHQXH
VXFKDVSDUNLQJEHQHILWGLVWULFW´DQGVKDOO³HVWDEOLVKDFRQJHVWLRQFKDUJHVFKHPHIRU
GRZQWRZQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR´ ,G 1RQHRIWKHVHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHGHILQHGLQWKH
OHDVW7KHUHLVQRZD\IRUWKHSXEOLFWRUHYLHZWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHVHPHDVXUHV7KH\
DUHFODVVLFGHIHUUHGPLWLJDWLRQWKDWLVSURKLELWHGXQGHU&(4$ 6HHVHFWLRQDERYHRQ
GHIHUUHGPLWLJDWLRQ 
2&61
FRQW G


,QDGGLWLRQWKH³IHHEDVHG´PLWLJDWLRQKDVEHHQKHOGLQDGHTXDWHXQGHU&(4$
XQOHVVWKHVSHFLILFVRXUFHRIWKHIHHLVLGHQWLILHGDQGWKHVSHFLILFPHDVXUHVWREHIXQGHG
DUHVHWIRUWKLQWKH(,57KH'(,5IDLOVERWKRIWKHVHWHVWV0LWLJDWLRQIHHVDUHQRW
DGHTXDWHPLWLJDWLRQXQOHVVWKHOHDGDJHQF\FDQVKRZWKDWWKHIHHVZLOOIXQGDVSHFLILF
PLWLJDWLRQSODQWKDWZLOODFWXDOO\EHLPSOHPHQWHGLQLWVHQWLUHW\Napa Citizens for Honest
Gov. v. Bd. Of Supervisors  &DOO$SSWK QRHYLGHQFHWKDWLPSDFWVZLOOEH
PLWLJDWHGVLPSO\E\SD\LQJDIHH Anderson First Coal. v. City of Anderson  
&D$SSWK WUDIILFPLWLJDWLRQIHHLVLQDGHTXDWHEHFDXVHLWGRHVQRWHQVXUHWKDW
PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHZLOODFWXDOO\EHLPSOHPHQWHG Kings Co. Farm Bureau v. Hanford
 &DO$SSG%XWVHHSave Our Peninsula Comm v. Monterey Co.
 &DO$SSWK PLWLJDWLRQIHHDOORZHGZKHQHYLGHQFHLQWKHUHFRUG
GHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWWKHIHHZLOOIXQGDVSHFLILFPLWLJDWLRQSODQWKDWZLOODFWXDOO\EH
LPSOHPHQWHGLQLWVHQWLUHW\ California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado et al.
 &DO$SSWKKHOGWKDWWKHIHHSURJUDPKDGWRKDYHJRQHWKURXJK
&(4$UHYLHZIRUDQDJHQF\WRVD\WKDWWKHSD\PHQWRIWKHIHHDORQHLVDGHTXDWH&(4$
PLWLJDWLRQ


7KH'(,5IDLOVWRGHVFULEHDQ\VSHFLILFPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRUHGXFHWKH
DFNQRZOHGJHGLPSDFWWRSXEOLFWUDQVLWDQGIDLOVWRVSHFLI\ZKDWPHDVXUHVZLOOEH
IXQGHG$UHYLVHG'(,5LVUHTXLUHGWRSURYLGHVSHFLILFPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRUHGXFH
WKH3ODQ¶VWUDQVLWLPSDFWV

/ 7KH3ODQZLOOKDYH6LJQLILFDQW%LRORJLFDO,PSDFWV5HODWHGWR%LUG6WULNHV
WKDWDUH,QDGHTXDWHO\$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5
2&61

%,
7KH'(,5FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOQRWKDYHVLJQLILFDQWELRORJLFDOLPSDFWV
:LOGOLIHELRORJLVW'U6KDZQ6PDOOZRRG3K'FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH'(,5¶VFRQFOXVLRQ
LJQRUHVVXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHDQGWKDWWKH3ODQZLOOKDYHVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVRQVHYHUDO
VSHFLHV 6PDOOZRRG&RPPHQW ,QSDUWLFXODUSODFLQJODUJHQXPEHURIEXLOGLQJV
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SDUWLFXODUO\WDOOEXLOGLQJVLQWKH3ODQDUHDZLOOUHVXOWLQWKRXVDQGVRIELUGGHDWKVGXHWR
EXLOGLQJFROOLVLRQV

)LUVW'U6PDOOZRRGFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKH'(,5XVHVDQLPSURSHUEDVHOLQH7KH
,QLWLDO6WXG\DQ'(,5FRQFOXGHWKDWWKHUHZLOOEHLQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVEHFDXVHWKHDUHD
LVDOUHDG\XUEDQL]HG'U6PDOOZRRGSRLQWVRXWWKDWPDQ\SURWHFWHGVSHFLHVOLYHLQ
XUEDQL]HGDUHDVDQGZLOOKDYHFRQIOLFWVZLWKWKHWDOOEXLOGLQJVSURSRVHGE\WKH3ODQ
7KH'(,5LJQRUHVWKHVHLPSDFWV7KH,QLWLDO6WXG\UHOLHVRQWKH&DOLIRUQLD1DWXUDO
'LYHUVLW\'DWDEDVHWRFRQFOXGHWKDWPDQ\VSHFLHVDUHQRWSUHVHQWLQWKHDUHD'U
6PDOOZRRGSRLQWVRXWWKDWWKHGDWDEDVHLVRQO\XVHGWRFRQILUPWKHSUHVHQFHRIVSHFLHV
QRWWKHDEVHQFH'U6PDOOZRRGSRLQWVRXWWKDWWKHH%LUGGDWDEDVHFRQILUPVWKH
SUHVHQFHLQWKHDUHDRIVHYHUDOSURWHFWHGELUGVSHFLHVLQFOXGLQJ\HOORZZDUEOHUEURZQ
SHOLFDQDQG&DOLIRUQLDJXOODVZHOODVPXOWLSOHRWKHUVSHFLHVSURWHFWHGE\WKH
2&61
,QWHUQDWLRQDO0LJUDWRU\%LUG7UHDW\$FW$UHYLHZRIH%LUGDOVRUHYHDOVWKHXVHRIWKH
FRQW G
DUHDE\PDQ\VSHFLHVRIELUGLQFOXGLQJDGGLWLRQDOVSHFLDOVWDWXVVSHFLHVVXFKDV
GRXEOHFUHVWHGFRUPRUDQWWULFRORUHGEODFNELUG3HUHJULQHIDOFRQDQG&RRSHU¶VKDZN
7KHH%LUGUHFRUGVUHYHDOZKDWDQ\ELRORJLVWVKRXOGH[SHFWRI6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQGWKDWLV
WKHXVHRIWKHSHQLQVXODDVDPLJUDWLRQURXWHE\PDQ\VSHFLHVRIELUG%XLOGLQJJOD]HG
RUJODVVIDFDGHGKLJKULVHVLQWKHPLGGOHRIWKLVPLJUDWLRQURXWHZLOOREYLRXVO\GHVWUR\
PDQ\PLJUDWLQJELUGVDQGWKRVHELUGVQRWFROOLGLQJZLWKWKHEXLOGLQJVZLOOKDYHWRH[HUW
H[WUDHQHUJ\GXULQJPLJUDWLRQWRIO\DURXQGWKHEXLOGLQJV'U6PDOOZRRGFRQFOXGHVWKDW
WKRXVDQGVRIELUGVZLOOEHNLOOHGE\FROOLVLRQVZLWKEXLOGLQJVSURSRVHGWREHEXLOWXQGHU
WKH3ODQDVZHOODVE\KRXVHFDWVRZQHGE\UHVLGHQWV7KHVHLPSDFWVDUHQHLWKHU
DQDO\]HGQRUPLWLJDWHGLQWKH'(,5

'U6PDOOZRRGFRQFOXGHVWKDWZKLOHWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFRELUGRUGLQDQFHLV
ODXGDWRU\LWLVQRWVXIILFLHQWWRPLWLJDWHWKHELUGVWULNHLPSDFWWROHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW
7KLVLPSDFWVKRXOGEHDQDO\]HGLQDUHYLVHG'(,5WRGHWHUPLQHIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHVDQGDOWHUQDWLYHV$SODLQO\IHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHZRXOGEHWROLPLWWKHQXPEHURI
YHU\WDOOEXLOGLQJVRUWRDGRSWWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWDOWHUQDWLYH

0 '(,5)DLOVWR$GHTXDWHO\$QDO\]H&XPXODWLYH,PSDFWV

7KH'(,5KDVDSDWHQWO\LQDGHTXDWHFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWVHFWLRQEHFDXVHLWIDLOVWR
FRQVLGHUWKH3ODQ¶VLPSDFWVWRJHWKHUZLWKDOPRVWRWKHUSURMHFWVWKDWDUHUHDVRQDEO\
IRUHVHHDEOHLQWKHDUHD&OHDUO\WKH3ODQ¶VLPSDFWVZLOOEHPXFKPRUHVLJQLILFDQWZKHQ
YLHZHGWRJHWKHUZLWKWKHVHRWKHUSURMHFWV6:$3(LGHQWLILHVSURMHFWVWKDWDUHQRW
DFFRXQWHGIRULQWKH'(,5LQFOXGLQJWKHPDVVLYH3LHUSURMHFWZKLFKZLOOEHLQYHU\
2&61
FORVHSUR[LPLW\WRWKH3ODQDUHD 'RJSDWFK )DLOXUHWRDQDO\]HWKHVHFXPXODWLYH
SURMHFWVUHQGHUVWKH'(,5LQDGHTXDWH 6:$3(&RPPHQWS 
&8


$Q(,5PXVWGLVFXVVVLJQLILFDQWFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWV&(4$*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQ
 D 7KLVUHTXLUHPHQWIORZVIURP&(4$VHFWLRQZKLFKUHTXLUHVDILQGLQJ
WKDWDSURMHFWPD\KDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWLI³WKHSRVVLEOHHIIHFWVRI
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DSURMHFWDUHLQGLYLGXDOO\OLPLWHGEXWFXPXODWLYHO\FRQVLGHUDEOHµ&XPXODWLYHO\
FRQVLGHUDEOH¶PHDQVWKDWWKHLQFUHPHQWDOHIIHFWVRIDQLQGLYLGXDOSURMHFWDUH
FRQVLGHUDEOHZKHQYLHZHGLQFRQQHFWLRQZLWKWKHHIIHFWVRISDVWSURMHFWVWKHHIIHFWVRI
RWKHUFXUUHQWSURMHFWVDQGWKHHIIHFWVRISUREDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWV´³&XPXODWLYHLPSDFWV´
DUHGHILQHGDV³WZRRUPRUHLQGLYLGXDOHIIHFWVZKLFKZKHQFRQVLGHUHGWRJHWKHUDUH
FRQVLGHUDEOHRUZKLFKFRPSRXQGRULQFUHDVHRWKHUHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV´&(4$
*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQ D ³>,@QGLYLGXDOHIIHFWVPD\EHFKDQJHVUHVXOWLQJIURPD
VLQJOHSURMHFWRUDQXPEHURIVHSDUDWHSURMHFWV´&(4$*XLGHOLQHVVHFWLRQ D 


³7KHFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWIURPVHYHUDOSURMHFWVLVWKHFKDQJHLQWKHHQYLURQPHQW
ZKLFKUHVXOWVIURPWKHLQFUHPHQWDOLPSDFWRIWKHSURMHFWZKHQDGGHGWRRWKHUFORVHO\
UHODWHGSDVWSUHVHQWDQGUHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHSUREDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWV&XPXODWLYH
LPSDFWVFDQUHVXOWIURPLQGLYLGXDOO\PLQRUEXWFROOHFWLYHO\VLJQLILFDQWSURMHFWVWDNLQJ
SODFHRYHUDSHULRGRIWLPH´Communities for a Better Environment v. Cal. Resources
Agency (“CBE v. CRA”)  &DO$SSWK$OHJDOO\DGHTXDWHFXPXODWLYH
LPSDFWVDQDO\VLVYLHZVDSDUWLFXODUSURMHFWRYHUWLPHDQGLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKRWKHU
UHODWHGSDVWSUHVHQWDQGUHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHSUREDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWVZKRVH
LPSDFWVPLJKWFRPSRXQGRULQWHUUHODWHZLWKWKRVHRIWKHSURMHFWDWKDQG³&XPXODWLYH
LPSDFWVFDQUHVXOWIURPLQGLYLGXDOO\PLQRUEXWFROOHFWLYHO\VLJQLILFDQWSURMHFWVWDNLQJ
2&61
SODFHRYHUDSHULRGRIWLPH´&(4$*XLGHOLQHV E 
FRQW G


$VWKHFRXUWVWDWHGLQCBE v. CRA, &DO$SSWKDW

&XPXODWLYHLPSDFWDQDO\VLVLVQHFHVVDU\EHFDXVHWKHIXOOHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFWRIDSURSRVHGSURMHFWFDQQRWEHJDXJHGLQDYDFXXP2QHRIWKH
PRVWLPSRUWDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOOHVVRQVWKDWKDVEHHQOHDUQHGLVWKDW
HQYLURQPHQWDOGDPDJHRIWHQRFFXUVLQFUHPHQWDOO\IURPDYDULHW\RIVPDOO
VRXUFHV7KHVHVRXUFHVDSSHDULQVLJQLILFDQWZKHQFRQVLGHUHG
LQGLYLGXDOO\EXWDVVXPHWKUHDWHQLQJGLPHQVLRQVZKHQFRQVLGHUHG
FROOHFWLYHO\ZLWKRWKHUVRXUFHVZLWKZKLFKWKH\LQWHUDFW

&LWDWLRQVRPLWWHG 


,QFriends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency,  &DO$SS
WKWKHFRXUWUHFHQWO\KHOGWKDWWKH(,5IRUDSURMHFWWKDWZRXOGGLYHUWZDWHUIURP
WKH(HO5LYHUKDGWRFRQVLGHUWKHFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFWWRJHWKHUZLWKRWKHU
SDVWSUHVHQWDQGUHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWVWKDWDOVRGLYHUWZDWHUIURPWKH
VDPHULYHUV\VWHP7KHFRXUWKHOGWKDWWKH(,5HYHQKDGWRGLVFORVHDQGDQDO\]H
SURMHFWVWKDWZHUHPHUHO\SURSRVHGEXWQRW\HWDSSURYHG7KHFRXUWVWDWHG&(4$
UHTXLUHV³WKH$JHQF\WRFRQVLGHUµSDVWSUHVHQWDQGSUREDEOHIXWXUHSURMHFWVSURGXFLQJ
UHODWHGRUFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWV¶ *XLGHOLQHVVXEG E  $  7KH$JHQF\
PXVWLQWHUSUHWWKLVUHTXLUHPHQWLQVXFKDZD\DVWRµDIIRUGWKHIXOOHVWSRVVLEOHSURWHFWLRQ
RIWKHHQYLURQPHQW¶´Id.DW7KHFRXUWKHOGWKDWWKHIDLOXUHRIWKH(,5WR
DQDO\]HWKHLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFWWRJHWKHUZLWKRWKHUSURSRVHGSURMHFWVUHQGHUHGWKH
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GRFXPHQWLQYDOLG³7KHDEVHQFHRIWKLVDQDO\VLVPDNHVWKH(,5DQLQDGHTXDWH
2&61
LQIRUPDWLRQDOGRFXPHQW´Id.,DW
FRQW G

$UHYLVHG'(,5LVUHTXLUHGWRFRQVLGHUWKHLPSDFWVRIWKH3ODQWRJHWKHUZLWKRWKHU
UHDVRQDEO\IRUHVHHDEOHSURMHFWVLQFOXGLQJ3LHU

9,,, 7+('(,5$/7(51$7,9(6$1$/<6,6,6/(*$//<'(),&,(17

7KH'(,5¶VDOWHUQDWLYHVDQDO\VLVLVOHJDOO\GHILFLHQWEHFDXVHLWIDLOVWR
DFNQRZOHGJHWKDWWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYHLVWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRU
DOWHUQDWLYH7KH5HGXFHG+HLJKW$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGUHGXFHDOPRVWDOORIWKH3ODQ¶V
VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVZKLOHVWLOODFKLHYLQJDOORIWKH3ODQ¶VREMHFWLYHV,WLVWKHUHIRUHWKH
HQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUDOWHUQDWLYH

$Q(,5PXVWGHVFULEHDUDQJHRIUHDVRQDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRWKH3URMHFWRUWRWKH
ORFDWLRQRIWKH3URMHFWZKLFKZRXOGIHDVLEO\DWWDLQPRVWRIWKHEDVLFREMHFWLYHVRIWKH
SURMHFWEXWZRXOGDYRLGRUVXEVWDQWLDOO\OHVVHQDQ\RIWKHVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVRIWKH
SURMHFWDQGHYDOXDWHWKHFRPSDUDWLYHPHULWVRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHV³$Q(,5¶VGLVFXVVLRQRI
DOWHUQDWLYHVPXVWFRQWDLQDQDO\VLVVXIILFLHQWWRDOORZLQIRUPHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ´ Laurel
Heights I&DOGDW $Q(,5PXVWDOVRLQFOXGH³GHWDLOVXIILFLHQWWRHQDEOHWKRVH
ZKRGLGQRWSDUWLFLSDWHLQLWVSUHSDUDWLRQWRXQGHUVWDQGDQGWRFRQVLGHUPHDQLQJIXOO\WKH
LVVXHVUDLVHGE\WKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW´ IdDW 
2&61

$/
2QHRI&(4$¶VIXQGDPHQWDOUHTXLUHPHQWVLVWKDWWKH'(,5PXVWLGHQWLI\WKH
³HQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUDOWHUQDWLYH´DQGUHTXLUHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKDWDOWHUQDWLYH
XQOHVVLWLVLQIHDVLEOH &DO&RGH5HJV H  .RVWND =LVFKNHPractice
Under the California Environmental Quality Act &RQW(GXF2IWKH%DU  
7\SLFDOO\D'(,5LGHQWLILHVWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUDOWHUQDWLYHZKLFKLVDQDO\]HGLQ
GHWDLOZKLOHRWKHUSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHVUHFHLYHPRUHFXUVRU\UHYLHZ

7KHDQDO\VLVRISURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHVPXVWFRQWDLQDQDFFXUDWHTXDQWLWDWLYH
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWVRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHV,QKings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford  &DO$SSGWKHFRXUWIRXQGWKH(,5¶VGLVFXVVLRQRID
QDWXUDOJDVDOWHUQDWLYHWRDFRDOILUHGSRZHUSODQWSURMHFWWREHLQDGHTXDWHEHFDXVHLW
ODFNHGQHFHVVDU\³TXDQWLWDWLYHFRPSDUDWLYHDQDO\VLV´RIDLUHPLVVLRQVDQGZDWHUXVH

$³IHDVLEOH´DOWHUQDWLYHLVRQHWKDWLVFDSDEOHRIEHLQJDFFRPSOLVKHGLQD
VXFFHVVIXOPDQQHUZLWKLQDUHDVRQDEOHSHULRGRIWLPHWDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWHFRQRPLF
HQYLURQPHQWDOOHJDOVRFLDODQGWHFKQRORJLFDOIDFWRUV 3XE5HV&RGH
&DO&RGH5HJV &DOLIRUQLDFRXUWVSURYLGHJXLGDQFHRQKRZWRDSSO\WKHVH
IDFWRUVLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDQDOWHUQDWLYHRUPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHLVHFRQRPLFDOO\
IHDVLEOH
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7KHOHDGDJHQF\LVUHTXLUHGWRVHOHFWWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\SUHIHUDEOHDOWHUQDWLYH
XQOHVVLWLVLQIHDVLEOH$VH[SODLQHGE\WKH6XSUHPH&RXUWDQHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRU
DOWHUQDWLYHPD\QRWEHUHMHFWHGVLPSO\EHFDXVHLWLVPRUHH[SHQVLYHRUOHVVSURILWDEOH

7KHIDFWWKDWDQDOWHUQDWLYHPD\EHPRUHH[SHQVLYHRUOHVVSURILWDEOHLVQRW
VXIILFLHQWWRVKRZWKDWWKHDOWHUQDWLYHLVILQDQFLDOO\LQIHDVLEOH:KDWLVUHTXLUHGLV
HYLGHQFHWKDWWKHDGGLWLRQDOFRVWVRUORVWSURILWDELOLW\DUHVXIILFLHQWO\VHYHUHDVWR
UHQGHULWLPSUDFWLFDOWRSURFHHGZLWKWKHSURMHFW

Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors  &DO$SSG
see alsoBurger v. County of Mendocino  &DO$SSG FRXQW\¶VDSSURYDO
RIXQLWKRWHORYHUVPDOOHUXQLWDOWHUQDWLYHZDVQRWVXSSRUWHGE\VXEVWDQWLDO
HYLGHQFH  

7KHH[SHUWFRQVXOWDQWVDW6:$3(FRQFOXGHWKDWWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWV$OWHUQDWLYH
LVHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRULQWKDWLWUHGXFHVDOPRVWDOORIWKH3ODQ¶VVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWV
ZKLOHVWLOODFKLHYLQJDOOSURMHFWJRDOV 6:$3(&RPPHQWSS 6:$3(LQFOXGHVD
FKDUWRILPSDFWV
2&61

FRQW G
$VXPPDU\RIWKHLPSDFWVDQGSHUFHQWUHGXFWLRQ LIDSSOLFDEOH WKH$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGUHVXOWLQ
DUHSURYLGHGLQWKHWDEOHEHORZ
ZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
WĞƌĐĞŶƚZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ
dƌĂŶƐŝƚZŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ
;ϴйͿ
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĂŶĚŝĐǇĐůĞKƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
;ϴйͿ
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƌŽǁĚŝŶŐŝŶƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
ŝĐǇĐůĞdƌĂǀĞů
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
ĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌKĨĨͲ^ƚƌĞĞƚ&ƌĞŝŐŚƚ>ŽĂĚŝŶŐ^ƉĂĐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
KŶͲ^ƚƌĞĞƚŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů>ŽĂĚŝŶŐ^ƉĂĐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
Ƶƌď^ƉĂĐĞĨŽƌWĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌ>ŽĂĚŝŶŐͬhŶůŽĂĚŝŶŐŽŶĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
WĂƌŬŝŶŐĞŵĂŶĚ
;ϭϬйͿ
ŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽĨƌŝƚĞƌŝĂŝƌWŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ͕'ƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ'ĂƐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
;','ƐͿ͕ĂŶĚdƌĂĨĨŝĐͲ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚdŽǆŝĐŝƌŽŶƚĂŵŝŶĂŶƚƐ
;dƐͿ

:HKDYHSUHSDUHGWKHDQDO\VLVEHORZVKRZLQJWKDWWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWV
$OWHUQDWLYHLVHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRUWRDOORWKHUDOWHUQDWLYHV7KHFKDUWUHOLHVRQWKH
'(,5¶VRZQFRQFOXVLRQVIRUHDFKLPSDFW
'(,56
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6LQFHWKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWV$OWHUQDWLYHUHGXFHVPRVW3URMHFWLPSDFWVZKLOH
DFKLHYLQJDOPRVWDOO3URMHFWJRDOVWKH'(,5LVDUELWUDU\DQGFDSULFLRXVIRUIDLOLQJWR
LGHQWLI\WKH5HGXFHG+HLJKWV$OWHUQDWLYHDVHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRU

,;$5(9,6(''5$)7(,50867%(35(3$5('$1'5(&,5&8/$7(')25
38%/,&&200(17

5HFLUFXODWLRQRIDQ(,5SULRUWRFHUWLILFDWLRQLVUHTXLUHG³ZKHQWKHQHZLQIRUPDWLRQ
DGGHGWRDQ(,5GLVFORVHV  DQHZVXEVWDQWLDOHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWUHVXOWLQJIURP
WKHSURMHFWRUIURPDQHZPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHSURSRVHGWREHLPSOHPHQWHG FI
*XLGHOLQHVVXEG D    %    DVXEVWDQWLDOLQFUHDVHLQWKHVHYHULW\RI
2&61
DQHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWXQOHVVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHDGRSWHGWKDWUHGXFHWKH
LPSDFWWRDOHYHORILQVLJQLILFDQFH FI*XLGHOLQHVVXEG D  %    D
*&
IHDVLEOHSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHRUPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHWKDWFOHDUO\ZRXOGOHVVHQWKH
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIWKHSURMHFWEXWZKLFKWKHSURMHFW VSURSRQHQWVGHFOLQHWR
DGRSW FI*XLGHOLQHVVXEG D  %    RU  that the draft EIR was so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that public
comment on the draft was in effect meaningless³Laurel Heights Improvement
Assn. v. Regents of University of California  &DOWKFLWLQJ
Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Comm’n  &DO$SSG

7KH'(,5LVVRIXQGDPHQWDOO\DQGEDVLFDOO\LQDGHTXDWHWKDWUHFLUFXODWLRQRID
QHZGUDIW(,5ZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWRDOORZWKHSXEOLFWRPHDQLQJIXOO\UHYLHZDQGFRPPHQW
RQWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW
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; &21&/86,21

7KH'(,5LVZRHIXOO\LQDGHTXDWH$UHYLVHGDQGUHFLUFXODWHGGUDIW(,5ZLOOEH
UHTXLUHGWRUHPHG\WKHP\ULDGGHIHFWVLQWKHGRFXPHQW7KHUHYLVHGGUDIW(,5VKRXOG 2&61
LGHQWLI\WKH5HGXFHG+HLJKW 0LG5LVH $OWHUQDWLYHDVWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOO\VXSHULRU
$/
DOWHUQDWLYHDQGFRQVLGHULWRQHTXDOIRRWLQJWRWKH3ODQDVZDVGRQHLQWKH&HQWUDO
&RUULGRU3ODQ7KH&LW\VKRXOGDOVRFRQVLGHUDQDOWHUQDWLYHWKDWOLPLWVEXLOGLQJKHLJKWWR
QRPRUHWKDQIHHWLQWKHEORFNERXQGHGE\,DQG)ROVRPDQG6HFRQGDQG7KLUG
6WUHHWVDQGSODFHVDSDUNDWWKHFXUUHQWSDUNLQJORWORFDWHGDW6HFRQG6WUHHW7KLV
PRGLILFDWLRQZLOOPDNHWKH3ODQPXFKPRUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHJRDOVWROLPLWWDOO
EXLOGLQJVWRWKHDUHDQHDU&DO7UDLQDQG%$57ZKLOHPDLQWDLQLQJWKHPLGULVHFKDUDFWHU
RIWKHUHVWRIWKHQHLJKERUKRRGDQGLQFUHDVLQJPXFKQHHGHGRSHQVSDFH

6LQFHUHO\




5LFKDUG7RVKL\XNL'UXU\
/2=($8_'585<//3
&RXQVHOIRU&HQWUDO6R0D1HLJKERUVDQG6)%OX











EXHIBITA

Terrell Watt Planning Consultants
1937 Filbert Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
terrywatt@att.net
415-377-6280

&ĞďƌƵĂƌǇϭϯ͕ϮϬϭϳ

ZŝĐŚĂƌĚƌƵƌǇ
>ŽǌĞĂƵƌƵƌǇ͕>>W
ϰϭϬϭϮƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϮϱϬ
KĂŬůĂŶĚ͕ϵϰϲϬϳ

Z͗ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚĨŽƌWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕^ƚĂƚĞ
ůĞĂƌŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞEŽ͘ϮϬϭϯϬϰϮϬϳϬ
ĞĂƌDƌ͘ƌƵƌǇ͕
ƚǇŽƵƌƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ͕/ŚĂǀĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŚĞƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚ;͞/Z͟ͿĨŽƌƚŚĞ
WƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ;͞WƌŽũĞĐƚ͟Žƌ͞WůĂŶ͟Ϳ͘ϭDǇƌĞǀŝĞǁĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ/Z͛Ɛ
ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŽĨ͗
x
x
x
x
x
x

WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ
'ƌŽǁƚŚ/ŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚ
^ŚĂĚŽǁƐ
KƉĞŶ^ƉĂĐĞ͕WĂƌŬƐĂŶĚZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ
WƵďůŝĐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
WůĂŶͬWŽůŝĐǇŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ

/ŶƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕/ŚĂǀĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͗
ϭ͘
Ϯ͘
ϯ͘
ϰ͘

ƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚĨŽƌƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶ
ƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚƉƉĞŶĚŝĐĞƐ
ƌĂĨƚĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂŶĚWŽůŝĐǇWĂƉĞƌƐ
&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛ƐĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ

ĨƚĞƌĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐƚŚĞ/ZĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝƚƐƉƉĞŶĚŝĐĞƐ͕ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĞŶƚƌĂů 2&61
^KDWůĂŶ͕ĂŶĚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƉŽůŝĐǇƉĂƉĞƌƐ͕ĂŶĚ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕/ŚĂǀĞĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐŝŶ *&
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐƚŽĐŽŵƉůǇǁŝƚŚYĂŶĚƚŽĨƵůĨŝůůY͛ƐĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ͘Ɛ

ϭ

^ĞĞƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĨŽƌtĂƚƚYƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ

ϭ


ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďĞůŽǁ͕ƚŚĞ/ZǀŝŽůĂƚĞƐƚŚŝƐůĂǁďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂŶĂůǇǌĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŽƌƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨ
WůĂŶƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚůĂŶĚƵƐĞĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘tŚĞƌĞ͕ĂƐŚĞƌĞ͕
ƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĨƵůůǇĂŶĚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇŝŶĨŽƌŵĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƐĂƚŝƐĨǇƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐŐŽĂůƐŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĂƚƵƚĞ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨ
ƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐĂŶĚƐĞƌŝŽƵƐŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂĐŝĞƐ͕ƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŵƵƐƚƌĞǀŝƐĞĂŶĚ
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FRQW G
ƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞƚŚĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƚŽƉĞƌŵŝƚĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐ
ĂŶĚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ;ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐͿ͘ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽ
ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚEKWĂŶĚ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƉƌŝŽƌƚŽĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞϮϬϭϰ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ
ŝƐƉĂƚĞŶƚůǇŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞWůĂŶƐĞƚĨŽƌƚŚŝŶ
ƚŚĞ/Z͘
/͘ ŽŶƚĞǆƚĂŶĚ/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ
dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶŵĂŶǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚŝŶĞĂĐŚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ͘dŚƵƐ͕ŝƚŝƐ
ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽĨƵůůǇƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞ/ZƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ͘DĂŬŝŶŐŝƚĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚĂĐůĞĂƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞƚŚĞ 2&61
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƉůĂŶƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ
3'
ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƌŝŐŚƚƐĂŶĚƐƚĂƚĞĚĞŶƐŝƚǇďŽŶƵƐůĂǁĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŽƚŚĞƌ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚĂůůŽǁŵŽƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞĂƚŚĂŶƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽƌŝŵƉĂĐƚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘&ŽƌƚŚĞƐĞĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞĂƐŽŶƐďĞůŽǁ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕
ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿƚŽŐƵŝĚĞƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘
tŚĂƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌ͕ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞǀĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĐŽƌĚ͕ŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚƚŽďƌŝŶŐƵƉƚŽϲϯ͕ϲϬϬũŽďƐĂŶĚƵƉƚŽϳ͕ϱϬϬ
2&61
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŶĞǆƚϮϱǇĞĂƌƐ͕ĚŽƵďůŝŶŐƚŚĞ
30
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚƌŝƉůŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘ ϮtŚĂƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌ͕ŝƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůů
ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇĞǆĂĐĞƌďĂƚĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͛ƐĂŶĚŝƚǇ͛ƐƐĞǀĞƌĞũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ͖ĂŶŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ
ŵĂĚĞǁŽƌƐĞďǇƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŶŽǁƐĞƌǀĞƐĂƐĂ͞ďĞĚƌŽŽŵĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͟ĨŽƌƚŚĞ
WĞŶŝŶƐƵůĂĐŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ^ĂŶ:ŽƐĞ͘ϯtŚĂƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌŝƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŵǇƌŝĂĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂƌĞŶŽƚ
ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĂŶĚĞǀĞŶŝĨĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ͕ǁŝůůŶŽƚŽĨĨƐĞƚƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘tŚĂƚŝƐĂůƐŽĐůĞĂƌŝƐƚŚĂƚ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĐĂůůƐĨŽƌĞǆƚĞŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƚǇƉĞ,ŝŐŚZŝƐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚͲͲŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚũƵƐƚƚŽƚŚĞƐŝƚĞƐĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚƌĂŶƐŝƚĐĞŶƚĞƌƐĂŶĚŚƵďƐʹƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐŝŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ͕ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͕ĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕

Ϯ

ƐƐƵŵŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚƚƌŝƉůĞƚŚĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϭϮ͕ϬϬϬƚŽ
ϯϳ͕ϱϬϬ͖ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇƋƵĂĚƌƵƉůĞĂƐƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŵĂǇďĞĐůŽƐĞƌƚŽϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ͘dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĚŽƵďůĞ
ƚŚĞĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĨƌŽŵĂĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůĞǀĞůŽĨĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϰϱ͕ϲϬϬũŽďƐƚŽϭϬϵ͕ϮϬϬũŽďƐ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϲ
ĂŶĚ/sͲϱ͘
ϯ
ĞƚǁĞĞŶϮϬϬϬĂŶĚϮϬϬϭϲ͕^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚůǇĂĚĚĞĚϴϴ͕ϬϬϬŶĞǁũŽďƐĂŶĚŽŶůǇϯϳ͕ϬϬϬŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͕
ŵĂŶǇŽĨǁŚŝĐŚǁĞƌĞŶŽƚƐƵŝƚĞĚĨŽƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐŽƌĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂůǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĚƵĞƚŽŚŝŐŚƉƌŝĐĞƐĂŶĚƌĞŶƚƐ͘
DĂǇŽƌ͛ƐKĨĨŝĐĞŽĨ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘ƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉĞƌŝŽĚ͕^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŚĂƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶŚŝŐŚǁĂŐĞ
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŚŽĐŽŵŵƵƚĞĚĂŝůǇƚŽƚŚĞWĞŶŝŶƐƵůĂĐŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ^ŝůŝĐŽŶsĂůůĞǇ͕ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶŐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŐĂƉŝŶ^ĂŶ
&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂůǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞ͘

Ϯ


ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘DĂŶǇŽĨWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƐƚĂƚĞĚŐŽĂůƐϰĂŶĚĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚƌĞƐƵůƚƐϱĂƌĞůĂƵĚĂƚŽƌǇ͘
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚůĂĐŬƐƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚůĂŶĚƵƐĞĂŶĚĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ
ĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚŽƐĞŐŽĂůƐĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚƐĂƌĞŝŶĨĂĐƚƚŚĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞŽĨĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ϲ
ƚƐƚĂŬĞŝƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĚŝǀĞƌƐĞĂŶĚǀŝƚĂůŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͘/ƚŝƐĂƚƚŚĞƌĞĂ
WůĂŶƐƚĂŐĞƚŚĂƚYƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐĨƵůĨŝůůĞĚĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐĂŶŚĂǀĞƚŚĞďĞƐƚƌĞƐƵůƚ͘ĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƉƌŽũĞĐƚďǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŵƉůǇĚŽĞƐŶŽƚǁŽƌŬĨŽƌŝƐƐƵĞƐ
ƐƵĐŚĂƐWůĂŶŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ͕WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚWƵďůŝĐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ǁŚĞƌĞŝƚŝƐĂƚƚŚĞ
2&61
ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐƐƚĂŐĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĂŶĚĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵƵƐƚďĞŵĂĚĞĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ͘
FRQW G
dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĨůĂǁƐĂƌĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶĚĞƚĂŝůďĞůŽǁ͘/ƚŝƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽŶŽƚĞŚĞƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
;ƌĞĂWůĂŶͿŝƐĂůƐŽĨůĂǁĞĚ͘ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƐƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĚĞƉĂƌƚƐĨƌŽŵĐůĞĂƌŝƚǇƉŽůŝĐǇ͕ĂŶĚ
ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐWůĂŶǁŝůůŐƵŝĚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĨŽƌϮϱǇĞĂƌƐƵŶƚŝůϮϬϰϬ͕ŝƚĨĂŝůƐƚŽƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƌĂƉŝĚůǇ
ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƚŝŵĞƐŽƌƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƉŽůŝĐǇĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƚŽĚĞĂůǁŝƚŚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ͘ϳǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨŽŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞ
WůĂŶŝŶĐůƵĚĞďƵƚĂƌĞŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƌĂƉŝĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶhZ͕>z&dĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌŝĚĞƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞƐǁĂŵƉĞĚŽƵƌƌŽĂĚƐĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĂŶĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƚŽƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ƚŚĞůŽƐƐŽĨ
ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐĚƵĞƚŽƐƉŝƌĂůŝŶŐĐŽƐƚƐŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵŚŝŐŚǁĂŐĞƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͕ƌĂƉŝĚ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶŚŝŐŚǁĂŐĞũŽďƐĚŝƐƉůĂĐŝŶŐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐũŽďƐďƵƚĂůƐŽĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂĚƌĂŵĂƚŝĐƌŝƐĞŝŶĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚƌĞůĂƚĞĚĨƵůĨŝůůŵĞŶƚĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞ
WůĂŶĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƚĂŬĞŝŶƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂĚŝŶŐĞĚŐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝĐǇƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵ
ŝƚǇ,ĂůůƐƵĐŚĂƐĂƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŵŝǆŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐǁŝƚŚĂĨŝǆĞĚŵŝŶŝŵƵŵƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨĂŵŝůǇ͞ƐŝǌĞĚ͘͟
tŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƉůĂŶƐϮϱͲǇĞĂƌŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ͕ƚŚĞŝƚǇǁŝůůĂůƐŽƐĞĞƐĞůĨͲĚƌŝǀŝŶŐĐĂƌƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͘
^ŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐʹŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂĚǀĞŶƚŽĨƐĞůĨͲĚƌŝǀŝŶŐĐĂƌƐʹĐŽƵůĚĂĐĐĞůĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĞ
ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶůĂŶĚŶĞĞĚĞĚĨŽƌǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĂŶĚƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͘dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞďƵƚĂĨĞǁŽĨƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĂƚ
ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐĂŶĚĂƌĞĂĐĐĞůĞƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŵƵƐƚďĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞĂWůĂŶ͘dŚĞŝƚǇ
ƐŚŽƵůĚƉĂƵƐĞďŽƚŚƚŽƌĞǀŝƐĞƚŚĞ/ZĂŶĚƚŽƌĞͲĞŶŐĂŐĞƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌƚƐĂŶĚŐĞƚƚŚŝƐƉůĂŶ
ƌŝŐŚƚ͘
//͘ dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚsŝŽůĂƚĞƐƚŚĞĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůYƵĂůŝƚǇĐƚ


ϰ

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͕ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͕ďŝŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ŽĨĨĞƌ
ĂďƵŶĚĂŶĐĞŽĨƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͕ĞŶƐƵƌĞŶĞǁ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͘ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂƚƉĂŐĞϲ͘
ϱ
ϯϯƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŽƚĂůƵŶŝƚƐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͕ŶŽŶĞƚůŽƐƐŽĨWZ͕ƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕
ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞƚĐ͘ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂƚƉĂŐĞϳ͘
ϲ
^ƵĐŚĂƐƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐŚĞŝŐŚƚƐĞǆĐĞƉƚĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽŵĂũŽƌƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŚƵďƐ͕ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇĨŽƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶ
ƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽ͕ŽƌĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚǁŝƚŚũŽďŐƌŽǁƚŚ;ƉŽůŝĐǇůŝŶŬĨŽƌĐĞƌƚĂŝŶŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐďĞĨŽƌĞ
ũŽďƐͿ͕ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇĨŽƌŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŽŶĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŶĞǁƉĂƌŬ͕ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƉůĂĐĞƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
ĚĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂĨƵƚƵƌĞƐƚƌĞĞƚĚĞƐŝŐŶ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞůŝŬĞ͘
ϳ
&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝĐǇĐŚĂŶŐĞƐďǇƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨ^ƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƐĂƌĞƚĂŬŝŶŐĂŝŵĂƚĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƚǇŝƐĨŽƌĂůů
ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐʹ͞&ĂŵŝůǇ&ƌŝĞŶĚůǇ^&͘͟ĞƚǁĞĞŶϮϬϬϱĂŶĚϮϬϭϱ͕ϲϭƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞϮϯ͕ϮϬϬŶĞǁƵŶŝƚƐŽĨŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐǁĞƌĞƐƚƵĚŝŽƐĂŶĚŽŶĞďĞĚƌŽŽŵƐ͘^&WůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͘dŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĚŽĞƐŶŽƚ
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐǁŝƚŚĂƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƵŶŝƚŵŝǆ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚWůĂŶƚŚĂƚǁŝůůƉƵƌƉŽƌƚĞĚůǇŐƵŝĚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚƵŶƚŝůϮϬϰϬƐŚŽƵůĚƐƚĂƌƚ
ŽƵƚďĞŝŶŐůĞĂĚŝŶŐĞĚŐĞĂŶĚĂĨĂŵŝůǇĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇŐŽĂůĂŶĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐǁŽƵůĚďĞĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨ
ƚŚĂƚƌĞǀŝƐĞĚWůĂŶ͘

ϯ


͘ dŚĞ/ZWƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂŶ/ŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚ/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ^ĞƚƚŝŶŐ;ĂƐĞůŝŶĞͿ
ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚŽĨYŝƐƚŚĂƚĂŶ/ZĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĂŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘tŝƚŚŽƵƚĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĂŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞ
ĂƐƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĂƚĂůůƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚĂŶĚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞĚ͘
&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕YĂŶĚƚŚĞY'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƚŚĂƚĂŶ/ZŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
͞ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘͘͘ĨƌŽŵďŽƚŚĂůŽĐĂůĂŶĚĂƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘͘͘
<ŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘͟
Y'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϱϭϮϱ;ĂͿĂŶĚ;ĐͿ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚĚĞƌŝǀĞƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƚŚĂƚ
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐůŽĐĂůĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZʹĂŶĚƚŚƵƐ
ƚŚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬĞƌƐ͕ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚƉƵďůŝĐǁŚŽƌĞůǇŽŶƚŚĞ/ZʹĐĂŶŶŽƚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇĂƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞ
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞŝƐƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ;ĨŽƌŵĞƌůǇƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶͿ͕ǁŚŝĐŚ
ƉƵƌƉŽƌƚƐƚŽďĞĂĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞƉůĂŶĨŽƌƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůŽĐĂůĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ
ůŝŶĞƐĂŶĚŚƵďƐĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐĞŶƚƌĂů^KDƚŽĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ͕
2&61
DŝƐƐŝŽŶĂǇ͕ZŝŶĐŽŶ,ŝůů͕DŝƐƐŝŽŶŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĞƌƌĞŐŝŽŶǀŝĂĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ůŝŐŚƚƌĂŝůƚŚĂƚǁŝůůůŝŶŬƚŽƚŚĞĂůƚƌĂŝŶĞƉŽƚ͘dŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐŐŽĂůƐĂƌĞůĂƵĚĂƚŽƌǇŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞŶƚƌĂů
3'
^KDďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐĂƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͕ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŶŐĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚũŽď
ŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐƉƵďůŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝŶŐĂŶĚĞŶŚĂŶĐŝŶŐ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ͕ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͕ĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ^ͲϭĂŶĚ'ŽĂůƐ^ͲϮ͘hŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽ
ĂĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞŐŽĂůƐͲͲŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌŝŶŐŽĨĨŝĐĞƵƐĞƐ͕ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŚĞŝŐŚƚƐ
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͕ĂŶĚƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶ͕
ĂĐĐĞƉƚŝŶŐŝŶͲůŝĞƵĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĨĞĞƐŝŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐŶĞǁƉĂƌŬƐ͕ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚǁŝƚŚ
ŽƌƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚͲͲǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽ
ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĂŶĚƚĂŬĞƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĨĂƌƚŚĞƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐĞŐŽĂůƐ͘
ϭ͘ /ŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚ/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
YƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĂŶ/ZƚŽďĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ͕ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͗͞Ŷ
ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ͕ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĞƐŝŶĞƋƵĂŶŽŶŽĨĂŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚůĞŐĂůůǇ
ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ/Z͘͟ŽƵŶƚǇŽĨ/ŶǇŽǀ͘ŝƚǇŽĨ>ŽƐŶŐĞůĞƐ;ϭϵϳϳͿ͕ϳϭĂů͘ƉƉ͘ϯĚϭϴϱ͘dŚĞ/ZůĂĐŬƐĂ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐ͘
&ŝƌƐƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZƌĞůŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨϭϭĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽƉŝĐƐĞǀĞŶƚŚŽƵŐŚ
ƚŚĞ/ZĂŶĚ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƚǁŽĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇǁĂƐƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚŽŶ&ĞďƌƵĂƌǇϭϮ͕ϮϬϭϰ;ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆƚŽƚŚĞ/ZͿ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/Z͕
ďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĐŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƚŽƉŝĐƐ͗

ϰ


x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ
'ƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ'ĂƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ
ZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ
hƚŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ;ĞǆĐĞƉƚĨŽƌǁĂƐƚĞǁĂƚĞƌƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƐƚŽƌŵĚƌĂŝŶĂŐĞ
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ZͿ
WƵďůŝĐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ
'ĞŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚ^ŽŝůƐ
,ǇĚƌŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚtĂƚĞƌYƵĂůŝƚǇ;ĞǆĐĞƉƚĨŽƌƐĞǁĞƌƐǇƐƚĞŵŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƐĞĂůĞǀĞůƌŝƐĞ
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ZͿ
,ĂǌĂƌĚŽƵƐDĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ
DŝŶĞƌĂůĂŶĚŶĞƌŐǇZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ
ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ

2&61
FRQW G

^ĞĞ/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/ͲϮ͘ĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕ƚŚĞ/ZƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐŶŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌĞĚďĞůŽǁ͘
dŚĞ/ZĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ͗
͞ĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐǁĂƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĚƌĂĨƚŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚĨŽƌ
ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶϮϬϭϯ͕ƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚϮϬϭϲĚƌĂĨƚŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶŚĂƐďĞĞŶƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇ͛ƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐƌĞĂĐŚĞĚŽŶƚŚĞϮϬϭϯĚƌĂĨƚƌĞŵĂŝŶǀĂůŝĚ͘EŽŶĞǁŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
ƚŽƚŚĞĚƌĂĨƚϮϬϭϲWůĂŶŚĂƐĐŽŵĞƚŽůŝŐŚƚƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐƌĞĂĐŚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞϭϭƚŽƉŝĐƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŽƌůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚǁŝƚŚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ
ƚŽƉŝĐĂůƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŚĂƉƚĞƌ/s͕ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů^ĞƚƚŝŶŐ͕/ŵƉĂĐƚƐĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶDĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͕
ŽĨƚŚŝƐ/Z͘ƐƐƵĐŚ͕ŶŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƚŽƉŝĐƐŝƐ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐ/Z͘͟ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĂĚĚĞĚ͘
dŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝƐĨĂƚĂůůǇĨůĂǁĞĚƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞϮϬϭϰ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞ/Z͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͕ϴƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂŶĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝƚŚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŽ
ďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ;ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐͿƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿ͕ĂŶĚWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
ĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘ĂƐĞůŝŶĞĚĂƚĂŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŝƐǁŽĞĨƵůůǇŽƵƚŽĨĚĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘ůƐŽ͕ƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶ
ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŚĂƐǀĞƌǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŐŽĂůƐ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚŚĂƐĨŝǀĞŐŽĂůƐ͗
ϭ͘ ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂ
ĂƌĞĂ͘

ϴ

dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƌĞĐƚĂŶŐƵůĂƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂƚŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶĚƐĨƌŽŵDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽdŽǁŶƐĞŶĚĂŶĚĨƌŽŵ
^ĞĐŽŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽ^ŝǆƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͘dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂŶĚ/ZĞǆĐůƵĚĞĂďŽƵƚϭϭƐƋƵĂƌĞďůŽĐŬƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐŝŶ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘

ϱ


Ϯ͘ ^ŚĂƉĞƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂ͛ƐƵƌďĂŶĨŽƌŵƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌŝŶŐďŽƚŚŝƚǇĂŶĚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ͘
ϯ͘ DĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂ͛ƐǀŝďƌĂŶƚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͘
ϰ͘ ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚŐƌŽǁƚŚǁŝƚŚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ͕ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨ
͞ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘͟
ϱ͘ ƌĞĂƚĞĂŵŽĚĞůŽĨƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘
ǇĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZWƌŽũĞĐƚŚĂƐĞŝŐŚƚŐŽĂůƐ͗
ϭ͘
Ϯ͘
ϯ͘
ϰ͘
ϱ͘
ϲ͘
ϳ͘
ϴ͘

/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌ:ŽďƐĂŶĚ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ
DĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĞŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
&ĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĂŶĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇŝǀĞƌƐŝĨŝĞĚĂŶĚ>ŝǀĞůǇ:ŽďƐĞŶƚĞƌ
WƌŽǀŝĚĞ^ĂĨĞĂŶĚŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚWƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞƐtĂůŬŝŶŐ͕ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐĂŶĚ
dƌĂŶƐŝƚ
KĨĨĞƌĂŶďƵŶĚĂŶĐĞŽĨWĂƌŬƐĂŶĚZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůKƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ
ƌĞĂƚĞĂŶŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůůǇ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĂŶĚZĞƐŝůŝĞŶƚEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ
WƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĂŶĚĞůĞďƌĂƚĞƚŚĞEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͛ƐƵůƚƵƌĂů,ĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ
ŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚEĞǁƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐŶŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĞŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƚǇ

dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/ZĂƌĞĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŐŝǀĞŶ
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐƉƌŽũĞĐƚŐŽĂůƐĂƌĞƉůĂŝŶůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝŶƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞůǇ
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͘
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^ĞĐŽŶĚĂŶĚĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĂƚĂůŵŽƐƚŶŽƚǁŽĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞƚŚĞ
ƐĂŵĞŝŶƚŚĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĐŽƌĚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕/Z͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕WŽůŝĐǇ
WĂƉĞƌƐ͕&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐͿ͘dŽƉŝĐĂůƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞ/ZƚŚƵƐĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘ǆĂŵƉůĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͕ďƵƚĂƌĞŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽ͕ƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ
ƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂĐƌŽƐƐĂůůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽƉŝĐƐ͘
'ƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂŶĚ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂƌĞ
ǀĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ͗
dĂďůĞ/sͲϭ/Z͕^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨ'ƌŽǁƚŚWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂďĞƚǁĞĞŶϮϬϭϬ;ƚŚĞďĂƐĞǇĞĂƌĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐͿĂŶĚϮϬϰϬ;͞ďƵŝůĚŽƵƚǇĞĂƌ͟Žƌ͞ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ͟Ϳ͘dŚŝƐŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŵŽƵŶƚƐƚŽ
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϰ͕ϰϬϬĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϮϱ͕ϱϬϬĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
ĂŶĚĂďŽƵƚϲϯ͕ϲϬϬĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůũŽďƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϱ͘
'ƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƵƉƚŽϭϯ͕ϮϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ;/^ĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϱͿ
ĂŶĚϱϲ͕ϰϬϬŶĞǁũŽďƐ;/^ĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϭͿ͘/ŶĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ͕ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶƐƚĂƚĞƐ͗͞tŝƚŚ
ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕ƚŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽďƵŝůĚƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌ
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇƚŽϰϱ͕ϬϬϬũŽďƐĂŶĚϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘dŚĞWůĂŶƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŶ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽĨϰϱϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌũŽďƐĂŶĚϯϬϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘͟
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ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂƚƉĂŐĞϳ͘dŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛ƐĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶϵ
;ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϲͿŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂŶƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶ/Z͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚWůĂŶ͗͞dŚĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶŝƐƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĂƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĂŶĚǀŝƚĂů
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ƵďǁĂǇ;ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽƉĞŶ
ŝŶϮϬϭϵͿŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛Ɛ^ŽƵƚŚŽĨDĂƌŬĞƚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͘dŚĞWůĂŶŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽďƌŝŶŐϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ
ũŽďƐĂŶĚϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŶĞǆƚϮϱǇĞĂƌƐ͘͟
ŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞďƵƚŽŶĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨǀĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞ/ZƌĞĐŽƌĚ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŽƉŝĐĂů
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕ĨŝŶŝƚĞĂŶĚƐƚĂďůĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘/ĚĞĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZǁŽƵůĚďĞƉƌĞĐĞĚĞĚďǇĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚEKWĂŶĚ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƐŽƚŚĂƚĂůůĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞĐŽƌĚĂƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ͘
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&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ/ZŝƐŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚůĂĐŬƐĚĞƚĂŝůƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽ
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƚǇƉĞŽĨ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚũŽďƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůĂůůŽǁ͘dŽĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚĞĨŽƌƚŚĞůĂĐŬŽĨĚĞƚĂŝů͕ƐŽŵĞƚŽƉŝĐĂů
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇĐƌĞĂƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶĚĞƚĂŝůƐƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘ǆĂŵƉůĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞ
ƚŚĞƐƉĂƚŝĂůƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ^ŚĂĚŽǁĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕dĚĞƚĂŝůŝŶƚŚĞdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌŽƚŽƚǇƉŝĐĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶǀĞŶƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘dŚĞƐĞ
ŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƚŽƉŝĐĂůƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂůƐŽǀĂƌǇĨƌŽŵŽŶĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ
/ZǁŝƚŚĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽƉŝĐĂůĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐ͘
dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŝŶĚĞƚĂŝůƚŚĞƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů
;ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐͿƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ/ZĂŶĚ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƌĞůǇŽŶƚŽƌĞĂĐŚ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĂŶĚ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞ
ƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƵŶŝƚƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƐƵŝƚĞŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƚŚĂƚƉƵƌƉŽƌƚĞĚůǇǁŝůůŽĨĨƐĞƚǁŚĂƚŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘;Ğ͘Ő͕͘WƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚĨĞĞƐ͕ŽĨĨƐĞƚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ĂŵŽŶŐ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶͿ͘
dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞŶŽƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͕ŶŽƌŝƐƚŚĞƌĞĂŶǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŽĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ
ĞǆĂĐƚůǇŚŽǁƚŚĞƐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐĂŶĚĨĞĞƐǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
Ϯ͘ dŚĞ/Z/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂŶ/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂƐĞůŝŶĞ
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dŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͘^ĞƚƚŝŶŐŽƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂƐ
ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĚŝƐĐůŽƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐƉƌŽũĞĐƚͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐĂ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘tŝƚŚŽƵƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
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dŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƉƵďůŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂŶĚĂƐƐƵĐŚŝƚŝƐŽĨĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŝƚ
ďĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕/ZĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘dŚĂƚŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞĐĂƐĞĂŶĚĂƐƐƵĐŚ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZĂŶĚƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƉŽůŝĐǇƉĂƉĞƌƐĂŶĚĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐŵƵƐƚ
ďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ͕ƐƚĂďůĞ͕ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘
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ĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͕ŝƚŝƐŶŽƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐŽƌŵĂŬĞƐǁŽƌƐĞ
ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘
ǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůďĂƐĞůŝŶĞƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝƐŵŝƐƐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ/ZŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐďƵƚŝƐ
ŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͘
Ă͘ ĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͕tŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĂŶĚ&ĂŵŝůǇ&ƌŝĞŶĚůǇ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ
dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĞŵĂŶĚ
ĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞƉĞŽƉůĞƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ͘dŽƉĞƌĨŽƌŵƚŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ŝƚŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƚŚĞ/ZŝŶĐůƵĚĞŝŶƚŚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ;ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐͿĚĞƚĂŝůƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƵŶŝƚƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ĨĂŵŝůǇŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƐĞŶŝŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞϭϬŝŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂŝƐŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕
ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐŽŶůǇŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͗
͞dŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳ͕ϴϬϬƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƵŶŝƚƐ͕ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϲ͕ϴϬϬ
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ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ĂŶĚĂƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϮ͕ϬϬϬƉĞŽƉůĞ͕ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĚĂƚĂ͘dŚŝƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐĨŽƌũƵƐƚƚǁŽƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐƚŽƚĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨ
ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕^ŽƵƚŚŽĨDĂƌŬĞƚĂŶĚƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ͕ĂƌĞ
ŚŽŵĞƚŽĂůĂƌŐĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͖ĂďŽƵƚϭϱƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐĚĞĞĚͲƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚĨŽƌůŽǁŝŶĐŽŵĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͕ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽϰ͘ϱƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĐŝƚǇǁŝĚĞ͘͟
/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϳϴ͘
tŝƚŚŽƵƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐƚŽĐŬŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ͕
ƚŚĞ/ZĐĂŶŶŽƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͕ǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞ͕ƐĞŶŝŽƌĂŶĚ
ĨĂŵŝůǇĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐĂŶĚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨWƌŽũĞĐƚͲ
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚďĞ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚŝƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘
ď͘ ǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ:ŽďƐͲ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐĂůĂŶĐĞĂŶĚ&ŝƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ͕ŝƚǇĂŶĚ
ZĞŐŝŽŶ
dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽŵĂŬĞǁŽƌƐĞƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞŽĨ
ũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞŝƚǇĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶ͘&ŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚũŽďƐͲ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĂůĂŶĐĞŚĂƐůŽŶŐďĞĞŶĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƵƌďĂŶƉůĂŶŶĞƌƐĂŶĚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
ƉŽůŝĐǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌŐĞŶĞƌĂůĂŶĚĂƌĞĂƉůĂŶƐ͘DŽƌĞƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ͕ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŚĂƐƚƵƌŶĞĚƚŽũŽďƐͲ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚʹƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŝĐĞĂŶĚƌĞŶƚŝƐǁĞůůŵĂƚĐŚĞĚƚŽůŽĐĂůũŽďƐĂůĂƌǇĂŶĚ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘ŽƚŚƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/ZĂƌĞƐŝůĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞŵĂƚƚĞƌŽĨũŽďƐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚĂŶĚĨĂŝůƚŽ
ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞŽĨũŽďƐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĂůĂŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ
ƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐũŽďͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĂůĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĨŝƚĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͕ĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƌĞĂƐ͕ƚŚĞŝƚǇ

ϭϬ

tŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞůŽǁĞƌĞŶĚŽĨŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐǁŝƚŚƵƉƚŽϮϬϬйŽĨŵĞĚŝĂŶ
ŝŶĐŽŵĞĂŶĚŽĨƚĞŶƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐƚŚĞ͞ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐŵŝĚĚůĞ͟ŽƌŐĂƉŝŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͘sŽƚĞƌƐ
ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŽďƵŝůĚŵŽƌĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞ^&ǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞ͘

ϴ


ĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶ͘hƉĚĂƚĞĚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŵƵƐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞĐŚŽŝĐĞďǇWĞŶŝŶƐƵůĂĂŶĚ^ŝůŝĐŽŶsĂůůĞǇĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐƚŽƌĞƐŝĚĞ
ŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĂŶĚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƚŽƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ŚŽǁƚŚŝƐĐŚĂŶŐĞŝƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽƐƚƐ͕
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞĨŽƌƐĐĂƌĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐƚŽĐŬĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂĐŝŶŐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͘dŚŝƐ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽƉŝĐƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ
ĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ďƵƚŝƚŝƐĂůƐŽĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĐŽŵŵƵƚŝŶŐ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂŶĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ͘
dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞĨƵůůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ
ŐĂƐĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚĂŶĚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨWƌŽũĞĐƚͲƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚ
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚŝƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘
2&61
FRQW G

Đ͘ WƵďůŝĐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ

dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶĂǁŝĚĞĂƌƌĂǇŽĨĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽĨŝƌĞ͕ƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ͕ŚĞĂůƚŚͲĐĂƌĞ͕ĐŚŝůĚͲĐĂƌĞĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘
EĞŝƚŚĞƌƚŚĞ/ZŶŽƌƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝƐŽƵƚŽĨ
ĚĂƚĞĂŶĚŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞƐĐĂŶƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽŶƉŽůŝĐĞĂŶĚĨŝƌĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĚĂƚĞƐďĂĐŬ
ƚŽϮϬϭϮĂŶĚϮϬϭϯ͕ĂŶĚůĂĐŬƐĂŶǇŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ͕ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂŶĚƵŶŵĞƚŶĞĞĚƐ͘^ĞĞ/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞƐϭϭϴĂŶĚϭϭϵ͘ŐƌĞĂƚ
ĚĞĂůŚĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚŝŶĂǀĞƌǇĨĞǁǇĞĂƌƐƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐǁĂƐ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚƵĞƚŽƌĂƉŝĚŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇƉŽƐƚͲƌĞĐĞƐƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŚĂƐŶŽƚďĞĞŶ
ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚĨŽƌŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚďĞ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚŝƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘tŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĂŶĚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ
ĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘
͘ dŚĞ/Z͛ƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ͕ĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ͕ƚŚĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞ
/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
dŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐĂƚƚŚĞĐŽƌĞŽĨĂŶ/Z͘^ĞĞY
2&61
'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϱϭϮϲ;ĂͿ͘ƐĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚďĞůŽǁ͕ƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛Ɛ
*&
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƌĞĚĞĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌYďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚĞ
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŽĂůůŽǁƚŚĞŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƚŽŵĂŬĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĂŶĚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ͘Ŷ/ZŵƵƐƚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ŶŽƚ
ũƵƐƚďĂƌĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐ͘ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ
ŝƐŶŽƚďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚĨĂĐƚƐĨĂŝůƐƚŽĨƵůĨŝůůY͛ƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ͘
ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ĂŶ/ZŵƵƐƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŽŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘Y'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϱϭϮϲ͘ϰ͘hŶĚĞƌY͕͞ƉƵďůŝĐĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ
ƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚĂƉƉƌŽǀĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂƐƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŝĨƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĨĞĂƐŝďůĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐŽƌĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ

ϵ


ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞǁŚŝĐŚǁŽƵůĚƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇůĞƐƐĞŶƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨ
ƐƵĐŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘͘͘͘͟WƵď͘ZĞƐ͘ŽĚĞ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϮϭϬϬϮ͘

2&61

FRQW G
ƐĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚďĞůŽǁ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐǁŝƚŚĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ͕
ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĨƵůůďƌĞĂĚƚŚŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐǁŝƚŚ
ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŽŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͕ƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƉƵďůŝĐ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚƉůĂŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ͘dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐĂůƐŽĚĞĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ͘
tŚĞƌĞƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ƚŚĞĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
ĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ͘&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞŽƌĂǀŽŝĚƐƵĐŚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘

ϭ͘ dŚĞ/Z͛ƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛Ɛ'ƌŽǁƚŚͲ/ŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐ&ůĂǁĞĚ
YƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĂŶ/ZŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐĞƚƚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚͲŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨĂƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘WƵď͘ZĞƐ͘ŽĚĞ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϮϭϭϬϬ;ďͿ;ϱͿ͘ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐ
ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐŝĨŝƚ͗;ϭͿĨŽƐƚĞƌƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐŽƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚŽƌ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͖;ϮͿƌĞŵŽǀĞƐŽďƐƚĂĐůĞƐƚŽŐƌŽǁƚŚ͖;ϯͿƚĂǆĞƐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŽƌ
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŽƐƵĐŚĂŶĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚŶĞǁƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŽƌĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐǁŽƵůĚďĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͖Žƌ;ϰͿĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐ
ŽƌĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐŽƚŚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĐĂƵƐĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ͘Y'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ
^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϱϭϮϲ͘Ϯ;ĚͿ͘tŚŝůĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚŶĞĞĚŶŽƚďĞůĂďĞůĞĚĂƐĂĚǀĞƌƐĞ͕
2&61
ƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ͕ĞƚĐ͘ͿŵĂǇďĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚĂĚǀĞƌƐĞ͘/ŶƐƵĐŚĐĂƐĞƐ͕
2&
ƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚŵƵƐƚďĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚĂƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇŽƌ
ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘dŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŝƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝŶƐŽŵĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽĂŶĂůǇǌĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘
dŚĞ/ZĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐĂĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ'ƌŽǁƚŚ/ŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚĂƚ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶs͘͘dŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ
ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚǌŽŶŝŶŐĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚĞǆƉĂŶĚƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͛Ɛ
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐŚŽƌŝǌŽŶǇĞĂƌŽĨϮϬϰϬ͕ĚƵƌŝŶŐǁŚŝĐŚƚŝŵĞƵƉƚŽĂŶ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůϭϰ͕ϱϬϬƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƵŶŝƚƐĂŶĚƵƉƚŽĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůϲϯ͕ϲϬϬũŽďƐĐŽƵůĚďĞĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚ
ŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͘ϭϭdŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐŶŽĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽŝŶĚƵĐĞ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚY͕ŶŽƌĚŽĞƐƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƌĞĂĐŚĂŶǇĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĂƐƚŽƚŚĞ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƌĞůǇŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐƐŝŵƉůǇĂŶĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ͘ϭϮ
dŚĞ/ZƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϱĂƐĨŽůůŽǁƐ͗


ϭϭ

'ƌŽǁƚŚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚŝŶƐĐĂůĞƚŽĂŶĞǁƚŽǁŶ͕ƐŵĂůůƐƵďƵƌďŽƌĐŝƚǇ͘hŶĚĞƌŶŽ
ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶĐŽƵůĚƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ďǇ
ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĂƚŐƌŽǁƚŚʹŽŶƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ĞƚĐ͘ͲͲĂƌĞĂůƐŽƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘
ϭϮ
/ƚŐŽĞƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƐĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĞǀĞŶŝĨƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĂƚŐƌŽǁƚŚŚĂĚƚŚĞ
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͖ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŶŽƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŽƌĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů
ƉůĂŶƐĂŶĚĂĐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŝŶŐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘

ϭϬ


͞ŝƚǇǁŝĚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂƌĞƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶƚŚŝƐ/Z͘dŚĞĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇƵƉĚĂƚĞƐĐŝƚǇǁŝĚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐƚŚĂƚ
ĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂǇƌĞĂ'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ͛;'ͿƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘dŚĞĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂůůŽĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐƚŽϵϴϭ
dƌĂĨĨŝĐŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽŶĞƐ;dƐͿŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽďǇĨŝƌƐƚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĨŽƌŝŶͲĐŝƚǇŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚĂƚŝƐ
ĂůƌĞĂĚǇĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ;ďŽƚŚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂŶĚƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞĨĨŽƌƚƐͿŝŶƚŚĞƐŽͲĐĂůůĞĚ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉŝƉĞůŝŶĞ͕ƐƵďƚƌĂĐƚŝŶŐƉŝƉĞůŝŶĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐƐŚĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůůǇ
ĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ĂŶĚĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞƐŝĚƵĂůĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨ'ͲĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚŐƌŽǁƚŚŽŶƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐ
ŽĨǁĞŝŐŚƚŝŶŐĨĂĐƚŽƌƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĨƌŽŵĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨďŽƚŚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂŶĚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘dŽĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŶƵŵďĞƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƌĞůŝĞĚ
ŽŶĂϮϬϭϬƵŶΘƌĂĚƐƚƌĞĞƚĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞĨŽƌĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŶƵŵďĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞϮϬϭϬĞŶƐƵƐĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ>ĂŶĚhƐĞĂƚĂďĂƐĞĨŽƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞEŽWƌŽũĞĐƚĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ;ϮϬϰϬĂƐĞůŝŶĞͿĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚĞWůĂŶĚŝĨĨĞƌ
ƐŽŵĞǁŚĂƚĨƌŽŵƚŚŽƐĞƐŚŽǁŶŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚƵĞƚŽŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶƐŝŶĐĞ
ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇǁĂƐƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ͘&ŽŽƚŶŽƚĞϲϬ͘
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dĂďůĞ/sͲϭ͕^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨ'ƌŽǁƚŚWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂďĞƚǁĞĞŶϮϬϭϬ;ƚŚĞďĂƐĞǇĞĂƌĨŽƌƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐͿĂŶĚϮϬϰϬ
;͞ďƵŝůĚŽƵƚǇĞĂƌ͟Žƌ͞ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ͟Ϳ͘dŚŝƐŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŵŽƵŶƚƐƚŽĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϰ͕ϰϬϬ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϮϱ͕ϱϬϬĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĂďŽƵƚϲϯ͕ϲϬϬ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůũŽďƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂǁŽƵůĚďĞĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽĐĐƵƌĞǀĞŶǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
WůĂŶ͘/ŶŵĂŶǇĐĂƐĞƐ͕ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƌĞĂĐŚŝƚƐĨƵůůƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƵŶĚĞƌĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐŚĞŝŐŚƚůŝŵŝƚƐ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞƉĂƌĐĞůƐĐŽƵůĚďĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨĨƵƚƵƌĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶ
ůĂŶĚƵƐĞƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĂŶĚǌŽŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ͘ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚŽĐĐƵƌǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƐŚŽǁŶŝŶƚŚĞƚĂďůĞďĞůŽǁƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞEŽWƌŽũĞĐƚƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͘͟/Z
ĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϱ͘
&ŽŽƚŶŽƚĞϲϬĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ͗͞^ŝŶĐĞƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕WůĂŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ
ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŵŽĚŝĨŝĞĚƚŽĂĚĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽĂƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞďůŽĐŬďŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇƌǇĂŶƚ͕
&ŝĨƚŚ͕ƌĂŶŶĂŶ͕ĂŶĚ^ŝǆƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ;ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ&ůŽǁĞƌDĂƌƚͿĂŶĚĂůůŽǁĨŽƌ
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϰϯϬƵŶŝƚƐŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƚ&ŝĨƚŚĂŶĚ,ŽǁĂƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐǁĞƌĞĂĚũƵƐƚĞĚƚŽŵŽǀĞƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚϱDWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƵŶĚĞƌͲ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶDŽƐĐŽŶĞĞŶƚĞƌǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶĨƌŽŵWůĂŶͲŝŶĚƵĐĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŽĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘
dŚĞƐĞŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŽƌŵŽƌĞƐĞǀĞƌĞ
ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨŽƌƚŽƉŝĐƐĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͘͟
/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϱ
sĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕/Z͕
ƉƉĞŶĚŝĐĞƐĂŶĚWŽůŝĐǇWĂƉĞƌƐ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶƐƚĂƚĞƐ͗͞tŝƚŚĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕ƚŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽďƵŝůĚƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇƚŽϰϱ͕ϬϬϬ
ũŽďƐĂŶĚϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘dŚĞWůĂŶƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽĨϰϱϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌũŽďƐĂŶĚϯϬϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘͟ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂƚƉĂŐĞϳ͘
ϭϭ


dŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛ƐĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶϭϯ;ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϲͿŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶ
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂŶƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶ/Z͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚWůĂŶ͗͞dŚĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
ĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶŝƐƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĂƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĂŶĚǀŝƚĂůŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ
ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ƵďǁĂǇ;ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽƉĞŶŝŶϮϬϭϵͿŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛Ɛ^ŽƵƚŚŽĨDĂƌŬĞƚ
ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͘dŚĞWůĂŶŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽďƌŝŶŐϰϬ͕ϬϬϬũŽďƐĂŶĚϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŽǀĞƌƚŚĞ
ŶĞǆƚϮϱǇĞĂƌƐ͘͟
dŚĞŝƐŶŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KD
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͖ŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨϰϱϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌũŽďƐĂŶĚĂƚůĞĂƐƚϯϬϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨŽƌ
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FRQW G
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶŝƐƵƐĞĚ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂŽƌďĞǇŽŶĚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŶĞǁŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚǁŝůů
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ůŝŬĞůǇŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŽƌĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐŽĨĂŵǇƌŝĂĚŽĨƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘zĞƚƚŚĞ/Z
ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞƐŽƌĂŶĂůǇǌĞƐƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘YƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĂƚŝĨŶĞǁĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ǁŝůůŽĐĐƵƌƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚ͕ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚ
ĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐĨŽƌĂŶ
ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͗;ϭͿĞƐƚŝŵĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚ͕ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŝŵĞĨƌĂŵĞĨŽƌŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚĂƚ
ŵĂǇƌĞƐƵůƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐͿ͖;ϮͿĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ
ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞŶĞǁƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚƉůĂĐĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞŵĂŶĚƐŽŶƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĨŝƌĞ͕
ƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ͕ŚĞĂůƚŚ͕ĐŚŝůĚĐĂƌĞŽƌƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͖;ϯͿĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ
ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚ͖ĂŶĚ;ϰͿŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŽƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘Y'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐƉƉǆ͘'^ĞĐƚŝŽŶy///;ĂͿ͘dŚĞ/Z
ŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƚŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ƚŽƌĞǀŝƐĞŽƚŚĞƌ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕Ăŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƚŽƉŝĐƐǁŚĞƌĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƌĞĚĞƌŝǀĞĚŝŶƉĂƌƚĨƌŽŵĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘
Ϯ͘ dŚĞ/Z͛ƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐWŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕
ŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐ/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
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dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞWƌŽũĞĐƚͲ 3+
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚŽĐĐƵƌǁŝƚŚWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ƚŽƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘/ŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƚŚĞ/Z͕ŝŶƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇ͕ĂƐƐĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚĂůůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐďŽƚŚĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘EĞŝƚŚĞƌƚŚĞ
/ZŽƌƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĨĂĐƚƐŽƌĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͘dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŝƐĂůĂĐŬ

ϭϯ

dŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƉƵďůŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂŶĚĂƐƐƵĐŚŝƚŝƐŽĨĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ
ŝƚďĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕/ZĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘dŚĂƚŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞĐĂƐĞĂŶĚĂƐƐƵĐŚ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZĂŶĚƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƉŽůŝĐǇƉĂƉĞƌƐĂŶĚĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐŵƵƐƚ
ďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ͕ƐƚĂďůĞ͕ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘

ϭϮ


ŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůƐĞǀĞƌŝƚǇĂŶĚĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘&ŽƌĂWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿƚŚĂƚǁŝůůŐƵŝĚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
ƌĞĂĨŽƌϮϱǇĞĂƌƐ;ƵŶƚŝůϮϬϰϬͿĂŶĚůŝŬĞůǇďĞƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨƐƚƌĞĂŵůŝŶĞĚƉĞƌŵŝƚƚŝŶŐĨŽƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ;ƐĞĞĞ͘Ő͕͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞϭͲϳͿ͕ŝƚŝƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ/ZĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞůǇ
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞŝƚƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͘
/ŶƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƌĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZƉŽŝŶƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͗/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ;/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆĂƚƉĂŐĞƐ
ϳϳƚŽϴϴͿ͖/ZŚĂƉƚĞƌ//͕WƌŽũĞĐƚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͖ĂŶĚ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ/s͘>ĂŶĚhƐĞĂŶĚ>ĂŶĚhƐĞ
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/Ͳϯ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚ
ŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĐŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ŶŽŝƐĞĂŶĚ
ƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚƵƚŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŽƚŚĞƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĂƌĞĂƐĂŶĚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĞƐĞ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƌĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽƉŝĐƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ďƵƚĨŝŶĚƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽďĞ
ůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘
/ŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕YƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƚŽƉŝĐƐ;ƐĞĞƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞ
ϳϳͿ͗
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x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ;ĨŽƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞďǇƉƌŽƉŽƐŝŶŐŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐͿŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ;ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƌŽĂĚƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞͿ͍
x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐŽƌĐƌĞĂƚĞ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͍
x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŶƵŵďĞƌƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ͕ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ͍
/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞƐƵůƚ
ŝŶĂŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐũŽďƐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚ͕ϭϰƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ;ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ
ŐĂƐ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŽĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘
dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĨŽƌĂůůŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͘


ϭϰ

:ŽďƐͲ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŝĐĞƐŽƌƌĞŶƚƐĂƌĞŵĂƚĐŚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂůũŽďƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞƐ͘
:ŽďƐͲ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐďĂůĂŶĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂŐĞŶĞƌĂůƐĞŶƐĞŽĨŚŽǁŝŶŽƌŽƵƚŽĨďĂůĂŶĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƚŽĨŝƚƚŚĞůŽĐĂůǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞŵĂǇ
ďĞ͘:ŽďƐͲ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚŵŽƌĞŐƌĂŶƵůĂƌƐĞŶƐĞŽĨǁŚĞƚŚĞƌʹĞǀĞŶŝĨŝŶďĂůĂŶĐĞʹůŽĐĂů
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂƌĞĂďůĞƚŽƌĞƐŝĚĞůŽĐĂůůǇŽƌŵƵƐƚĐŽŵŵƵƚĞůŽŶŐĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌ
ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͘tŝƚŚŽƵƚũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƌĞĂĚŝůǇĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞƵƐŝŶŐĞŶƐƵƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĚĂƚĂ͕ŝƚŝƐŶŽƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌ
ƚŚĞ/ZƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞŵĂŶǇWƌŽũĞĐƚͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĂŶĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ͘

ϭϯ


&ŝƌƐƚ͕ĂƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ͕ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĨŝŶŝƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶĂƐƚŽƚŚĞ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘&ŽƌƚŚŝƐƚŽƉŝĐ͕ƚŚĞ/ZƌĞůŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĨŽƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘
,ĞƌĞ͕ĂƐŶŽƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ
ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ͕ĂůůŽǁĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƚĂŝůƐ͘ŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚ
ŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞ͕ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĂŶĚŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ;ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůďĂƐĞůŝŶĞͿŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐĂŶĚ
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͕ƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌĂŶĚƚǇƉĞŽĨũŽďƐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŽƚŚĞƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĨŽƌĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘&ŽƌƚŚĞƐĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĂůŽŶĞ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝƚŚ
ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƚŚĞǇĂƌĞůŝŬĞůǇ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘
^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĞƌƌƐŝŶƌĞůǇŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͛ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƐƚŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĂŶĚũŽďĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͛ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐ
2&61
ŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŽƌǇŝŶƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐĂƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽƉŝĐďĞůŽǁ͘
x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ;ĨŽƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞďǇƉƌŽƉŽƐŝŶŐŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐͿŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ;ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƌŽĂĚƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞͿ͍
dŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƚŚŝƐŝŵƉĂĐƚŝƐ>ĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϮ͕/ZŝŶƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚ
ƉĂŐĞ/ͲϮ͘
dŚĞďĂƐŝƐĨŽƌƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĂƚĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚ
ŝŶŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĚĞŶƐŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐǌŽŶŝŶŐ͕ƚŚĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚďĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚƉƵƌƐƵĂŶƚƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚǌŽŶŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐǁŽƵůĚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚũŽďŐƌŽǁƚŚĂůƌĞĂĚǇŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĨŽƌ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕
ĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽĐĐƵƌǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚǇďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͕ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŽƌŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϮ͘
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͗
͞ZĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽĂŶĚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ŶŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ
ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐŽƌǀĂƌŝĂŶƚƐǁŽƵůĚƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚĞŶĞǁƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽƌũŽďŐƌŽǁƚŚǁŝƚŚŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ
ƚŚĂƚŝƐŶŽƚĂůƌĞĂĚǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽĐĐƵƌďǇƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘&Žƌ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ƚŚŝƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨ
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϬϭ͕ϬϬϬŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐĂŶĚϭϵϭ͕ϬϬϬũŽďƐĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĞƌŝŽĚĨƌŽŵϮϬϭϬƚŽ
ϮϬϰϬ;ƐĞĞ'ƌŽǁƚŚŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚŝŶ>ŽĐĂůĂŶĚZĞŐŝŽŶĂůWůĂŶƐ͕ĂďŽǀĞͿ͘dŚĞWůĂŶƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ
ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƚƌŝŐŐĞƌƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌƌŽĂĚǁĂǇĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƐŽƌƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨ
ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŝŶƚŽƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇƵŶƐĞƌǀĞĚĂƌĞĂƐ͘ZĂƚŚĞƌďǇĂůůŽǁŝŶŐĨŽƌŵŽƌĞĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ
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FRQW G

ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͕ĂŶĚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŶŐŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚĂƚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŽĐĐƵƌǁŝƚŚŝŶ^ĂŶ
&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƉůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŽĨĂůůĞǀŝĂƚŝŶŐ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇĂŶĚƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐĚĞŶƐŝƚǇŝŶƚŚĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇ
ƵƌďĂŶŝǌĞĚĂŶĚƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲƌŝĐŚWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĂƚĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚďǇƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐ͕ĞŝƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŽƌ
ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŝŵƉĂĐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ
ĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϰ͘
/ŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ƚŚĞ
/ZƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŝŶƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐŝƚƐ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŵĂŶǇƌĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝƐ
ĨůĂǁĞĚ͘&ŝƌƐƚ͕ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚũŽď
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƌĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨĂĐƚƐƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͘dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ
ĂŶĚƚŚĞ/ZĂƌĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐĂŶŶŽƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĂƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ͘^ĞĞĞ͘Ő͕͘dĂďůĞϰ͕ϱĂŶĚϲŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚdĂďůĞ/sͲϭŝŶƚŚĞ/Z
2&61
ĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϲ͘^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚďŽƚŚĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚ
FRQW G
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝƐŶŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ĨĂĐƚƐŽƌ
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĂƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͘dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĐůĞĂƌůǇǁŝůůĂĚĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƚŽƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͕ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞũŽďƐƚŽ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĂůůŽǁƐƵƉƚŽϱϲ͕ϰϬϬŶĞǁũŽďƐ
ďǇϮϬϰϬĂŶĚĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϯ͕ϰϬϬ͘EĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿ
ƚŽƚĂůĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϯ͕ϮϬϬĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞ
ϴϱ͘ϭϱĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚŝƐƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶũŽďƐ͕ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞƐ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƚǇĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶŝƚƐĞůĨ͞ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϬ͘dŚŝƐŝƐƐŝŵƉůǇǁƌŽŶŐ͘dŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿďǇĂůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŝŶƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂŶĚ͞ƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂůůŽǁĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͟ǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶ
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ͛ƐƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͖ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĂƚŵƵƐƚďĞĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z
ĂŶĚǁĞƌĞŶŽƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶŝƚǇͲǁŝĚĞŽƌƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƉůĂŶƐŽƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘
;/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϴƚŽ/sͲϭϬͿ͘dŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŝƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŶĚͬŽƌŝƚǇͲǁŝĚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŝƐĐŽŶƚƌĂƌǇƚŽ
Y͛ƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƚŽĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨĂWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ
;ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐͿĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘ǇĂŶǇŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ͕ƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨƚŚĞ
ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
ŶĞǁŐƌŽǁƚŚŽĨũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂƐǁĞůů͘
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗

ϭϱ

/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĞǁŽƌƚŚǇƚŚĞƐĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞǀĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƚŚĂŶƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶ͕/Z͕
&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇƉĂƉĞƌƐ͘^ĞĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ'ƌŽǁƚŚ/ŶĚƵĐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚŝƐůĞƚƚĞƌĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨƚŚĞǀĂƐƚůǇ
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘

ϭϱ


o ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ĂůůŽǁĞĚĂŶĚďƌŽŬĞŶŽƵƚďǇƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŶĞǁŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ;ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚďǇŐĞŶĞƌĂů
ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨũŽďĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐďǇŐĞŶĞƌĂůƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞͿ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘dŽƌĞƐŽůǀĞƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ
ĂŶĚĐŽŶĨƵƐŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/Z͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚEKWͬ/^ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ
ƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶĂĚǀĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŶĞǁƌĂĨƚ/Z͘
o ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĂŶĚƵƉƚŽĚĂƚĞďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ;ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶͿŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚ
ŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚƵŶŝƚƐ͕ƚǇƉĞŽĨƵŶŝƚƐ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ƐĞŶŝŽƌ͕ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕
ŽƚŚĞƌͿŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ;ďǇŐĞŶĞƌĂůĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨũŽďƐ͖
Ğ͘Ő͕͘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͕ƚĞĐŚ͕ĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂůƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞƐͿ͘ϭϲ
o ŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŐƌŽǁƚŚŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨďŽƚŚĚŝƌĞĐƚ;ŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐŽƌ
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐͿĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ;ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐͿ͘dŚĞ 2&61
FRQW G
ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂŽƵƌƚƐŚĂǀĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚĂĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶͲ
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘tŚĞŶĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ĂŶĚ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞ
ŶƵŵďĞƌĂŶĚƚǇƉĞŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƚŚĂƚƉĞƌƐŽŶƐǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂĐĂŶ
ďĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚƚŽƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ͕ĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞƉƌŽďĂďůĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŽƐĞƵŶŝƚƐ͘dŚĞ
/ZĂůƐŽƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚ
ƉƵďůŝĐĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘/ĨŝƚŝƐ
ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂůĂĐŬƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƵŶŝƚƐĂŶĚͬŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ƚŚĞ/Z
ƐŚŽƵůĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĂƚĨĂĐƚĂŶĚĞǆƉůĂŝŶƚŚĂƚĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝůůŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞƚĂŬĞŶĂŶĚǁŚĂƚ
ƚŚĂƚĂĐƚŝŽŶĞŶƚĂŝůƐƐŽƚŚĂƚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĐĂŶďĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚ͘KŶĐĞ
ƚŚĞ/ZĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐƚŚĞĂĐƚŝŽŶŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚ
ƉƵďůŝĐĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͕YƚŚĞŶƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĂŶĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨƐƵĐŚĂĐƚŝŽŶ͘
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚƵƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚǁŽĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚĂŶĚůŽŐŝĐĂůƐƚĞƉƐ͘&ŝƌƐƚ͕ĂŶ
/ZŵƵƐƚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚĂƚĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚĐĂƵƐĞ͕
ďŽƚŚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ͘^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůů
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĂƐĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚǁŝƚŚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚŽƐĞĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂƌĞ
ůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞŶĞǁƚŽƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇǁŚĂƚƚŚĞƚǇƉĞƐŽĨĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƐƵƌĂƚĞƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞƐŵĂǇďĞ͘ϭϳ'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐƉƉǆ͘'^ĞĐƚŝŽŶy//;ĂͿĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŶŐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘dŚĞ/ZĂůƐŽŵƵƐƚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞ

ϭϲ

ůůĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞďǇĐĞŶƐƵƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞĂĚŝůǇĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞĚĂƚĂƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘
dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƉĂƌĂŵĞƚĞƌƐĨŽƌŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂĐůĞĂƌƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƚǇƉĞŽĨŶĞǁ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚĨƌŽŵWůĂŶĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĂƚŝƐŚŽǁƚŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚďǇ^ĞŝĨĞů
ŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐ͕/ŶĐ͕͘ǁĂƐĂďůĞƚŽĚĞƌŝǀĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƉƌŽƚŽƚǇƉŝĐĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů
^KDWůĂŶ͘dŚŝƐƐĂŵĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞƚĂŬĞŶƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ͘
ϭϳ

ϭϲ


ŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŚĂƚĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĐĂƵƐĞ͕ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞůŽĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇƐŽ
ƚŚĂƚŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĚƌĂǁŶĞǁƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽƌďǇƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƚŚĂƚ
ĂůůŽǁƐŶĞǁƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϱϭϮϲ͘Ϯ;ĚͿ;͞ŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ
ƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐŽƵůĚĨŽƐƚĞƌĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐŽƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘͘͘͘͞Ϳ͘
^ƚĞƉƚǁŽŝŶĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚŝƐƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚŶĞǁĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚƵƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚŶŽƚ
ŽŶůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŝŶĚƵĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ďƵƚĂůƐŽǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƐƵĐŚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚǁŽƵůĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕ϭϴĐŚŝůĚĐĂƌĞĂŶĚƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ
ƉƉǆ͘'^ĞĐƚŝŽŶy//;ĂͿ͘;ĐͿ͘/ĨŶĞǁĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶǁŝůůŽĐĐƵƌ͕ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞŶĞǁ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚƉůĂĐĞĚĞŵĂŶĚƐŽŶƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƐĐŚŽŽůƐĂŶĚƌŽĂĚƐ͘'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ
ƉƉǆ͘'^ĞĐƚŝŽŶy///;ĂͿ͘dŚĞ/ZƚŚĂŶŵƵƐƚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ
2&61
ƐƵĐŚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŝĨƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͘
FRQW G
,ĞƌĞƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƌĞůŝĞĚŽŶďǇƚŚĞ/ZĨŽƌƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨĂŝůĞĚƚŽĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚůǇĂŶĚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇ
ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚĐĂƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘dŚĞ/Z
ĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŶĚƵĐĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽŵŽǀĞƚŽƚŚĞ
ĂƌĞĂ͕ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ĂƐ
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶĚĞƚĂŝůĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶĨĂŝůƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĂƚWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐǁŝůůďĞ
ůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘
dŚŝƐŝƐƚŽŽƐŝŵƉůŝƐƚŝĐĂĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͕ĂƐŶŽƐŝŶŐůĞĨĂĐƚŽƌĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐǁŚĞƚŚĞƌĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůů
ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚƌŝŐŐĞƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞǁŽƵůĚ
ĂůŵŽƐƚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŶĞǁĂŶĚĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŝŶũĞĐƚŶĞǁŵŽŶĞǇŝŶƚŽƚŚĞůŽĐĂů
ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘ůĂƌŐĞƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚŝƐ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͕ǁŽƵůĚƐƵƌĞůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĞŵĂŶĚŽŶƐĐŚŽŽůƐĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ƌĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚƐ͕ŐƌŽĐĞƌǇƐƚŽƌĞƐ͕ŵĞĚŝĐĂůĐĂƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚĚŽŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞǆŝƐƚƚŽƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞ
ƉůĂŶŶĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘dŚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŽĨϮϱ͕ϬϬϬŶĞǁƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚŽǀĞƌϲϯ͕ϬϬϬũŽďƐǁŝůůĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌĂĨƵůůƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͕ĚĂǇĐĂƌĞ͕ƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ĨŝƌĞ͕ŵĞĚŝĐĂůĂŶĚ
ŵŽƌĞ͘dŚŝƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĚƵĐĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐƚŽĞǆƉĂŶĚĂŶĚŶĞǁ
ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐǁŽƵůĚĐƌŽƉƵƉƚŽƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘dŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ
ŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂŶĚĚƌĂǁŶĞǁƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ǁŚŽŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽŶĞĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘EĞŝƚŚĞƌ/ZŶŽƌ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƐĞ

ϭϴ

dŚĞ/ZĚĞĨĞƌƐƚŚĞƉůĂŶĨŽƌĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽĂĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂŶĚƌĞǀŝĞǁďǇ
^&&ĂŶĚ^&W͘WƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂͲǁŝĚĞĂŶĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z͘ĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚƵŶƚŝůůĂƚĞƌƌĞŶĚĞƌƐƵŶůŝŬĞůǇƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ
ƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůĐƌĞĂƚĞ͘

ϭϳ


ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐWůĂŶŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǌŽŶĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ
ƚŽĨĂǀŽƌŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽǀĞƌŽƚŚĞƌŬŝŶĚƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĨĂǀŽƌŝŶŐŽĨĨŝĐĞƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚ
ŚŽƚĞůƐϭϵ͘/ZĂƚ//Ͳϭϯ͘dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨĨĂǀŽƌŝŶŐŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŽǀĞƌƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝƐ
ůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞĂŶĞǀĞŶŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƚŚĂŶĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞĂŶĚũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚ͘dŚĞ
ĚŝƌĞĐƚĂŶĚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚŝƐŐƌŽǁƚŚŵƵƐƚďĞĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞĚĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĚ
ƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚ/Z͘
dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĂƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĨůĂǁ͘dŚĞ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĞŶĨŽƌĐĞĂďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ
ƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚƚŽďĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĨĞĂƐŝďůĞ
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞůŝŬĞůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŶĞǁǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĂŶĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘ǆĂŵƉůĞƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞŬŝŶĚƐŽĨŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͕ďƵƚĂƌĞŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽ͕ƚŚĞ
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o /ŶĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƐƚƌŝĐƚƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚŝŶŐĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƐĞŶŝŽƌ͕ĚĞĞĚ
ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚĂŶĚĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚůŽǁĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĂůůŽǁĂďůĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨ
ŶĞǁŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƵƐĞƐ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ĐĂƉŽŶŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƵƐĞƐͿ͕ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƚŽďĞďƵŝůƚĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚǁŝƚŚŽƌƉƌŝŽƌƚŽ
ŶĞǁŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂ;ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞ
ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞdƌĞĂƐƵƌĞ/ƐůĂŶĚĂŶĚ^ŚŝƉǇĂƌĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌůŽĐĂůĂŶĚ
ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐͿ͘
o ƉƉƌŽǀĂůĂŶĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂƐƚƌĞĞƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƉůĂŶƚŽƐĞƌǀĞ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚƌĞǀŝĞǁĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǀĂůďǇ^&&ĂŶĚ^&WƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĞǁ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůůŽǁĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ͘dŚŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚ
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z͘
o ^&&ĂŶĚ^&WƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƌĞǀŝĞǁƐĂŶĚƉůĂŶƐƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĞǁŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐ͘
o WŽůŝĐǇ͕ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ;ƐͿŝŶƉůĂĐĞĨŽƌĂƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŵŝǆŝŶĂůůŶĞǁ
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĨĂŵŝůǇŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůůŽǁĞĚ
ďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘dŚĞƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶĂ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z͘


ϭϵ

,ŽƚĞůƐŶŽƚŽƌŝŽƵƐĨŽƌůŽǁĞƌƉĂǇŝŶŐŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůŝƚǇũŽďƐ͖ũŽďƐƚŚĂƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĂƌĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽĨŝůůŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĚƵĞƚŽ
ƚŚĞĂƐƚƌŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇŚŝŐŚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽƐƚƐĂŶĚůĂĐŬŽĨƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚͲ
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŽĨŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ
ũŽďƐƐŝŶĐĞŝƚŝƐƚŚĞǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĞůŽǁĞƌƉĂǇŝŶŐũŽďƐƚŚĂƚůŝŬĞůǇǁŝůůďĞƚƌĂǀĞůŝŶŐƚŚĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƐƚĨƌŽŵ
ǁŽƌŬĂŶĚŚŽŵĞ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŶŽĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚŝƐŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͘

ϭϴ


o hƉƚŽƚŚƌĞĞŶĞǁƐŝƚĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂŶĚĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚĨŽƌŶĞǁƉĂƌŬƐƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĞǁ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĨĞĞƐĂƐƐƵƌĞĚĨŽƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚŽƐĞƉĂƌŬƐ͘ƚůĞĂƐƚŽŶĞ
ŶĞǁƉĂƌŬƵŶĚĞƌĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚǁŝƚŚŽƌƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ĂůůŽǁĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘
o ZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂŵŽŶŐ
ŽƚŚĞƌƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ͕ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĚƵĐĞĚŚĞŝŐŚƚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ŚŝŐŚƌŝƐĞƐĞǆĐĞƉƚǁŚĞƌĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŚƵďƐ͘ĐĂƉƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽ
ďĞƉůĂĐĞĚŽŶƚŽƚĂůŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƵŶƚŝůƉůĂŶĞǆƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶϮϬϰϬ͘
dŚĞƐĞĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŵƵƐƚďĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŝŶĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ
ƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚĂĐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇƚŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ
WůĂŶĂŶĚ/ZƐĞƚƚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĐŽƐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ
ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚůĂǇŝŶŐŽƵƚĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽĨƵŶĚŝŶŐŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞ
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x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͍
dŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚďĞǇŽŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϰ͘/Ŷ
ƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͞ďĞǇŽŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚƐ͟ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĨĂŝůƐƚŽƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽƚŚĞŬĞǇƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶʹǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐƌĞĂƚĞ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐʹƚŚĞƌĞďǇĂǀŽŝĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘
dŚĞďĂƐŝƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͛Ɛ;ĂŶĚ/Z͛ƐͿĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐůĞƐƐ
ƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝƐƚǁŽĨŽůĚ͗&ŝƌƐƚƚŚĞƉůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞĨĨĞĐƚƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂŶĚ
ƐĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚĞƉůĂŶŵĞƌĞůǇĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƐƉůĂŶŶĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͗
͞ƐĂƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞĨĨĞĐƚƐďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌ
ǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŶĞǁƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůũŽďƐĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϰ͘͞dŚĞŐŽĂůŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶŝƐƚŽ
ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĂŶĚƚŽƐŚĂƉĞĂŶĚ
ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŽƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĂŶĚƚŽƐŚĂƉĞĂŶĚĚŝƌĞĐƚ
ƚŚĂƚŐƌŽǁƚŚƚŽǁĂƌĚĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘ĞĐĂƵƐĞ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽŝƐĂƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůũŽďĐĞŶƚĞƌ͕
ĂŶĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŝƐŶĞĂƌƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůƚƌĂŶƐŝƚůŝŶĞƐ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐŽŶĞŽĨ
ƚŚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĨŽƌŶĞǁŽĨĨŝĐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďĞůŽǁ͕ƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚŽĨĨŝĐĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŽĨĨƐĞƚďǇŶĞǁ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚďŽƚŚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƚǇĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ͕ĂƐ
ǁĞůůĂƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚ
ƉĂŐĞƐϴϰͲϴϱ͘

ϭϵ


͞KǀĞƌĂůů͕ƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞůǇĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐĨƌŽŵWůĂŶͲŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚďǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐƵƉƉůǇ͕ƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇǁŝƚŚŝŶ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĂŶĚĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐͲƚŚĂŶͲ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϲ͘
/ŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿ͕
ƚŚĞ/ZƐŝŵƉůǇĚĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͘
dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŵĂŶǇƌĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿŝƐĨůĂǁĞĚ͘&ŝƌƐƚ͕ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚũŽďŐƌŽǁƚŚĨŝŐƵƌĞƐĂƌĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨĂĐƚƐƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͘zĞƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/ZĐŽŶƚĂŝŶǀĂƐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĨŝŐƵƌĞƐĂƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐůĞƚƚĞƌ͘^ĞĞĞ͘Ő͕͘dĂďůĞϰ͕ϱ
ĂŶĚϲŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚdĂďůĞ/sͲϭŝŶƚŚĞ/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/sͲϲ͘^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĂƌĞĂǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝƐŶŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ĨĂĐƚƐŽƌĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĂƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͘dŽ
ƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂƌǇ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿǁŝůůĂĚĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƚŽƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͕ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĞĂĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞũŽďƐƚŽŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ͘
2&61
^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĂůůŽǁƐŽǀĞƌϱϲ͕ϰϬϬϮϬŶĞǁũŽďƐďǇϮϬϰϬĂŶĚĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶ
FRQW G
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϯ͕ϰϬϬ͘^ŽƵƌĐĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͘EĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿƚŽƚĂů
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϯ͕ϮϬϬĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ;ƉĂŐĞϴϱͿĂŶĚϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ
ƚŽƚŚĞ/Z͘dŚƵƐ͕ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞũŽďŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ƚŚĂŶŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ĞǆĂĐĞƌďĂƚŝŶŐĂŶĂůƌĞĂĚǇĞǆƚƌĞŵĞũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞŝŶďŽƚŚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ
ĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƚǇĂŶĚZĞŐŝŽŶ͕ĐĂƵƐŝŶŐǁŽƌŬĞƌƐƚŽĐŽŵŵƵƚĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƌĂŶĚŝŶƚƵƌŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐǀĞŚŝĐůĞ
ŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚĂďŽǀĞƚŚĂƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͘/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐŝŶƚƵƌŶǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶ
ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞŐĂƐ
ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶĂĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ/ZƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĐĂůůĞĚŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
o ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕ƐƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚ
ŝŶŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚƵŶŝƚƐ͕ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ;ďǇŐĞŶĞƌĂůĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨũŽďͿ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘dŽƌĞƐŽůǀĞƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶĨƵƐŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂŶĚ/Z͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚEKWͬ/^ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ
ƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶĂĚǀĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŶĞǁƌĂĨƚ/Z͘
o ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ͕ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĂŶĚƵƉƚŽĚĂƚĞďĂƐĞůŝŶĞŽƌƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚƵŶŝƚƐ͕ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ;ďǇŐĞŶĞƌĂůĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇŽĨũŽďƐ͖Ğ͘Ő͕͘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͕ƚĞĐŚ͕ƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞƐ͕ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ͘

ϮϬ

dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂůůŽǁƐĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞũŽďƐʹϲϯ͕ϲϬϬʹƌĞŶĚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞĞǀĞŶŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ
ƚŚĂŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͘

ϮϬ


o ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐũŽďͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚũŽďƐͲŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŝƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂďƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶŽĨŶĞǁũŽďƐ;ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚͿŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚǇƉĞĂŶĚƐĂůĂƌǇƌĂŶŐĞƐĂŶĚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƌĞŶƚƐĂŶĚ
ƉƌŝĐĞƐ͘
o ŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘dŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŵƵƐƚďĞďĂƐĞĚŽŶĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚ
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘
dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĂƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĨůĂǁ͘/ŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ŝƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ 2&61
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĂƚĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͘dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z
FRQW G
ŵƵƐƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŚŽǁŵƵĐŚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐǁŝůůďĞŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞŝƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͍tŚĞƌĞǁŝůůƚŚĂƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŶĞĞĚďĞŵĞƚĞŝƚŚĞƌŝŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͍
/ĨŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƚůŝŬĞůǇŝƐ͕ǁŚĞƌĞǁŝůůƚŚĂƚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚʹŝŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂŽƌďĞǇŽŶĚ͍tŚĂƚĂƌĞƚŚĞƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͍tŝůůŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌŝŶĚƵĐĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĂƚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽŚŽƵƐĞŶĞǁWƌŽũĞĐƚĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ͍/ĨƐŽ͕
ǁŚĞƌĞǁŝůůƚŚĂƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚ͍ŶĚƐŽŽŶ͘dŚĞ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂ
ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĞŶĨŽƌĐĞĂďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ
ƚŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚƚŽďĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ
ĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞůŝŬĞůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŶĞǁǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĂŶĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘^ĞĞĂďŽǀĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶĂ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z͘
x tŽƵůĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐŽƌĐƌĞĂƚĞ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͍
dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇůĞĂĚƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨůŽǁĂŶĚŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞŝŶĐŽŵĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
2&61
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǌŽŶŝŶŐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐĨŽƌŶĞǁŶŽŶͲ
2&
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŽǀĞƌϭϬ͕ϬϬϬƉĞŽƉůĞůŝǀĞŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů
^KDŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŽƌWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂŝŶĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳϴϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘dŚĞƐĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂƌĞ
ĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĞƚŚŶŝĐĂůůǇĂŶĚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇǁŝƚŚĂďŽƵƚϲϬйŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
ƉĞŽƉůĞŽĨĐŽůŽƌ͘ϮϭůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŵĞĚŝĂŶŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚŝŶĐŽŵĞŝƐƐůŝŐŚƚůǇŚŝŐŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŝƚǇ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͕ƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŚĂƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚůĞǀĞůƐŽĨƉŽǀĞƌƚǇǁŝƚŚϯϭйŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ůŝǀŝŶŐĂƚŽƌďĞůŽǁϮϬϬйŽĨƚŚĞƉŽǀĞƌƚǇƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚ͘ϮϮzĞƚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
;WůĂŶͿǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĂůĂƌŐĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐŽƌŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐŝŵƉĂĐƚůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/Z
ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϲ͘dŚĞ/ZƌĞĂĐŚĞƐƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ

Ϯϭ

^&ĞƉƚŽĨWƵďůŝĐ,ĞĂůƚŚ͕ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů,ĞĂůƚŚ͕^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ,ĞĂůƚŚƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͗ĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ
WůĂŶ͕ƉĂŐĞϲ;ϭϭͲϯϬͲϭϮͿ͘
ϮϮ
/Ě͘Ɖ͘Ϯϭ

Ϯϭ


ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĐŽƵůĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĞĚĞŵŽůŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ
ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͘dŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐŝŶƐŚŽƌƚ͗
͞&ƌŽŵƚŚĞƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐƚŽĐŬ͕ƚŚĞůŽƐƐŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚďĞŽĨĨƐĞƚďǇƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƵƉƚŽĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ
ϭϯ͕ϮϬϬŶĞƚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ;/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇƉĂŐĞϴϲͿǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽ
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĂƐŚĂƐďĞĞŶŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐĂŶĚŝƐĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ
ƚŽŽĐĐƵƌŝŶƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞ͕ŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞĨĞĞƐƉĂŝĚĨŽƌƚŚĞũŽďƐͬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐůŝŶŬĂŐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĂŶĚ
/ŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶĂƌǇĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘͟/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞƐϴϲͲϴϳ͘
dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚƐƚŚŝƐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϱ͕ŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐƌĞĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂďŽƵƚϭϵ͕ϵϬϬƵŶŝƚƐ͕ĨĂƌƐƵƌƉĂƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĂďŽƵƚϭϭ͕ϳϬϬϮϯƵŶŝƚƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽďĞĐƌĞĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂďǇϮϬϰϬ͘dŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
WƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĨĞǁĞƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐʹĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳ͕ϱϬϬͲͲƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐŝŶĂŶ
ĞǀĞŶůĂƌŐĞƌŐĂƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶŶĞǁĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂĂŶĚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽ
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĂĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĂƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƚŚŝƐŝŵƉĂĐƚĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŶĞĞĚǁŝůů
ďĞŵĞƚĂŶĚǁŚĞƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶǁŚĞƌĞ͕ƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨ 2&61
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ƚŚĂƚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘
dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂůƐŽĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƵŶŝƚƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚďĞĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĂƐƚŽŽƐƉĞĐƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽĐŽŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͕ƌĞĂƐŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞŶƐŝƚǇĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚ
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽĚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚŽĨĨƐĞƚĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚƵŶŝƚƐ͕Ă͘
/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϴϳ͘dŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƵŶŝƚƐŽƌƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƵŶŝƚƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ
ĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐŶŽƚƐƉĞĐƵůĂƚŝǀĞ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĞǆŝƐƚƐƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞ
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƌĂŶŐĞŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚďĞĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚĂƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚďǇ
ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐŚĂĚŽǁĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ/ZĂŶĚƚŚĞĞƋƵĂůůǇĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘^ƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
ƚŚĂƚ͞ǁŽƵůĚŽĐĐƵƌƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͟ůŝƐƚĞĚĂƚƉĂŐĞƐ/sͲϴƚŽ/sͲϭϬƉůƵƐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐůŝƐƚĞĚĂƚ
/sͲϭϭƚŽ/sͲϭϮĂůƐŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂďĂƐŝƐĨŽƌĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƵŶŝƚƐĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘
&ŽƌƚŚĞƐĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŚĞ/ZƚĂŬĞƐƚŽĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚĨĂůůƐƐŚŽƌƚŽĨ
Y͛ƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶĂĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ/ZƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚ
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
o ŵĂƉĂŶĚƚĞǆƚĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŶƵŵďĞƌĂŶĚĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ͕ĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚĂŶĚƐĞŶŝŽƌͿŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘dŚŝƐ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƵŶŝƚƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚƌĞǀĞƌƚƚŽ

Ϯϯ

dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚĐƌĞĂƚĞŽŶůǇϳ͕ϱϬϬŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘

ϮϮ


ŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞĚƵĞƚŽůŝŵŝƚĞĚĚƵƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚŽƐĞƵŶŝƚƐƵŶĚĞƌ
ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƚĞƌŵƐ͘
o ŶŽǀĞƌůĂǇŽĨƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚǌŽŶŝŶŐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŶŐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ŽǀĞƌůĂƉŽƌĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƵŶŝƚƐ͘
o ŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů;ǁŽƌƐƚĐĂƐĞͿĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƵŶŝƚƐďƌŽŬĞŶĚŽǁŶďǇ
ŵĂƌŬĞƚƌĂƚĞ͕ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞĂŶĚĚĞĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƚǁŽŝŶƉƵƚƐĂďŽǀĞ͘/Ŷ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞŽĨƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚ͘
o ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŽǁƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇŝƚǇƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĂŶĚĐŽĚĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐǁŽƵůĚ
ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂǀŽŝĚĂŶĐĞ;ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶͿŽƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƵŶŝƚƐĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚďǇŶĞǁ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŐĞŶƚƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĚƵĞƚŽĂůŝŬĞůǇƌŝƐĞŝŶƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌ
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dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĂƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĨůĂǁ͘/ŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ŝƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŚŽǁŵƵĐŚ͕ǁŚĞƌĞĂŶĚǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚ
ŝƐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŽƌƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƐƉĞĐŝĂůŶĞĞĚƐ͘dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇŚŽǁ
ƚŚĞƐĞƵŶŝƚƐǁŝůůďĞƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚŝĨĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚĂŶĚǁŚĞƌĞ͘dŚĞ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚƚŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂ
ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂŶĚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĞŶĨŽƌĐĞĂďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ
ƚŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚƚŽďĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ
ĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞůŝŬĞůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŶĞǁǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞĂŶĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘^ĞĞĂďŽǀĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨĨĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶĂ
ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z͘
ϯ͘ dŚĞ/Z͛ƐŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌWƵďůŝĐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐ
/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
/ŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĂŶĂůǇǌŝŶŐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ŝŶƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů
^ƚƵĚǇ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ĨŝƌĞ
ĂŶĚƐĐŚŽŽůƐǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞƐϭϭϴƚŽϭϮϰ͕
/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/ͲϮ͘ƐƐƚĂƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĞƌƌƐŝŶƌĞůǇŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
ƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŝƐŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƚŚĂŶ
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ƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŝƐĂůĂĐŬŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐĞǀĞƌŝƚǇĂŶĚĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ĨŝƌĞ͕ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ĐŚŝůĚĐĂƌĞĂŶĚ
ŚĞĂůƚŚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ĂŵŽŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ͘
dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐƚŚĂƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂůůŽǁĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶĂŶĚ
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚůĂŶĚƵƐĞŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĚĞŵĂŶĚ
ĨŽƌƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ^ƚĂƚŝŽŶ;ŝŶϮϬϭϯͿƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƐĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϮϱйŽĨ
ƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐĐĂůůĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͘/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϭϮϬ͘dŚŝƐůĞǀĞůŽĨĐĂůůƐĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞŚĂƐůŝŬĞůǇŐŽŶĞ
ƵƉƐŝŶĐĞϮϬϭϯĚƵĞƚŽŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĂŶĚĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ͘
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dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͛ƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽƉŽůŝĐĞ͕ĨŝƌĞĂŶĚĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝƐĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ͕
ŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚƵŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚĨĂĐƚƐ͘tŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĨŝƌĞ͕ƉŽůŝĐĞŽƌĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐ͗
͙͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŽƌƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůůǇĂůƚĞƌĞĚ
ƉŽůŝĐĞƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͕ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŝŵƉĂĐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘dŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨĂŶǇŶĞǁŽƌƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůůǇĂůƚĞƌĞĚĨŝƌĞĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂƌĞĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶŽƚŚĞƌ
ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚŝƐ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŽƌǁŝůůďĞĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͘͟/Z
ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϭϮϭ͘
dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ^&&ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚƐŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐŽĨŝƚƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂŶĚ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŝŵĞƐĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽĚŽƐŽŝŶƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŐƌŽǁƚŚŽǀĞƌƚŚĞůŝĨĞƚŝŵĞ
ŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ͖ĂƐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĞǆĐƵƐĞĨŽƌĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘dŚĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ
/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂůƐŽŝŐŶŽƌĞƐƚŚĞůŝŬĞůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂƌĞŝŶƚŚĞĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚĂŶĚƉƌĞƐƵŵĂďůǇƵŶĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚ
ďǇƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŐƌŝĚůŽĐŬ͘
dŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĨĂůůƐƐŚŽƌƚŽĨY͛ƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ĨĂĐƚƐĂŶĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝŶĂŶĞǁ/ZƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŵƵƐƚďĞ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
x ^ĞƚƚŝŶŐ;ďĂƐĞůŝŶĞͿŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƵƉƚŽĚĂƚĞĐĂůůƐĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŝŵĞƐĨŽƌƉŽůŝĐĞ͕
ĨŝƌĞĂŶĚĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞ^&&ĂŶĚ^&W͛ƐƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐĨŽƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƉĞƌ
ĐĂƉŝƚĂ͕ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͘dŚŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨ
ƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂŶĚĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƵŶŵĞƚĚĞŵĂŶĚƐĨŽƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ
ĂŶĚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘
x ĐĐƵƌĂƚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďƵƚŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶďǇƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚĂůůŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚĂďƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶŽĨ
ƚŚĞƚǇƉĞƐŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞŶĞĞĚƐǀĂƌǇďǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚǇƉĞ͘
x ĐůĞĂƌĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐĂĚŽƉƚĞĚƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐĨŽƌĂůůƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŝŵƉĂĐƚĞĚďǇ
ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŝŵĞƐ͕ƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůƉĞƌƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ͘
x ĂƐĞĚŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶ
ĐĂůůƐ͕ƚǇƉĞƐŽĨĐĂůůďĂƐĞĚŽŶƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚŶĞĞĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂĚŽƉƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ͘
dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ;WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂͿĨĂĐĞƐ͞ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚǀŝŽůĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇĐƌŝŵĞƌĂƚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇϮϰ͘ʹĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞƚŚĞĐƌŝŵĞ͘dŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨŽǀĞƌϲϯ͕ϬϬϬŶĞǁũŽďƐĂŶĚϮϯ͕ϰϬϬƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ƉŽůŝĐĞĂŶĚĨŝƌĞƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůĂŶĚůŝŬĞůǇĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ
ŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂƌŽĂĚƐǁŝůůůŝŬĞůǇƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŝŵĞƐƵŶůĞƐƐĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů

Ϯϰ

^&ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨWƵďůŝĐ,ĞĂůƚŚ͕ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů,ĞĂůƚŚ͕^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ,ĞĂůƚŚƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͗ĞŶƚƌĂů
ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶ͕Ɖ͘ϰ͘

Ϯϰ


2&61
FRQW G

ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐĂƌĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ƐƵďͲƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞů͕ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
2&61
ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ͕ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇůĂŶĞƐĂŶĚƉƵůůŽƵƚƐ͕ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ͘ϮϱƌĞǀŝƐĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ
FRQW G
ŵƵƐƚďĞƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚĂŶĚƌĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶĂŶĞǁ/ZĂŶĚĨĞĂƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ͘
ϰ͘ dŚĞ/ZƌƌƐŝŶŽŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚWŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů^ŚĂĚŽǁĨĨĞĐƚƐtŝůůĞ>ĞƐƐ
ƚŚĂŶ^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDEĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ;WƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂͿŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚďǇŵŝĚͲƌŝƐĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ
ĂĨĨŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŐŽŽĚŶĂƚƵƌĂůƐƵŶůŝŐŚƚĂŶĚůŝŐŚƚĂƐĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů
ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͘dŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĂůůŽǁĨŽƌĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇĞŝŐŚƚƚŽǁĞƌƐ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶϮϬϬĂŶĚϰϬϬĨĞĞƚŝŶŚĞŝŐŚƚ͕ĨŝǀĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐŽĨϭϲϬͲĨĞĞƚŝŶŚĞŝŐŚƚĂŶĚƐŝǆŽĨϭϯϬĨĞĞƚŝŶ
2&61
ŚĞŝŐŚƚĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŽƚŚĞƌƐƌĂŶŐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵϮϬϬƚŽϯϱϬĨĞĞƚŝŶŚĞŝŐŚƚ͘ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐŽĨϭϬϬй
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐŽƵůĚĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŚĞŝŐŚƚƐďǇƌŝŐŚƚƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞ͛ƐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
6+
ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇďŽŶƵƐ͘/ZĂƚϭϭͲϮϮ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶĂŶĚ/Z͗͞dŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ
ŚĞŝŐŚƚůŝŵŝƚƐĂƌĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽŵŝŶŝŵŝǌĞƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶ^ŽƵƚŚWĂƌŬ͕zĞƌďĂƵĞŶĂ'ĂƌĚĞŶƐ͕
ĂŶĚƚŚĞĞƐƐŝĞĂƌŵŝĐŚĂĞů^ĐŚŽŽůƐĐŚŽŽůǇĂƌĚ͘͟/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ//ͲϮϯ͘
hŶůŝŬĞŵĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌƚŽƉŝĐƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞ/ZƌĞůŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕ŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ƚŚĞ/Z
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƐŚĂĚŽǁĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽŶƉƵďůŝĐůǇĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞĂƌĞĂƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƉƵďůŝĐ
ƉĂƌŬƐ͕ƉƵďůŝĐůǇĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞƉƌŝǀĂƚĞŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕ĂŶĚƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐƵƐŝŶŐĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚ
ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚŐƌĂƉŚŝĐƐĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐƐŚĂĚŝŶŐŝŶ/Z^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ/s͘,͘͘ϮϲdŚĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƌĞĂĐŚĞĚĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐ
ƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐĂƐĨŽůůŽǁƐ͗
͙͞ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƵƌƐƵĂŶƚƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĐƌĞĂƚĞŶĞǁƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŶĂŵĂŶŶĞƌƚŚĂƚ
ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚƐƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƵƚĚŽŽƌƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƉƵďůŝĐĂƌĞĂƐ͘
ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐŵĂƐƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨĂƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚ
ďĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĐŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŶŽƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ

Ϯϱ

dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇsĞŚŝĐůĞĐĐĞƐƐ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐŝƐŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/s͘ͲϭϬϴ͘dŚĞ
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐƚŚĞƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞĂĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŝůůŵĂŬĞŝƚǁŽƌƐĞ͗͞ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƐƚƌĞĞƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬĐŚĂŶŐĞƐǁŽƵůĚ
ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůǇƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘͟/ZĂƚ/s͘ͲϭϬϴ͘dŚĞ/Z
ĞƌƌƐŝŶĐŽŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂŶŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇsĞŚŝĐůĞĐĐĞƐƐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘dŚĞĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐ
ĚĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƌĞǀŝĞǁŽĨĞĂĐŚƐƚƌĞĞƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽďĞƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƉƌŝǀĂƚĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐǁŽƵůĚ
ŶŽƚďĞƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞĚĨƌŽŵǇŝĞůĚŝŶŐƌŝŐŚƚŽĨǁĂǇƚŽĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͘dŚĂƚƉůĂŶŵƵƐƚďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚŶŽǁ͕ƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚ
ĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨĂƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZĂŶĚŶŽƚĚĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƵŶƚŝůƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞƌŽĂĚ
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƚŽĂůůŽǁĨŽƌĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇǀĞŚŝĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐĂŶĚŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚĂƐŶĞĞĚĞĚ͘^ƵĐŚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŵĂǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůƐƉĂĐĞ͕ƉƵůůͲŽƵƚƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĂŶĂůƌĞĂĚǇĚŝƌĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶĚƵĞƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĂĚŵŝƚƐǁŝůůďĞŵĂĚĞǁŽƌƐĞďǇƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƉůƵƐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘

Ϯϲ

/ƚŝƐŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ͘^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/Z͕ƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐ
ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚŶŽƚƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƐŝŶĐĞƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĨŽƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐƵŶĚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϮϵϱŽƌĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƌĞǀŝĞǁ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/s͘,Ͳϭϭ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z
ƐŚŽƵůĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐǁĞůůƐŝŶĐĞŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
ůŝƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/ZǁŝůůƉƌŽĐĞĞĚǁŝƚŚWůĂŶĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ͘


Ϯϱ


ĂƚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĂƚŝĐůĞǀĞůŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘͟/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/s͘,Ͳϯϴ͘
dŚĞ/Z͛ƐŽǁŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͘^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐ
ĐůĞĂƌůǇŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐŚĂĚŝŶŐŽĨ^ŽƵƚŚWĂƌŬ͕sŝĐƚŽƌŝĂDĂŶĂůŽ
ƌĂǀĞƐWĂƌŬĂŶĚ'ĞŶĞ&ƌŝĞŶĚZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĞŶƚĞƌ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƐĞǀĞƌĂůŽƚŚĞƌƉƵďůŝĐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐĂŶĚ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͘^ĞĞĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕&ŝŐƵƌĞƐ/s͘,ͲϭϯĂŶĚϭϰƐŚŽǁŝŶŐƐŚĂĚŽǁŽŶ^ŽƵƚŚ
WĂƌŬĚƵƌŝŶŐŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞĚĂǇĚƵƌŝŶŐƐĞĂƐŽŶƐŽĨƐŚŽƌƚĞƌĚĂǇůĞŶŐƚŚǁŚĞŶƐƵŶůŝŐŚƚŝŶƚŚĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
ŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐŝŶƚŚŝƐŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŝƐĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͘dŚĞ/ZƐƚĂƚĞƐŝŶƚŚŝƐƌĞŐĂƌĚ͗
͞ƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞĂƐŽŶƐŽĨƐŚŽƌƚĞƌĚĂǇůĞŶŐƚŚĂŶĚůŽŶŐĞƌŵŝĚͲĚĂǇƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶĐŽƵůĚ
ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶƐŚĂĚŽǁŽŶ^ŽƵƚŚWĂƌŬĚƵƌŝŶŐŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞĚĂǇ͘ƚƚŚĞǁŝŶƚĞƌ
ƐŽůƐƚŝĐĞ͕ƐŵĂůůďŝƚƐŽĨŶĞǁƐŚĂĚŽǁĐŽƵůĚďĞĂĚĚĞĚƚŽƐŚĂĚŽǁĨƌŽŵĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐŽǀĞƌ
ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƉĂƌƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƌŬƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞĚĂǇ͕ĂƐƐŚŽǁŶŝŶ&ŝŐƵƌĞ/s͘,ͲϭϯĂŶĚ&ŝŐƵƌĞ/s͘,Ͳ
ϭϰ͘͟
ŽŶƚƌĂƌǇƚŽƚŚĞŵŽĚĞůƌĞƐƵůƚƐĂŶĚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĨŝŶĚƐƚŚĞŶĞǁ
ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͕ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞĐŽǀĞƌĂŐĞŽĨŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĞǁƉƵďůŝĐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕ŽĨůŝŵŝƚĞĚĞǆƚĞŶƚĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘dŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐůĂƵŐŚĂďůĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĞĐůĞĂƌƉƌŽŽĨŝŶƚŚĞ/Z
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůĐĂƐƚƐŚĂĚŽǁƐŽŶ^ŽƵƚŚWĂƌŬĨŽƌŶĞĂƌůǇŚĂůĨƚŚĞǇĞĂƌ͘dŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƌĞ
ĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚŝƐƐŽƵŶĚĞƌƐĞƌǀĞĚďǇƉƵďůŝĐƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚ
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ͘
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^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚĂŶĚĚƵƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƐŚĂĚŽǁƐĐĂƐƚŽŶƉƵďůŝĐƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĂƐƚĂůůĞƌ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ͕ĂƐƐŚŽǁŶŝŶ/Z&ŝŐƵƌĞƐ/s͘,ͲϮƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ&ŝŐƵƌĞ/s͘,ͲϭϬ͘ĂƐƚŝŶŐ
ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐĨŽƌŶĞĂƌůǇŚĂůĨƚŚĞǇĞĂƌĐůĞĂƌůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĂĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚǁĂƌƌĂŶƚŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ͘DŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƚŚĂƚŵƵƐƚďĞ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞďƵƚĂƌĞŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽ͗
o ĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĚƵĐĞĚŚĞŝŐŚƚĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŝŐŚƌŝƐĞƐĞǆĐĞƉƚ
ǁŚĞƌĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŚƵďƐ͘
o >ŽǁĞƌŚĞŝŐŚƚůŝŵŝƚƐŽŶƐŝƚĞƐǁŚĞƌĞƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƌĞƐŚŽǁŶďǇƚŚĞ/Z͛Ɛ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŽĞǆƚĞŶĚŝŶƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞ͕ƉĂƌŬĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĂƐ͘
ϱ͘ dŚĞ/ZƌƌƐŝŶŽŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ/ŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽKƉĞŶ^ƉĂĐĞĂŶĚZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶtŝůůĞ
>ĞƐƐdŚĂŶ^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
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dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŚĂƐǀĞƌǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚƉƵďůŝĐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͘tŚŝůĞĂƌŽďƵƐƚ͕
ĞƚŚŶŝĐĂůůǇĂŶĚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇĚŝǀĞƌƐĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͕ĞŶƚƌĂů^KDĨĂĐĞƐƐĞƌŝŽƵƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
ŽĨůĂĐŬŽĨŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇϲϳйŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐůŝǀĞǁŝƚŚŝŶЪ
ŵŝůĞƐŽĨĂƉƵďůŝĐƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽϵϭйĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƚǇĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞϮϳ͘^ŽƵƚŚWĂƌŬŝƐ

Ϯϳ

^&ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚŽĨWƵďůŝĐ,ĞĂůƚŚ͕ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů,ĞĂůƚŚ͕^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ,ĞĂůƚŚƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͗ĞŶƚƌĂů
ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶ͕Ɖ͘ϰ͘

Ϯϲ


5(

ƚŚĞŽŶůǇůĂƌŐĞͲƐĐĂůĞŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂĂŶĚƚŚĞŽŶůǇZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚWĂƌŬĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘tŚŝůĞƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐzĞƌďĂƵĞŶĂ'ĂƌĚĞŶƐ͕
ƚŚĞƵŶĞǀĞŶĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐĂŶĚůĂĐŬŽĨƚŚĞŵůĞĂǀĞƐƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƵŶĚĞƌƐĞƌǀĞĚ͘dŚĞ
'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚKƉĞŶ^ƉĂĐĞůĞŵĞŶƚ;ZK^Ϳ͕ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚŝŶϮϬϭϰ͕ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞƐƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐ
ŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂĂƐŝŶŶĞĞĚŽĨŶĞǁŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ//Ͳϯϭ͘
dŚĞ/ZƌĞůŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚ
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ/ͲϮ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇ͕ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚ
ŚĂǀĞĂŶĂĚǀĞƌƐĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚŝĨŝƚǁĞƌĞƚŽĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞĚĞƚĞƌŝŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƵƐĞŽƌƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽƌĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶŽĨ
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚŵĂǇŚĂǀĞĂŶĂĚǀĞƌƐĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘/ZƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͕
/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĂƚƉĂŐĞϭϬϰ͘dŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĂŶǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŶŵĞƚĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚ
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŚĂƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŝƐŶŽƚŝŶĂŶĚŽĨŝƚƐĞůĨĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŽ
ďĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŝƐĚĞĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞ
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ĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬŽĨŶĞǁŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐWKWK^͕ĂŶĚĂƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ŶĞǁƉĂƌŬ͕ϮϴƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ
ǁŝůůďĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ͘dŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐƵŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĨĂĐƚƐ͕ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘dŚĞ
/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇďƌŝĞĨůǇĂůůƵĚĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐŵŝŶŝŵƵŵƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐĨŽƌŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂů
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƉĞƌĐĂƉŝƚĂ͕ďƵƚŶŽǁŚĞƌĞŝŶƚŚĞ/ŶŝƚŝĂů^ƚƵĚǇŽƌ/ZŝƐƚŚĞƌĞĂƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
ƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌŶĞǁŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶ
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞ͕ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚĂŶĚƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͘'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůĂĐŬŽĨĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕ŐƌŽǁƚŚŶŽƚĂĐĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞĚďǇĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂů
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͘DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŶĞǁ
ŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐŝƐĨĂƌĨƌŽŵƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚĞŶĞǁŐƌŽǁƚŚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞŝƚǇ͛ƐŽǁŶ
ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ͘ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚĂŶĂůǇǌĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƐƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƉĂƌŬƐ͕ŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞ
ĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘&ĞĂƐŝďůĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƐŚŽƵůĚĂůƐŽďĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŽŶĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŶĞǁƉĂƌŬŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^KDĂƌĞĂ͘/ĨƐƵĐŚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ
ĂƌĞŶŽƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŶŽǁĂƚƚŚĞƌĞĂWůĂŶƐƚĂŐĞ͕ŝƚǁŝůůďĞƚŽŽůĂƚĞƚŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƐŝƚĞƐĂŶĚ
ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞŚŽǁĐŽƐƚƐŽĨŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĐĂŶďĞƐŚĂƌĞĚďǇŶĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘dŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/Z
ŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĞǁĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚĐĂŶŶŽƚĚĞĨĞƌƚŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŽĂůĂƚĞƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘
ϲ͘ dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐ/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶĂŶĚKƚŚĞƌƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ
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dŚĞ/ZŵƵƐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚƌŝŐŚƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞƐĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

Ϯϴ

/ƚŝƐĨĂƌĨƌŽŵĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŶĞǁƉĂƌŬǁŝůůĞǀĞƌďĞĂƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͘EĞǁĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶĞĚ
ŽŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇĨŽƌĂůůĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽŶĞǁƉĂƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘

Ϯϳ


33

/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶŽƌŽƚŚĞƌĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƌĞĞŶĂĐƚĞĚƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŵĂǇĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŝŶ
ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĂŶĚĐĂŶĂůƐŽďĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŚĂƚŵƵƐƚďĞĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ
/Z͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ǁŚĞƌĞĂWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶŝƚŵĂǇŶŽƚďĞůĂǁĨƵůůǇ
ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚŽƌĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ͘
/ŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ͕ĂĨƚĞƌĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐŽŶůǇƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞƉůĂŶƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐ
ĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞďŽĂƌĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŶŽƚƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƉůĂŶƐ͕ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐŽƌ
ŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ͕ŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĚŽĂƌĚŽĨ^ƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƐ
ǁŽƵůĚƌĞǀŝĞǁƚŚĞWůĂŶĨŽƌĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ
ĂŵĞŶĚŵĞŶƚƐƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĐŽŶĨŽƌŵŝƚǇ͘^ĞĞ/ZŚĂƉƚĞƌ///ĂŶĚƉĂŐĞ///Ͳϭ͘
^ŽŵĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐŐůĂƌŝŶŐŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͕ďƵƚĂƌĞŶŽƚ
ůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽ͕ƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ͗
WůĂŶWƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ
hƌďĂŶĞƐŝŐŶůĞŵĞŶƚ͕'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶ͗

WŽůŝĐǇϯ͘ϱ͗ZĞůĂƚĞƚŚĞŚĞŝŐŚƚŽĨďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƚŽ
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚǇƉĂƚƚĞƌŶĂŶĚ
ƚŽƚŚĞŚĞŝŐŚƚĂŶĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͖ĂŶĚ
WŽůŝĐǇϯ͘ϲ͗ZĞůĂƚĞƚŚĞďƵůŬŽĨďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐƚŽƚŚĞ
ƉƌĞǀĂŝůŝŶŐƐĐĂůĞŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŽĂǀŽŝĚĂŶ
ŽǀĞƌǁŚĞůŵŝŶŐŽƌĚŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞŝŶ
ŶĞǁĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘
/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ///ͲϭϬ

ZĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚKƉĞŶ^ƉĂĐĞůĞŵĞŶƚ

WŽůŝĐǇϭ͘ϵ͗WƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐƵŶůŝŐŚƚŝŶƉƵďŝĐŽƉĞŶ

/ŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ
dŚĞ/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚ
ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐŽĨƚŚĞhƌďĂŶĞƐŝŐŶůĞŵĞŶƚ͘
2&61

FRQW G
dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĐůĞĂƌŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞhƌďĂŶĞƐŝŐŶůĞŵĞŶƚ͘dŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ;WůĂŶͿĂůůŽǁƐďƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽĨϯϱϬĨĞĞƚŽƌ
ŵŽƌĞŝŶĂŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƚŚĂƚŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ
ŵŝĚͲƌŝƐĞĂŶĚƉůĂŶŶĞĚƚŽƌĞŵĂŝŶŵŝĚͲƌŝƐĞŝŶ
ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ
ĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶ͕͞ƚŚĞƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚ
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŽĨ^ŽŵĂĂƐĂŵŝĚͲƌŝƐĞĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ
ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞƚĂŝŶĞĚ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨŚŝŐŚͲ
ƌŝƐĞƐƌĞĚƵĐĞĚďǇůŝŵŝƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ
ĂŶĚďƵůŬ͘͟ĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶĂƚƉĂŐĞϯϮ͘
,ŽůĚŝŶŐƵƉƚŚŝƐƉŽůŝĐǇĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů
^ŽŵĂWůĂŶĂƌĞŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƌĞĂƐŽŶƐŵŝĚͲƌŝƐĞƐ
ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŚŝŐŚƌŝƐĞƐĂƌĞĂďĞƚƚĞƌĨŝƚĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĨĞǁĞƌ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘dŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶ;/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ///ͲϭϬͿŝƐ
ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĨĂĐƚƐŝŶ
ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂůŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶĂŶĚŝƚƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘
dŚĞ/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ǁŝůůŶŽƚĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐƉŽůŝĐǇ͘

Ϯϴ



ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͘/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ///Ͳ//͘

dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĐůĞĂƌŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚƚŚŝƐWŽůŝĐǇĂƐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
/ZƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶ^ŚĂĚŽǁƐ͘^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ƚŚĞ
/ZƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůĐƌĞĂƚĞŶĞǁ
ƐŚĂĚŽǁŽŶƐĞǀĞƌĂůƉĂƌŬƐŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͘/ZĂƚ
ƉĂŐĞ///Ͳ//͖ƐĞĞĂůƐŽĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ^ŚĂĚŽǁ
ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚŝƐůĞƚƚĞƌͿ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ƚŚĞ/Z
&ŝŐƵƌĞƐƐŚŽǁƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŶĞǁƐŚĂĚŽǁƐŽŶ
ƉƵďůŝĐƐƚƌĞĞƚƐĂŶĚWKWK^͘/ZƉĂŐĞƐ/s͘,Ͳ
ϯϱ͕/s͘,Ͳϯϴ͕&ŝŐƵƌĞƐŝŶ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ/s͘,ŽĨƚŚĞ
/Z͘ĂƐĞĚŽŶĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕ƚŚĞ
/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŝůůŶŽ
ĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐWŽůŝĐǇ͘

tĞƐƚĞƌŶ^KDWůĂŶ
dŚĞ/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ

WƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂďůǇ
WŽůŝĐǇϭ͘Ϯ͘ϰ͗WƌŽŚŝďŝƚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞŽĨ
ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞtĞƐƚĞƌŶ^ŽŵĂWůĂŶ͘
ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŶĐůĂǀĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƐ;ZͿ /ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ///Ͳϴ͘dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇ
2&61
FRQW G
ƐŽƵƚŚŽĨ,ĂƌƌŝƐŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͘͟/ZĂƚƉĂŐĞ///Ͳϲ
ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ

ĐůĞĂƌůǇŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ͘
ƐǁĞůůĂƐŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞtĞƐƚĞƌŶ
^KDWůĂŶ
ĂƐƚĞƌŶ^KDWůĂŶ
dŚĞ/ZŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚůǇƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ

ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂďůǇŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚ

ƚŚĞĂƐƚ^ŽŵĂWůĂŶŝŶƉĂƌƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞ
ĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞƉĂƌĐĞůƐŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚďĞ
ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽŵĂWůĂŶ͘

dŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĨŽƌĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
;ŶŽŶͲƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůͿƵƐĞƐŝƐŝŶƐƚĂƌŬĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚƚŽ
ƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ;ϭ͘ϮĂŶĚϭ͘ϮͿŽĨƚŚĞĂƐƚĞƌŶ
^ŽŵĂWůĂŶ͘DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ͕ƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛Ɛ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂĐŽŵŵĞŶƐƵƌĂƚĞƉůĂŶĨŽƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ
ǁŝůůƉƵƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞŽŶƚŚĞĂƐƚ^ŽŵĂ
WůĂŶĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŐƌŽǁƚŚŶŽƚ
ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘


ƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ/ZŵƵƐƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚĂŶĚĨŽƌƚŚƌŝŐŚƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐǁŝƚŚĂůůĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞƉůĂŶƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐǀŽƚĞƌĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚƉƌŽƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͛Ɛ
hƌďĂŶĞƐŝŐŶ'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĞǁůǇĂĚŽƉƚĞĚdDKƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞ͘tŚĞƌĞĂŶŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ
ǁŝƚŚĂWůĂŶŽƌƉŽůŝĐǇǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚ;Ğ͘Ő͕͘ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͕ƉƵďůŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕
Ϯϵ


ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚͿ͕ƚŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŵƵƐƚďĞĂŶĂůǇǌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƌĞǀŝƐĞĚ 2&61
FRQW G
/ZŝŶĂŵĂŶŶĞƌĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘
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ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ͗dĞƌƌǇtĂƚƚYƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ
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ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ
dĞƌƌǇtĂƚƚYƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ

ϯϭ


dĞƌƌǇtĂƚƚ͕/W
dĞƌƌǇtĂƚƚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ
ϭϵϯϳ&ŝůďĞƌƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͲ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕ϵϰϭϮϯ
ƚĞƌƌǇǁĂƚƚΛĂƚƚ͘ŶĞƚ

Ğůů͗ϰϭϱͲϯϳϳͲϲϮϴϬ


dĞƌƌǇ tĂƚƚ͕ /W͕ ŽǁŶƐ dĞƌƌǇ tĂƚƚ WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ͘ DƐ͘ tĂƚƚ͛Ɛ Ĩŝƌŵ ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞƐ ŝŶ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůůǇͲƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ůĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŚĂƚ
ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞƐƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͘WƌŝŽƌƚŽĨŽƌŵŝŶŐŚĞƌŽǁŶĐŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐŐƌŽƵƉ͕
ƐŚĞ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂĨĨ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂŶĚ ůĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ůĂǁ Ĩŝƌŵ ^ŚƵƚĞ͕ DŝŚĂůǇ Θ
tĞŝŶďĞƌŐĞƌ͘^ŚĞŝƐĂŶĞǆƉĞƌƚŝŶŐĞŶĞƌĂůĂŶĚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂŶĚǌŽŶŝŶŐ͕ŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů
ůĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĐŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐYĂŶĚEW͘
,ĞƌƐŬŝůůƐĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶ͕ƉƵďůŝĐŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͘dĞƌƌǇŝƐĂ
ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞƌ Ăƚ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů͕ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ ĂŶĚ ƐǇŵƉŽƐŝƵŵƐ͘  ^ŚĞ ŚŽůĚƐ Ă
DĂƐƚĞƌ͛ƐĞŐƌĞĞ ŝŶŝƚǇĂŶĚZĞŐŝŽŶĂůWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂĂŶĚĂŵƵůƚŝͲ
ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇĂĐŚĞůŽƌ͛ƐĞŐƌĞĞŝŶhƌďĂŶ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐĨƌŽŵ^ƚĂŶĨŽƌĚhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͘
dĞƌƌǇǁŽƌŬƐǁŝƚŚĂǁŝĚĞǀĂƌŝĞƚǇŽĨĐůŝĞŶƚƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŶŽŶͲƉƌŽĨŝƚŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘^ŚĞǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌƐƵƉƚŽŚĂůĨŚĞƌƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƚŝŵĞŽŶƐĞůĞĐƚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘ZĞĐĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĂŶĚƌŽůĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞ͗
y WƌŽũĞĐƚDĂŶĂŐĞƌĂŶĚ'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ͛ƐKĨĨŝĐĞ>ŝĂŝƐŽŶĨŽƌ^ĂŶ:ŽĂƋƵŝŶsĂůůĞǇ͗>ĞĂƐƚŽŶĨůŝĐƚ>ĂŶĚƐĨŽƌ^ŽůĂƌ

Ws ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘   WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĐĂŵĞ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ,ĞǁůĞƚƚ ĂŶĚ ŶĞƌŐǇ &ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ͕ ŵĂƚĐŚĞĚ ďǇ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ ŶĞƌŐǇ ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘   dŚĞ
ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŽ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ ĂƌĞĂƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ sĂůůĞǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ǀĞƌǇ ůŽǁ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ĨŽƌ
ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ƚŽ ƐĞƌǀĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞ ĨŽƌ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ůĞĂƐƚ ĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚ ůĂŶĚƐ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ
ǀĂůƵĂďůĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ůĂŶĚƐ͘   tĂƚƚ ǁĂƐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ĚĂǇ ƚŽ ĚĂǇ
ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ŵƵůƚŝͲƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ ;ϭϱϬ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐͿ ĂŶĚ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ ;ϱϳ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů͕ ůŽĐĂů ĂŶĚ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ
ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌƐͿ ŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ͕ 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͛Ɛ͕ Ăůů
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐĂŶĚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞƉŽƌƚ͘>ŝŶŬƚŽŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶWůĂƚĨŽƌŵʹĂƚĂĂƐŝŶ^ĂŶ:ŽĂƋƵŝŶsĂůůĞǇ͗
ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƐũǀƉ͘ĚĂƚĂďĂƐŝŶ͘ŽƌŐͬ
y 'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ͛ƐKĨĨŝĐĞ>ŝĂŝƐŽŶĂŶĚKƵƚƌĞĂĐŚŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌĨŽƌƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞ͛ƐƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞƐĞƌƚZĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ
ŶĞƌŐǇŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶWůĂŶ;ZWͿ͘ƐŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌ͕ǁŽƌŬĞĚĐůŽƐĞůǇǁŝƚŚůŽĐĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ
ŽŶZWƌĞůĂƚĞĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚůŽĐĂůŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉůĂŶƐ͘
y WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚ ƚŽ ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ ƚƚŽƌŶĞǇ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ Ͳ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ ŽŶ
ĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞ͕YĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉůĂŶƐ͘;ϮϬϬϳͲϮϬϭϬͿ͘tŚŝůĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕
ĂƐƐŝƐƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƐ;^ƚŽĐŬƚŽŶ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶ͕WůĞĂƐĂŶƚŽŶ,ŽƵƐŝŶŐůĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚYůŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶͿ͖
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ůŽĐĂůůǇ ďĂƐĞĚ ďĞƐƚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĨŽƌ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ
ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͖ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ƉůĂŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ
ƉůĂŶƐͬĞŶĞƌŐǇ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐͬƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘ WŽƐƚ ϮϬϭϬ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƉĞƌŝŽĚŝĐ
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƐĞůĞĐƚĐĂƐĞƐ͘
y ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐĚǀŝƐŽƌĂŶĚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƚŽƚŚĞ^ĂŶƚĂůĂƌĂsĂůůĞǇKƉĞŶ^ƉĂĐĞƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͕'ƌĞĞŶďĞůƚ
ůůŝĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞĨŽƌ'ƌĞĞŶ&ŽŽƚŚŝůůƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ ŽǇŽƚĞsĂůůĞǇWƌŽũĞĐƚĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĂ
ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉůĂŶĨŽƌƚŚĞsĂůůĞǇ͘tĂƚƚǁĂƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŐƌŽƵƉ͛Ɛ
ĞĂƌůǇ Y ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ ůĞƚƚĞƌ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ Ă ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ tĂƌĞŚŽƵƐĞ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ
ĂƐƐŝƐƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƐĐŽƉŝŶŐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ/Z͘
y DĞĂƐƵƌĞDͲϮ^ĂůĞƐdĂǆĂŶĚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶDĞĂƐƵƌĞ͘;ϮϬϬϵͲͿ͘dĞƌƌǇǁĂƐƚŚĞŽͲƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϯϮ


ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌͬĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ Ă ϯϬнͲŵĞŵďĞƌ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă ƵŶŝƋƵĞ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ
ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ KƌĂŶŐĞ ŽƵŶƚǇ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ ;KdͿ ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚŶĞĂƌůǇΨϱϬϬŵŝůůŝŽŶŝŶĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĂƚŝĐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ;ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
ůĂŶĚĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐƚĞǁĂƌĚƐŚŝƉͿŝŶDĞĂƐƵƌĞDϮ͕KƌĂŶŐĞŽƵŶƚǇdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ^ĂůĞƐdĂǆ͘
y ^ƚĂƚĞKĨĨŝĐĞŽĨWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂŶĚZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ^ƉĞĐŝĂůWƌŽũĞĐƚƐ;ϮϬϭϭʹŽŶŐŽŝŶŐͿ͘ĚǀŝƐŽƌƚŽKWZŽŶ'ĞŶĞƌĂů
WůĂŶ 'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͕ /ŶĨŝůů ĂŶĚ ZĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ŶĞƌŐǇ dĞŵƉůĂƚĞƐ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƵƉĚĂƚĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶ'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͘ǆƉĞƌƚƉĂŶĞůŝƐƚĨŽƌǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐŽŶ^ϳϰϯ͘
y DĂƌŝŶŽƵŶƚǇǁŝĚĞ'ĞŶĞƌĂůWůĂŶĂŶĚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚ;ϮϬϬϰƚŽϮϬϬϳͿ͘WƌŽũĞĐƚDĂŶĂŐĞƌ
ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĂǁĂƌĚͲǁŝŶŶŝŶŐ DĂƌŝŶ ŽƵŶƚǇǁŝĚĞ WůĂŶ hƉĚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů /ŵƉĂĐƚ ZĞƉŽƌƚ͘ dŚĞ
'ĞŶĞƌĂů WůĂŶ ǁĂƐ ĂŵŽŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƚŽ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ ĞĚŐĞ ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͕ ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ ŐĂƐ
ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ͕ƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐĂŶĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƚŽŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ͘
y ^ƚĂĨĨ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ DĂƌƚŝƐ &ƵŶĚ͕ Ă ũŽŝŶƚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ŽĨ ĨŝǀĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ĂŶĚ Ă ƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ 'ƌŽƵƉ
;,ŝŐŚůĂŶĚƐ'ƌŽƵƉĂŶĚD/ŶĐ͘Ϳ͘;ϮϬϬϴʹŽŶŐŽŝŶŐͿ͘dŚĞ&ƵŶĚǁĂƐĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨůŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ
ƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚ͘  dŚĞ &ƵŶĚ ŚĂƐ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ Ψϭϱ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ĚŽůůĂƌƐ ƐŝŶĐĞ ŝƚƐ ŝŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ Ă ƌĂŶŐĞ ŽĨ
ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ;ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŽǀĞƌϱ͕ϬϬϬĂĐƌĞƐŽĨŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞͿ͕ƐƚĞǁĂƌĚƐŚŝƉĂŶĚƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
ĂŶĚǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ;ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇƌĞŶƚĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͕ĚŽǁŶƉĂǇŵĞŶƚĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚ
ůŽǁŝŶĐŽŵĞĂƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐͿ͘&ƵŶĚŝŶŐĐŽŵĞƐĨƌŽŵĂƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌĨĞĞŽŶĂůůƌĞĂůĞƐƚĂƚĞƐĂůĞƐĂƚ
DĂƌƚŝƐĂŵƉ͘ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŵĂƌƚŝƐĨƵŶĚ͘ŽƌŐͬW&ƐͬDĂƌƚŝƐͲ&ƵŶĚͲƌŽĐŚƵƌĞ͘ƉĚĨ
y dĞũŽŶ ZĂŶĐŚ >ĂŶĚ hƐĞ ĂŶĚ ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͘ ;ϮϬϬϲ ʹŽŶŐŽŝŶŐͿ͘WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌ ĨŽƌ Ă
ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ;EĂƚƵƌĂů ZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ĞĨĞŶƐĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů͕ ^ŝĞƌƌĂ ůƵď͕
ŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚ,ĂďŝƚĂƚƐ>ĞĂŐƵĞ͕WůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂŶĚŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ>ĞĂŐƵĞ͕ƵĚƵďŽŶĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂͿĂŶĚdŚĞdĞũŽŶ
ZĂŶĐŚŽŵƉĂŶǇƚŚĂƚƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶĂŵĂũŽƌ>ĂŶĚhƐĞĂŶĚŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƚŚĞƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϰϬ͕ϬϬϬнĂĐƌĞƐ;ϵϬйͿŽĨƚŚĞϮϳϬ͕ϬϬϬĂĐƌĞdĞũŽŶZĂŶĐŚ͘^ĞĐƌĞƚĂƌǇ:ŽŚŶ>ĂŝƌĚƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽ
ƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚĂƐĂ͞ŵŝƌĂĐůĞ͟ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͘/ŶƌĞƚƵƌŶĨŽƌƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϰϬ͕ϬϬϬнĂĐƌĞƐ͕
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ĂŐƌĞĞĚ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ŽƉƉŽƐĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚƐ͖ ďƵƚ ĐĂŶ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ ŽŶ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘  dĞƌƌǇ ŚĂƐ ĂŶ ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ƌŽůĞ ŽǀĞƌƐĞĞŝŶŐ
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ĞĂƌůǇ ƌŽůĞ ĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ
ĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͘dŚĞŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚĞĐŽƌŶĞƌƐƚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞ ,ĂďŝƚĂƚ ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ
WůĂŶĨŽƌĂŵĂũŽƌƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞZĂŶĐŚ͖ƚŚĞdĞũŽŶDƵůƚŝͲ^ƉĞĐŝĞƐ,ĂďŝƚĂƚŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶWůĂŶ͕dhD^,W͕
ĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚŝŶƉƌŝůϮϬϭϯ͘^ŚĞƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇũŽŝŶĞĚƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŽĨƚŚĞdĞũŽŶZĂŶĐŚŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĂŶĚ
ĨƵŶĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͘
y KƌĂŶŐĞ ŽƵŶƚǇ tŝůĚůŝĨĞ ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ͘ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚ ĨŽƌ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ŝƚǇ ŽĨ /ƌǀŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ >ĞŶŶĂƌͬ&ŝǀĞ WŽŝŶƚƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ƚĞĂŵ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĂŶ ϴ ƉĂƌƚǇ ŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ƉůĂŶ ĂŵĞŶĚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ ĨƵůů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ
ďƵŝůĚ ĂŶ ƵƌďĂŶ ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ƚĞĂŵ ;ϲͲŵĞŵďĞƌ ƚĞĂŵ ũŽŝŶƚůǇ
ƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ ďǇ Ăůů ŐƌŽƵƉƐͿ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŶŐ ƚǁŽ ŚŝŐŚ ǀĂůƵĞ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƌĞĂƐ ŝŶ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů KƌĂŶŐĞ ŽƵŶƚǇ
;ŽĂƐƚĂů ĂŶĚ ĂƐƚĞƌŶ EWͬ,W ůĂŶĚƐͿ͘  tĂƚƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƐŽŵĞ ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ͘
ZĞĐĞŶƚůǇ;ϮϬϭϳͿĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞĚ/ZĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐůĞƚƚĞƌƐŽŶƚǁŽKƌĂŶŐĞŽƵŶƚǇŽƵŶƚǇWƌŽũĞĐƚƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ
ƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚĂĚǀĞƌƐĞůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞϱWŽŝŶƚͬ/ƌǀŝŶĞtŝůĚůŝĨĞŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ͘
y KŶŐŽŝŶŐ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐŚŝƉ ŽĨ ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ůĞƚƚĞƌƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ĚƌĂĨƚ ŵĂĚŽƌ ŽƵŶƚǇ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů WůĂŶ ŽŶ ďĞŚĂůĨ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ &ŽŽƚŚŝůů ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ^ƋƵĂǁsĂůůĞǇZĞƐŽƌƚŽŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨĂĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĂŶĚůĂďŽƌŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘
y &ĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŽůƐĂ ŚŝĐĂ >ĂŶĚ dƌƵƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ >ĂŶĚŽǁŶĞƌƐ ƚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ
ƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĂĐƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽůƐĂ ŚŝĐĂ ƵƉůĂŶĚƐ͘  ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ĂƐƐŝƐƚŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ĨƵŶĚƌĂŝƐŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘
y ĚǀŝƐŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ EĂƚƵƌĞ ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ &ĂƌŵůĂŶĚ dƌƵƐƚ͕ ĞŶƚĞƌ ĨŽƌ >Ăǁ͕ ŶĞƌŐǇ ĂŶĚ
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŽŶŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƵƌďĂŶŝŶĨŝůůĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘
ϯϯ





352)(66,21$/0(0%(56+,36$1'%2$5'6


$:$5'6







x /DPEGD$OSKD,QWHUQDWLRQDO*ROGHQ*DWH&KDSWHU
x  $PHULFDQ,QVWLWXWHRI&HUWLILHG3ODQQHUV $,&3 
x $PHULFDQ3ODQQLQJ$VVRFLDWLRQ $3$ 

x 7DKRH)XQG)RXQGLQJ%RDUG0HPEHU
x 7HMRQ5DQFK&RQVHUYDQF\%RDUG0HPEHU
x  6DQWD/XFLD&RQVHUYDQF\%RDUG0HPEHU
x )RXQGHU&RXQFLORI,QILOO%XLOGHUV

x %RDUG0HPEHU3ODQQLQJDQG&RQVHUYDWLRQ/HDJXH







38%/,&$7,216




&RQWULEXWRUWRWKH$ZDUG:LQQLQJ7H[WERRN
(FRV\VWHPVRI&DOLIRUQLD&KDSWHU
/DQG8VH5HJXODWLRQIRU5HVRXUFH&RQVHUYDWLRQ


ϯϰ


x
x
x

6WDWHDQG1DWLRQDO$3$$ZDUGVIRU0DULQ&RXQW\*HQHUDO
3ODQ
$3$$ZDUGVIRU6RXWK/LYHUPRUH9DOOH\3ODQV
&DUOD %DUG $ZDUG IRU ,QGLYLGXDO $FKLHYHPHQW 3&/











EXHIBITB




 
ϮϲϱϲϮϵ ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϮϬϭ
^ĂŶƚĂDŽŶŝĐĂ͕ϵϬϰϬϱ

DĂƚƚ,ĂŐĞŵĂŶŶ͕W͘'͕͘,Ő͘
;ϵϰϵͿϴϴϳͲϵϬϭϯ
ŵŚĂŐĞŵĂŶŶΛƐǁĂƉĞ͘ĐŽŵ
ƚŚ






&ĞďƌƵĂƌǇϴ͕ϮϬϭϳ

ZŝĐŚĂƌĚƌƵƌǇ
>ŽǌĞĂƵͮƌƵƌǇ>>W
ϰϭϬϭϮƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕^ƵŝƚĞϮϱϬ
KĂŬůĂŶĚ͕ϵϰϲϬϳ


^ƵďũĞĐƚ͗

ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂ;^ŽƵƚŚŽĨDĂƌŬĞƚͿWůĂŶ


ĞĂƌDƌ͘ƌƵƌǇ͕

tĞŚĂǀĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚƚŚĞƌĂĨƚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞƉŽƌƚ;/ZͿĨŽƌƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂ;^ŽƵƚŚŽĨ
DĂƌŬĞƚͿWůĂŶ;͞WůĂŶ͟ͿůŽĐĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͘dŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂWůĂŶ;ĨŽƌŵĞƌůǇ͕ĞŶƚƌĂů
ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌWůĂŶͿŝƐĂĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞƉůĂŶĨŽƌƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐŵƵĐŚŽĨƐŽƵƚŚĞƌŶƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů
^ƵďǁĂǇƚƌĂŶƐŝƚůŝŶĞ͕Ăϭ͘ϳͲŵŝůĞĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞdŚŝƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚůŝŐŚƚƌĂŝůůŝŶĞƚŚĂƚǁŝůůůŝŶŬƚŚĞĂůƚƌĂŝŶĞƉŽƚ
Ăƚ&ŽƵƌƚŚĂŶĚ<ŝŶŐ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐƚŽŚŝŶĂƚŽǁŶĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚŽĨDĂƌŬĞƚ;^ŽDĂͿĂƌĞĂ͘
dŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƌŽƵŐŚůǇϮϯϬĂĐƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞϭϳĐŝƚǇďůŽĐŬƐ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞƐƚƌĞĞƚƐĂŶĚ
ƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚĨĂƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ^ŽDĂƚŽŝƚƐĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ͗ŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ͕DŝƐƐŝŽŶĂǇ͕ZŝŶĐŽŶ,ŝůů͕
ĂŶĚƚŚĞDŝƐƐŝŽŶŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͘dŚĞWůĂŶƐĞĞŬƐƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĂŶĚĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚďǇ;ϭͿƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐůĂŶĚƵƐĞƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŵŝǆŽĨƵƐĞƐǁŚŝůĞĂůƐŽĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌŝŶŐ
ŽĨĨŝĐĞƵƐĞƐŝŶƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͖;ϮͿĂŵĞŶĚŝŶŐŚĞŝŐŚƚĂŶĚďƵůŬĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƐƚŽĂůůŽǁĨŽƌƚĂůůĞƌ
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͖;ϯͿŵŽĚŝĨǇŝŶŐƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵŽĨƐƚƌĞĞƚƐĂŶĚĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶĂŶĚĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂƚŽ
ŵĞĞƚƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƐĂŶĚŐŽĂůƐŽĨĂĚĞŶƐĞ͕ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ͕ŵŝǆͲƵƐĞĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͖ĂŶĚ;ϰͿĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐŶĞǁ͕ĂŶĚ
ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ͕ŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ͘
KƵƌƌĞǀŝĞǁĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶůŽĐĂůĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů
2&61
ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͘ƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚ͕ĂŝƌĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŚĞĂůƚŚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶĂƌĞƵŶĚĞƌĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚĂŶĚŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ͘Ŷ
*&
ƵƉĚĂƚĞĚ/ZƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂƐƐĞƐƐĂŶĚŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞƚŚĞƐĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘

ϭ



AirQuality
ǯ  
dŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ;Ɖ͘/s͘&ͲϯϯͿ͘dŚŝƐ
ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ŝƐŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚĨŽƌƐĞǀĞƌĂůƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͘&ŝƌƐƚ͕ƚŚĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ
2&61
/ZŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĚĂƚĂƚŚĂƚĚŽŶŽƚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇƌĞĨůĞĐƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕
$4
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͘^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌĂůůŵĂũŽƌ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇďĞŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͘ƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶ
ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŝƚ͛ƐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕ĂƌĞŵŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ͘
ƵĞƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͕ǁĞĨŝŶĚƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƚŽ
ďĞŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ͕ĂŶĚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĂƚĂŶƵƉĚĂƚĞĚ/ZďĞƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘

UseofOutdatedBaselineData
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĂǇƌĞĂŝƌYƵĂůŝƚǇDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ͛Ɛ;YDͿYŝƌYƵĂůŝƚǇ'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͕ϭ
ĂŶĚĂƐƐƚĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕

͞dŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐĨŽƌĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨĂƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͕
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĂŶĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ͗

x dŚĞƉůĂŶǁŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŽůŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉůĂŶ;ƚŚĞϮϬϭϬůĞĂŶŝƌWůĂŶͿ͕ǁŽƵůĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞƉƌŝŵĂƌǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ
ŽĨƚŚĂƚƉůĂŶĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŚŝŶĚĞƌŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĂƚƉůĂŶ͖ƚŚĞƉůĂŶ͛ƐŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶ
ǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ;sDdͿĚŽŶŽƚĞǆĐĞĞĚƚŚĞƉůĂŶ͛ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͖ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉůĂŶ
2&61
ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĐĂƵƐĞůŽĐĂůŝǌĞĚKŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘

*&
/ĨƚŚĞĨŽƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐĐĂŶďĞĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĂĨĨŝƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ͕ƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚ͗

x ŽŶĨůŝĐƚǁŝƚŚŽƌŽďƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉůĂŶ͖
x sŝŽůĂƚĞĂŶǇĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŽƌĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇƚŽĂŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͖ŶŽƌ
x ZĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨĂŶǇĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚĨŽƌǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞŐŝŽŶŝƐŝŶŶŽŶĂƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌĂŶĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůŽƌ^ƚĂƚĞĂŵďŝĞŶƚĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƌĞůĞĂƐŝŶŐĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĞǆĐĞĞĚƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐĨŽƌ
ŽǌŽŶĞƉƌĞĐƵƌƐŽƌƐͿ͟;Ɖ͘/s͘&ͲϮϭ͕/s͘&ͲϮϮͿ͘

hƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĂƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͞ƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŽů
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉůĂŶ;ƚŚĞϮϬϭϬůĞĂŶŝƌWůĂŶͿ͕ǁŽƵůĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞ

ϭ

ŝƌYƵĂůŝƚǇ'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͕YD͕:ƵŶĞϮϬϭϬ͕ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďĂĂƋŵĚ͘ŐŽǀͬΕͬŵĞĚŝĂͬĨŝůĞƐͬƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐͲĂŶĚͲ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚͬĐĞƋĂͬĚƌĂĨƚͺďĂĂƋŵĚͺĐĞƋĂͺŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐͺŵĂǇͺϮϬϭϬͺĨŝŶĂů͘ƉĚĨ͍ůĂсĞŶ͕Ɖ͘ϵͲϮ

Ϯ



ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐŽĨƚŚĞϮϬϭϬůĞĂŶŝƌWůĂŶĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŚŝŶĚĞƌŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞϮϬϭϬůĞĂŶ
ŝƌWůĂŶ͕͟ĂŶĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͞ƚŚĞƌĂƚĞŽĨŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶsDdǁŝƚŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĞǆĐĞĞĚ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƌĂƚĞŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĐĂƵƐĞůŽĐĂůŝǌĞĚKŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕͟͞ƚŚĞWůĂŶ
ǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚǀŝŽůĂƚĞĂŶĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŽƌĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƚŽĂŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͕Žƌ
ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨĂŶǇŶŽŶͲĂƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚ͟;Ɖ͘/s͘&ͲϯϰͿ͘

dŚŝƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ŝƐŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ͕ĂƐƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ
ĚĂƚĂƚŚĂƚĚŽŶŽƚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇƌĞĨůĞĐƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞ/ZĐŽŶĚƵĐƚƐĂŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚƚŚĞƌĂƚĞŽĨ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶǀĞŚŝĐůĞŵŝůĞƐƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ;sDdͿǁŝƚŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚĞǆĐĞĞĚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƌĂƚĞŽĨ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘dŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ƌĞůŝĞƐƵƉŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚϮϬϭϬďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĚĂƚĂ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶ
2&61
ĨŝǀĞǇĞĂƌƐŽůĚ͘dŚĞ/ZƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕
FRQW G

͞'ƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ;ĂŶĚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚƵŶĚĞƌ
ŶĂůǇƐŝƐƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞKǀĞƌǀŝĞǁƐƵďƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŚĂƉƚĞƌ/s͕ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů^ĞƚƚŝŶŐ͕/ŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕
ĂŶĚDŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶDĞĂƐƵƌĞƐͿŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĂƚǁŝƚŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕WůĂŶƌĞĂƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĨƌŽŵĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϮ͕ϬϬϬŝŶϮϬϭϬƚŽϯϳ͕ϱϬϬ͕ďǇϮϬϰϬ͕ƚŚĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ
ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶǇĞĂƌ͘dŚŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨϮϭϯƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ͘ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ
ƚŽŐƌŽǁĨƌŽŵĂďŽƵƚϰϱ͕ϲϬϬƵŶĚĞƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϬϵ͕ϮϬϬďǇϮϬϰϬ͕ĂŶ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨϭϯϵƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ͘dŚĞĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶͲĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ;͞ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͟ͿŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ
ǁŝƚŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕ǁŽƵůĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞďĞĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϭϱϰƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ;ϯϳ͕ϱϬϬн
ϭϬϵ͕ϮϬϬрϭϮ͕ϬϬϬнϰϱ͕ϲϬϬсϮ͘ϱϰ͕ŽƌĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨϭϱϰƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨƌŽŵĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐͿ͘ĂƐĞĚŽŶ
ŽƵƚƉƵƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽƵŶƚǇdƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇƚƌĂǀĞůĚĞŵĂŶĚŵŽĚĞů͕ĚĂŝůǇsDdƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞďǇĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳϳƉĞƌĐĞŶƚďǇϮϬϰϬ͕ĨƌŽŵĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϵϴϳ͕ϬϬϬ
ƚŽĂďŽƵƚϭ͘ϳϱϭŵŝůůŝŽŶ͟;Ɖ͘/s͘&ͲϯϯͿ͘

dŚĞƵƐĞŽĨϮϬϭϬƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚĂůŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶ
ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐŝƐŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ͕ĂƐŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ
ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͘ƐƐƚĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞYDŝŶƚŚĞŝƌϮϬϬϵ:ƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶZĞƉŽƌƚ͕ƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚ
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŐƌŽǁƚŚĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐĐĂŶƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶĂWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘ϮdŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕
ďǇƌĞůǇŝŶŐƵƉŽŶďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĚĂƚĂƚŚĂƚŝƐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĨŝǀĞǇĞĂƌƐŽůĚ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚŝƐ
ŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞĚ͘

EŽƚŽŶůǇĚŽĞƐƚŚĞ/ZƌĞůǇƵƉŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂŶĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕ďƵƚŝƚĂůƐŽĨĂŝůƐƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƌĞĐĞŶƚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ
ƐĂĨĞƚǇ͘ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ,ĞĂůƚŚƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͕
͞ĚƵĞƚŽĐůŽƐĞƉƌŽǆŝŵŝƚǇƚŽĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƐĂŶĚŚŝŐŚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƌŽĂĚƐ͕ƚŚĞĂƌĞĂŚĂƐƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƉŽŽƌĞƐƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ

Ϯ

ZĞǀŝƐĞĚƌĂĨƚKƉƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ:ƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶZĞƉŽƌƚĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůYƵĂůŝƚǇĐƚdŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐŽĨ^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ͕
YD͕ϮϬϬϵ͕ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďĂĂƋŵĚ͘ŐŽǀͬΕͬŵĞĚŝĂͬĨŝůĞƐͬƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐͲĂŶĚͲƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚͬĐĞƋĂͬƌĞǀŝƐĞĚͲĚƌĂĨƚͲ
ĐĞƋĂͲƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐͲũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶͲƌĞƉŽƌƚͲŽĐƚͲϮϬϬϵ͘ƉĚĨ͍ůĂсĞŶ

ϯ



ŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇ͕ǁŝƚŚϭϯйŽĨŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐůŝǀŝŶŐŝŶĂŶĂƌĞĂĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƚŽŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƚŚĂŶϭϬђŐͬŵϯŽĨĨŝŶĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞ
ŵĂƚƚĞƌ;WDϮ͘ϱͿĂŶĚϭϲйůŝǀŝŶŐŝŶĂƌĞĂƐǁŝƚŚĂŵďŝĞŶƚĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĐĂŶĐĞƌƌŝƐŬƐŐƌĞĂƚĞƌƚŚĂŶϭϬϬŝŶĂ
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ͟;Ɖ͘ϮͿ͘dŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐŽŶƚŽƐƚĂƚĞƚŚĂƚǁŚŝůĞ͞ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŽǁŶĨĞǁĞƌĐĂƌƐ͕
ĚƌŝǀĞůĞƐƐ͕ĂŶĚƐƉĞŶĚŵŽƌĞƚŝŵĞǁĂůŬŝŶŐĂŶĚĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͕͟ƚŚĞĂƌĞĂƐƚŝůůŚĂƐ͞ĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚĚĞŶƐŝƚŝĞƐŽĨ
ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŶƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ͟;Ɖ͘ϯͿ͘dŚĞƌĞƉŽƌƚĂůƐŽŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͛ƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐĂŶĚ
ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚŝŶƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ͕ƐƚĂƚŝŶŐ͕

͞dŚĞŝŶĐŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨƐĞǀĞƌĞŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐĂŶĚĚĞĂƚŚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽĐŽůůŝƐŝŽŶƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĂŶĚ
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ͕ĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐŝƐĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇ͘dŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐŝƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇƚƌŽƵďůŝŶŐ͕ĂƐƚŚĞĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĂŶŶƵĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐĂŶĚ
ĨĂƚĂůŝƚŝĞƐƉĞƌϭϬϬƌŽĂĚŵŝůĞƐŝƐƐŝǆƚŝŵĞƐŚŝŐŚĞƌŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ
;ϰϴǀƐ͘ϴͿ͘ŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽŽƚŚĞƌŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂĂůƐŽŚĂƐĂŚŝŐŚĞƌƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐǁŚŽĂƌĞĚƌŝǀŝŶŐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƐƉĞĞĚůŝŵŝƚ͘tŚŝůĞŵŽƌĞƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŚŽůŝǀĞŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂŵĂǇ
ŶŽƚďĞĚƌŝǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͕ƚŚĞƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ͕ĂŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉƌŽǆǇĨŽƌĂĚǀĞƌƐĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
2&61
ĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞƐĂŶĚŚĞĂůƚŚŚĂǌĂƌĚƐĨƌŽŵƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ŝƐĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚŝŶƚŚĞŝƚǇĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞ
FRQW G
ĂƌƚĞƌŝĂůƐƚŚĂƚĐĂƌƌǇƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƐ͘ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ͕ϭϬϬйŽĨƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŝŶ
ƚŚĞƉůĂŶĂƌĞĂůŝǀĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶϭϱϬŵĞƚĞƌƐŽĨĂĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚƚƌƵĐŬƌŽƵƚĞ;ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŝƚƚĞĚŵŽƚŽƌǀĞŚŝĐůĞƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐŵĂǇďĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚǁŝƚŚŝŶϭϱϬŵĞƚĞƌƐŽĨ
ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐͿ͟;Ɖ͘ϯͿ͘

ƐǇŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞŝŶƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƌƉƚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͛ƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕ĂŶĚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ
ƐĂĨĞƚǇĂƌĞĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞǁŽƌƐƚŝŶƚŚĞĐŝƚǇʹƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŽƌĞǀĞŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌǁŚĞŶ
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘KŶĐĞŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ͕ƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂWůĂŶ͕ǁŚŝĐŚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐƚŽ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉϭϳ͕ϮϴϬ͕ϬϬϬƐƋƵĂƌĞĨĞĞƚŽĨƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůƵƐĞƐ͕ϭϬ͕ϰϯϬ͕ϬϬϬƐƋƵĂƌĞĨĞĞƚŽĨŽĨĨŝĐĞƵƐĞƐ͕ĂŶĚϰ͕ϬϬϳ͕ϬϬϬ
ƐƋƵĂƌĞĨĞĞƚŽĨƌĞƚĂŝůĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƵƐĞƐ͕ǁŝůůŽŶůǇĞǆĂĐĞƌďĂƚĞƚŚĞƐĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐ;dĂďůĞs/Ͳϭ͕Ɖ͘s/Ͳϯ͕ƉƉ͘ϲϮϳͿ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ǁĞĨŝŶĚƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨĂůĞƐƐ
ƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽďĞŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ͕ĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕ĂƐŽƵƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŽƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚŝƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͘

FailuretoConsiderImpactsfromOtherProjectsWithintheArea
EŽƚŽŶůǇĚŽĞƐƚŚĞ/ZƌĞůǇƵƉŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĚĂƚĂƚŽĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ďƵƚ
ŝƚĂůƐŽĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĨƌŽŵŽƚŚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͘ƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚ͕ƚŚĞ
WůĂŶ͛ƐŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐŝƚ͛ƐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕ 2&61
ĂƌĞŵŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ͘
&8

dŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWŝĞƌϳϬDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂů^ŽDĂWůĂŶĂƌĞĂ͕
ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝƚĞŽĨĂŶĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϯϱͲĂĐƌĞĂƌĞĂďŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽƚŚĞǁĞƐƚ͕ϮϬƚŚ
^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽƚŚĞŶŽƌƚŚ͕^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽĂǇƚŽƚŚĞĞĂƐƚ͕ĂŶĚϮϮŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽƚŚĞƐŽƵƚŚ͘ϯdŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝƚĞ

ϯ

WŝĞƌϳϬDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ/Z͕Ɖ͘Ϯ͘ϭͲϮ͘Ϯ͕ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƐĨͲƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ŽƌŐͬĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůͲŝŵƉĂĐƚͲ
ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐͲŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞͲĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ

ϰ



ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐƚǁŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂƌĞĂƐ͗ƚŚĞϮϴͲĐƌĞ^ŝƚĞĂŶĚƚŚĞ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐWĂƌĐĞůƐ͘ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞϮϴͲĐƌĞ
^ŝƚĞǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƵƉƚŽĂŵĂǆŝŵƵŵŽĨĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϯ͕ϰϮϮ͕ϮϲϱŐƌŽƐƐƐƋƵĂƌĞĨĞĞƚ;ŐƐĨͿŽĨĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ
ŝŶŶĞǁďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐĂŶĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ;ĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐƐƋƵĂƌĞĨŽŽƚĂŐĞĂůůŽĐĂƚĞĚƚŽ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐŽƌǇƉĂƌŬŝŶŐͿ͘ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐWĂƌĐĞůƐǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƵƉƚŽĂŵĂǆŝŵƵŵŽĨĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ
ϴϬϭ͕ϰϬϬŐƐĨŝŶŶĞǁďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͖ƚŚĞƐĞŶĞǁďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĞǆĐĞĞĚĂŚĞŝŐŚƚŽĨϲϱĨĞĞƚ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƚŚĞ
ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚĞŝŐŚƚůŝŵŝƚĂůŽŶŐ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚŽŶďŽƚŚƚŚĞWŽƌƚͲŽǁŶĞĚĂŶĚƚŚĞǁĞƐƚĞƌŶƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
,ŽĞĚŽǁŶzĂƌĚ͘
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞWŝĞƌϳϬDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛Ɛ/Z͕ƚŚĞWŝĞƌϳϬWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƚĞŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘͞/ƚǁŽƵůĚ͗
x ĂƵƐĞŽŶĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůDƵŶŝƌŽƵƚĞ;ϰϴYƵŝŶƚĂƌĂͬϮϰƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚďƵƐƌŽƵƚĞƐͿƚŽĞǆĐĞĞĚϴϱƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞĂ͘ŵ͘ĂŶĚƉ͘ŵ͘ƉĞĂŬŚŽƵƌƐŝŶďŽƚŚƚŚĞŝŶďŽƵŶĚĂŶĚŽƵƚďŽƵŶĚ
2&61
FRQW G
ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͖
x ĂƵƐĞůŽĂĚŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĞĂŬůŽĂĚŝŶŐŚŽƵƌƚŽŶŽƚďĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚďǇ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŽŶͲƐŝƚĞͬŽĨĨͲƐƚƌĞĞƚůŽĂĚŝŶŐƐƵƉƉůǇŽƌŝŶƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŽŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚůŽĂĚŝŶŐǌŽŶĞƐ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŵĂǇ
ĐƌĞĂƚĞŚĂǌĂƌĚŽƵƐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŽƌƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚĞůĂǇƐĨŽƌƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ͕ŽƌƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ͖
x ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůǇƚŽƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶƚŚĞϰϴYƵŝŶƚĂƌĂͬϮϰƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ĂŶĚϮϮ&ŝůůŵŽƌĞďƵƐƌŽƵƚĞƐ͖
x ĂƵƐĞĂƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇŽƌƉĞƌŝŽĚŝĐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĂŵďŝĞŶƚŶŽŝƐĞůĞǀĞůƐĚƵƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ
ŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǀŝĐŝŶŝƚǇĂďŽǀĞůĞǀĞůƐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͖
x ĂƵƐĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶĂŵďŝĞŶƚŶŽŝƐĞůĞǀĞůƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǀŝĐŝŶŝƚǇ;ϮϮŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ĞĂƐƚŽĨdĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽĞĂƐƚŽĨ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͖ĂŶĚ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚϮϬƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽƐŽƵƚŚŽĨ
ϮϮŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͿ͖
x ŽŵďŝŶĞǁŝƚŚĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŽĐĂƵƐĞĂƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĂŵďŝĞŶƚ
ŶŽŝƐĞůĞǀĞůƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǀŝĐŝŶŝƚǇ;ϮϮŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚĞĂƐƚŽĨdĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽĞĂƐƚŽĨ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ĂŶĚ/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚϮϬƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƚŽƐŽƵƚŚŽĨϮϮŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͿ͖
x 'ĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĨƵŐŝƚŝǀĞĚƵƐƚĂŶĚĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐĚƵƌŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕ǁŚŝĐŚǁŽƵůĚǀŝŽůĂƚĞĂŶĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͕ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇƚŽĂŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚ
ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ͖
x ZĞƐƵůƚŝŶŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽĨĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐĂƚůĞǀĞůƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚǀŝŽůĂƚĞĂŶĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ
ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͕ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƚŽĂŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞŶĞƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ͖ĂŶĚ
x ŽŵďŝŶĞǁŝƚŚƉĂƐƚ͕ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ͕ĂŶĚƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůǇĨŽƌĞƐĞĞĂďůĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƌĞĂ
ƚŽĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƚŽĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘͟ϰ
ƐǇŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞŝŶƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƌƉƚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞWŝĞƌϳϬWƌŽũĞĐƚǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͘dŚĞƐĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕
ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ǁŽƵůĚ

ϰ

WŝĞƌϳϬDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞŝƐƚƌŝĐƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ/Z͕Ɖ͘^͘ϱͲ^͘ϲ͕ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĂƚ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƐĨͲƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ŽƌŐͬĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůͲŝŵƉĂĐƚͲ
ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐͲŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞͲĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ

ϱ



ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ/ZĨĂŝůƐƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞWŝĞƌϳϬWƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞ
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳϮĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇďĞŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ
ďǇƚŚĞWůĂŶŶŝŶŐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ƐŽŵĞŽĨǁŚŝĐŚǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ;ƐĞĞƚĂďůĞďĞůŽǁͿ͘ϱ
>ŝƐƚŽĨDĂũŽƌĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĚĚƌĞƐƐ
ϭϲϮϵDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϲϮϵDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϬϮϳDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϮϴDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϵϱϬͲϵϳϰDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϵϱϬͲϵϳϰDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
KŶĞKĂŬ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϱϬϬͲϭϱϰϬDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϰϵϵDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϱϬϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
Ϯϵϵ'ƌĂŶƚǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϯϬϬ'ƌĂŶƚǀĞŶƵĞ
ϭϬϬϬsĂŶEĞƐƐǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϬϭsĂŶEĞƐƐǀĞŶƵĞ
ϭϮϲϵDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϮϳϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
/ŶĚŝĂĂƐŝŶDŝǆĞĚͲƵƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳϬϬͲϵϬϬ/ŶŶĞƐǀĞŶƵĞ
ϭϵϳϵDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϵϳϵDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
2&61
ϵϬϭϭϲƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚΘϭϮϬϬϭϳƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϵϬϭϭϲƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚΘϭϮϬϬϭϳƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
FRQW G
ϭϴϮϴŐďĞƌƚǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϴϮϴŐďĞƌƚǀĞŶƵĞ
ĞƚƚĞƌDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
DĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚΘKĐƚĂǀŝĂŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚ
ĂŶĚůĞƐƚŝĐŬWŽŝŶƚͲ,ƵŶƚĞƌƐWŽŝŶƚ^ŚŝƉǇĂƌĚWŚĂƐĞ//
ĂƐƚŽĨh^ͲϭϬϭ
ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚWůĂŶWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϲϱDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϲϲDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϰϬͲϮϵϬWĂĐŝĨŝĐǀĞŶƵĞͬϳϮϬĂƚƚĞƌǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϰϬͲϮϵϬWĂĐŝĨŝĐǀĞŶƵĞͬϳϮϬĂƚƚĞƌǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴϯϳWĂĐŝĨŝĐǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϴϯϴWĂĐŝĨŝĐǀĞŶƵĞ
ϮϮϵϯͲϮϮϵϵWŽǁĞůů^ƚƌĞĞƚͬϯϬϵͲϯϭϭĂǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϮϵϯͲϮϮϵϵWŽǁĞůů^ƚƌĞĞƚͬϯϬϵͲϯϭϭĂǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
'ŽůĚĞŶ^ƚĂƚĞtĂƌƌŝŽƌƐǀĞŶƚĞŶƚĞƌĂŶĚDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞ
DŝƐƐŝŽŶĂǇůŽĐŬƐϮϵͲϯϮ
ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ϭϲϬϭDĂƌŝƉŽƐĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚDŝǆĞĚhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϲϬϮDĂƌŝƉŽƐĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϰϬϬĂǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚ,ŽƚĞůWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϰϬϭĂǇ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϬϳϰDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϳϱDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϱDWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϵϮϱͲϵϲϳDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
:ĞǁŝƐŚ,ŽŵĞŽĨ^ĂŶ&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ
ϯϬϮ^ŝůǀĞƌǀĞŶƵĞ
ϱϮϱ,ĂƌƌŝƐŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ;ĂƐĞEŽ͘ϮϬϬϬ͘ϭϬϴϭ͖^ƚĂƚĞ
ϱϮϱ,ĂƌƌŝƐŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ůĞĂƌŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞEŽ͘ϭϵϴϰϬϲϭϵϭϮͿ
tĞƐƚtŝŶŐWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϱϬϭdƵŶŶĞůǀĞŶƵĞ
ϳϱ,ŽǁĂƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳϱ,ŽǁĂƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϵϰϵ'ŽƵŐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϵϱϬ'ŽƵŐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϱϰϲͲϭϱϲϰDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϱϰϲͲϭϱϲϰDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ

ϱ

ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƐĨͲƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ŽƌŐͬĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůͲŝŵƉĂĐƚͲƌĞƉŽƌƚƐͲŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞͲĚĞĐůĂƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ

ϲ



ϭϬϬ,ǇĚĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϰϵϵDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
DĂƐŽŶĂŶĚdƵƌŬZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϱϬϭĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϴϬϬ/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϲϴϵDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϵdŚĞŵďĂƌĐĂĚĞƌŽͬϭϭϱ^ƚĞƵĂƌƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϰϴϬWŽƐƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͬϭϯϯϯ'ŽƵŐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϱϮϳͲϭϱϰϱWŝŶĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϲϯϰͲϭϲϵϬWŝŶĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
^ĞĂǁĂůů>ŽƚϯϯϳĂŶĚWŝĞƌϰϴDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϰϲϱdĞŚĂŵĂͬϰϲϴůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϲϱϭͲϲϱϱŽůŽƌĞƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϵϵWĂƵůǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳϰ,ŽǁĂƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϬϬͲϮϭϰϲƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϳϴϰϭϱƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϵϮϳdŽůĂŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
dŚĞDĞǆŝĐĂŶDƵƐĞƵŵĂŶĚZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůdŽǁĞƌWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϬWŽůŬ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϯϰϰƌĂŶŶĂŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϰϴͲϮϱϮϵƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
^ĞĂǁĂůů>ŽƚϯϱϭWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϴϬϭƌĂŶŶĂŶĂŶĚKŶĞ,ĞŶƌǇĚĂŵƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϯϮϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϱϱϬͲϮϱϱϴDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϱϭϬͲϭϱϰϬDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
^ƚƌĂŶĚdŚĞĂƚĞƌ
ϰϳϵWŽƚƌĞƌŽǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
Ϯϴϵϰ^ĂŶƌƵŶŽǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳϱϭĂƌŽůŝŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϭϬϬϬͲϭϬϮϬƌŽĂĚǁĂǇΘϭϲϮϵdĂǇůŽƌ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ŚŝŶĞƐĞ,ŽƐƉŝƚĂůZĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϯϭϱϭͲϯϭϱϱ^ĐŽƚƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ŽŽŬĞƌd͘tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĞŶƚĞƌDŝǆĞĚhƐĞ
WƌŽũĞĐƚ
ZĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚĞƉŽƚ
ϮϬϬϭDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚDŝǆĞĚͲhƐĞĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ϳϰϴtŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϮϮϭ^ĞĐŽŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳ



ϭϬϭ,ǇĚĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϱϬϬDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϵͲϮϱDĂƐŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϱϬϭĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴϬϬ/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϲϵϬDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϭϬdŚĞŵďĂƌĐĂĚĞƌŽͬϭϭϱ^ƚĞƵĂƌƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϰϴϭWŽƐƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͬϭϯϯϯ'ŽƵŐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϱϮϳͲϭϱϰϱWŝŶĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϲϯϰͲϭϲϵϬWŝŶĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
WŝĞƌϰϴΘ^ĞĂǁĂůů>Žƚϯϳ
ϰϲϱdĞŚĂŵĂͬϰϲϴůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϲϱϭͲϲϱϱŽůŽƌĞƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϬϬWĂƵůǀĞŶƵĞ
ϳϱ,ŽǁĂƌĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϬϬͲϮϭϰϲƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϳϴϱϭϱƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϵϮϴdŽůĂŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϳϬϲDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
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ϭϬϭWŽůŬ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϯϰϱƌĂŶŶĂŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϰϴͲϮϱϮϵƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴtĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴϬϭƌĂŶŶĂŶΘϭ,ĞŶƌǇĚĂŵƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ
ϭϯϮϭDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϱϱϬͲϮϱϱϴDŝƐƐŝŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϱϭϬͲϭϱϰϬDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϭϮϳDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϰϴϬWŽƚƌĞƌŽǀĞŶƵĞ
Ϯϴϵϱ^ĂŶƌƵŶŽǀĞŶƵĞ
ϳϱϮĂƌŽůŝŶĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϭϬϬϬͲϭϬϮϬƌŽĂĚǁĂǇΘϭϲϮϵdĂǇůŽƌ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴϯϱʹϴϰϱ:ĂĐŬƐŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϯϭϱϭͲϯϭϱϱ^ĐŽƚƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϴϬϬWƌĞƐŝĚŝŽǀĞŶƵĞ
ϮϭϮϭĂŶĚϮϬϰϱǀĂŶƐ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϬϬϭDĂƌŬĞƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϳϰϵtŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϮϮϮ^ĞĐŽŶĚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ

ϰϵ&ŝƌƐƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϳϯϵtĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ
ϲϵϬ^ƚĂŶǇĂŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ;DŝǆĞĚZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůͬZĞƚĂŝůWƌŽũĞĐƚͿ
Ϯϱϱ^ĞǀĞŶƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚWƌŽũĞĐƚ


ϱϬ&ŝƌƐƚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϳϰϬtĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ϲϵϬ^ƚĂŶǇĂŶ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
Ϯϱϱ^ĞǀĞŶƚŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
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KƵƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͕ŝŶĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇďĞŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝƚǇ͕ǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘ƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚ͕ǁĞĨŝŶĚƚŚĞ/Z͛ƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨĂůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽďĞŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ͕ĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͕ŝŶĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚ
ŽƚŚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƌĞĂ͕ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶůŽĐĂůĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůĂŝƌ
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘

   ǯ   
ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽǀĞ͕ŽƵƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWůĂŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ŝŶĂŶĞĨĨŽƌƚƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽĂ
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůĞǀĞů͕ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͘
2&61

$/
dŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͕ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ǁŽƵůĚƉĞƌŵŝƚĨĞǁĞƌƚĂůůďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐƐŽƵƚŚŽĨƚŚĞĞůĞǀĂƚĞĚ
/ŶƚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞϴϬĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƚŚĂŶǁŽƵůĚďĞĂůůŽǁĂďůĞƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϭϲͿ͘dŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐ
ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƐƚƌĞĞƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬĐŚĂŶŐĞƐĂŶĚŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘dŚŝƐĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĂƐƐƵŵĞƐƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƐŝƚĞƐǁŽƵůĚďĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĂƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞ
WůĂŶ͕ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚĂƚĂůŽǁĞƌŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇ͕ƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐŝŶŵĂƌŐŝŶĂůůǇůĞƐƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŚĂŶƚŚĂƚĂƐƐƵŵĞĚƵŶĚĞƌ
ƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘'ƌŽǁƚŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨϭϮ͕ϰϬϬ
ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϱϱ͕ϴϬϬũŽďƐ͕ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐϭϰƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨĞǁĞƌŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐĂŶĚϭϮƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ
ĨĞǁĞƌũŽďƐƚŚĂŶƚŚĞWůĂŶ͘dŽƚĂůĨůŽŽƌĂƌĞĂĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞ
ĂďŽƵƚϭϯƉĞƌĐĞŶƚůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶǁŝƚŚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ;ƐĞĞƚĂďůĞďĞůŽǁͿ;Ɖ͘s/Ͳϯ͕s/ͲϭϲͿ͘


ϴ
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ƐǇŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞŝŶƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƌƉƚĂďŽǀĞ͕ƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞϭϰƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨĞǁĞƌ
ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͕ϭϮƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĨĞǁĞƌũŽďƐ͕ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂƚŽƚĂůĨůŽŽƌĂƌĞĂŽĨĂďŽƵƚϭϯƉĞƌĐĞŶƚůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͘dŚŝƐƐůŝŐŚƚĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ĂŶĚ
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ĂŶĚŝŶƐŽŵĞĐĂƐĞƐ͕ƚŚŝƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƚŽĂůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůĞǀĞů͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ĂƐƐƚĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕ƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐ
ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƚƌĂŶƐŝƚƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉďǇĂďŽƵƚĞŝŐŚƚƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϰͿ͘dŚŝƐƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞ
ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉǁŽƵůĚĂǀŽŝĚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶDƵŶŝĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽŶƐŽŵĞ
ƐĐƌĞĞŶůŝŶĞƐĂŶĚĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐƵŶĚĞƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉůƵƐWůĂŶĂŶĚϮϬϰϬĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϰͿ͘^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ŝŶ
ƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĂŶĚďŝĐǇĐůĞŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂďŽƵƚĞŝŐŚƚ
ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚůĞƐƐƚƌĂǀĞůďǇƚŚĞƐĞŵŽĚĞƐŝŶϮϬϰϬ͕ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚƐƚƌĞĞƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŶĞǁďŝĐǇĐůĞůĂŶĞƐĂŶĚĐǇĐůĞƚƌĂĐŬƐ͕ǁŝĚĞŶĞĚƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͕ĂŶĚ
ŶĞǁŵŝĚͲďůŽĐŬĐƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϱͿ͘tŝƚŚŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚĂůůǇůĞƐƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂďǇϮϬϰϬ͕ƚŚĞ
ZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐǁŝƚŚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŽ
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĐƌŽǁĚŝŶŐŝŶĐƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐƵŶĚĞƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉůƵƐWůĂŶĂŶĚϮϬϰϬĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝǀĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͘ŝĐǇĐůĞ
ƚƌĂǀĞůǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽďĞŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚĂůůǇůĞƐƐĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͕ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽ
ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚǁŽƵůĚďĞƐŝŵŝůĂƌ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϱͿ͘
ϵ



dŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶůĞƐƐŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌŽĨĨͲƐƚƌĞĞƚĨƌĞŝŐŚƚůŽĂĚŝŶŐ
ƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕ŽŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůůŽĂĚŝŶŐƐƉĂĐĞƐ͕ĂŶĚĐƵƌďƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌƉĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌůŽĂĚŝŶŐͬƵŶůŽĂĚŝŶŐǌŽŶĞƐ͕
ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƉĂƌŬŝŶŐĚĞŵĂŶĚďǇϭϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϱ͕s/ͲϮϲͿ͘&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ͕ƚŚĞ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌƚŚŝƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞůĞƐƐŝŶƚĞŶƐŝǀĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͕ĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞ
ĨĞǁĞƌƚĂůůďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϲͿ͘dŚŝƐƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐǁŽƵůĚ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐǁŚĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ͘&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕ĂƐ
ƐƚĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ/Z͕͞ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽĨĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ͕','Ɛ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐͲŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚdƐǁŽƵůĚďĞ
ŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚĂůůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂ͕ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚŽƐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞWůĂŶ͕ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂďŽƵƚϭϰƉĞƌĐĞŶƚůĞƐƐƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĂďŽƵƚϭϮƉĞƌĐĞŶƚůĞƐƐ
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶƚŚĞWůĂŶƌĞĂďǇϮϬϰϬƚŚĂŶŝƐĂƐƐƵŵĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞWůĂŶ͟;Ɖ͘s/ͲϮϳ͕s/ͲϮϴͿ͘
ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐĂŶĚƉĞƌĐĞŶƚƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ;ŝĨĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞͿƚŚĞůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂƌĞ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƚĂďůĞďĞůŽǁ͘
ZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ/ŵƉĂĐƚZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ
/ŵƉĂĐƚ
WĞƌĐĞŶƚZĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ
dƌĂŶƐŝƚZŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ
;ϴйͿ
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĂŶĚŝĐǇĐůĞKƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
;ϴйͿ
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƌŽǁĚŝŶŐŝŶƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
2&61
ŝĐǇĐůĞdƌĂǀĞů
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
FRQW G
ĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌKĨĨͲ^ƚƌĞĞƚ&ƌĞŝŐŚƚ>ŽĂĚŝŶŐ^ƉĂĐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
KŶͲ^ƚƌĞĞƚŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů>ŽĂĚŝŶŐ^ƉĂĐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
Ƶƌď^ƉĂĐĞĨŽƌWĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌ>ŽĂĚŝŶŐͬhŶůŽĂĚŝŶŐŽŶĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
WĂƌŬŝŶŐĞŵĂŶĚ
;ϭϬйͿ
ŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŽĨƌŝƚĞƌŝĂŝƌWŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ͕'ƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ'ĂƐĞƐ
^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇZĞĚƵĐĞĚ
;','ƐͿ͕ĂŶĚdƌĂĨĨŝĐͲ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚdŽǆŝĐŝƌŽŶƚĂŵŝŶĂŶƚƐ;dƐͿ

KƵƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞŵĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞ
WůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŶĚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘tŚŝůĞƚŚŝƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐůĞƐƐ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ŝƚǁŽƵůĚƐƚŝůůƐĂƚŝƐĨǇĂůůŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĞŝŐŚƚŐŽĂůƐ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐ
ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͛ƐƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŶĚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ŝƚĐĂŶďĞƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůǇ
ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚďĞƚƚĞƌƐĂƚŝƐĨǇƚŚĞƐĞĞŝŐŚƚŐŽĂůƐǁŚĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ
WůĂŶ͘dŚŝƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞǁŽƵůĚƐƚŝůů͞ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌũŽďƐĂŶĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕͟ďƵƚǁŽƵůĚďĞƚƚĞƌ͞ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ƐĂĨĞĂŶĚĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞƐǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͕ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕͟ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚĐƌĞĂƚĞĂ
ŵŽƌĞ͞ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůůǇƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĂŶĚƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶƚŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ͟ǁŚĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚWůĂŶ
;Ɖ͘//Ͳϱ͕//ͲϲͿ͘ƵĞƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͕ǁĞĨŝŶĚƚŚĂƚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞZĞĚƵĐĞĚ,ĞŝŐŚƚƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ
ǁŽƵůĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐĂŝƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͕ĂŶĚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐĂĨĞƚǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͕ĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚďĞƚƚĞƌ
ƐĂƚŝƐĨǇƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐŐŽĂůƐĂŶĚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͘dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ƚŚŝƐůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚŝŶĂŶƵƉĚĂƚĞĚ
/ZŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞƐĞǀĞƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞWůĂŶ͛ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘
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ȱ
ProfessionalȱCertification:ȱ
CaliforniaȱProfessionalȱGeologistȱ
CaliforniaȱCertifiedȱHydrogeologistȱ
QualifiedȱSȱDeveloperȱandȱPraȱȱȱ
ȱ
ProfessionalȱExperience:ȱȱȱ
Mattȱ hasȱ 25ȱ yearsȱ ofȱ experienceȱ inȱ environmentalȱ policy,ȱ assessmentȱ andȱ remediation.ȱ ȱ Heȱ spentȱ nineȱ
yearsȱ withȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ inȱ theȱ RCRAȱ andȱ Superfundȱ programsȱ andȱ servedȱ asȱ EPA’sȱ Seniorȱ Scienceȱ
PolicyȱAdvisorȱinȱtheȱWesternȱRegionalȱOfficeȱwhereȱheȱidentifiedȱemergingȱthreatsȱtoȱgroundwaterȱfromȱ
perchlorateȱandȱMTBE.ȱȱWhileȱwithȱEPA,ȱMattȱalsoȱservedȱasȱaȱSeniorȱHydrogeologistȱinȱtheȱoversightȱofȱ
theȱassessmentȱofȱsevenȱmajorȱmilitaryȱfacilitiesȱundergoingȱbaseȱclosure.ȱȱHeȱledȱnumerousȱenforcementȱ
actionsȱ underȱ provisionsȱ ofȱ theȱ Resourceȱ Conservationȱ andȱ Recoveryȱ Actȱ (RCRA)ȱ whileȱ alsoȱ workingȱ
withȱpermitȱholdersȱtoȱimproveȱhydrogeologicȱcharacterizationȱandȱwaterȱqualityȱmonitoring.ȱȱȱ
ȱ
Mattȱ hasȱ workedȱ closelyȱ withȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ legalȱ counselȱ andȱ theȱ technicalȱ staffȱ ofȱ severalȱ statesȱ inȱ theȱ
applicationȱandȱenforcementȱofȱRCRA,ȱSafeȱDrinkingȱWaterȱActȱandȱCleanȱWaterȱActȱregulations.ȱȱMattȱ
hasȱtrainedȱtheȱtechnicalȱstaffȱinȱtheȱStatesȱofȱCalifornia,ȱHawaii,ȱNevada,ȱArizonaȱandȱtheȱTerritoryȱofȱ
Guamȱinȱtheȱconductȱofȱinvestigations,ȱgroundwaterȱfundamentals,ȱandȱsamplingȱtechniques.ȱ
ȱ
PositionsȱMattȱhasȱheldȱinclude:ȱ
x
x
x

FoundingȱPartner,ȱSoil/Water/AirȱProtectionȱEnterpriseȱ(SWAPE)ȱ(2003ȱ–ȱpresent);ȱ
GeologyȱInstructor,ȱGoldenȱWestȱCollege,ȱ2010ȱ–ȱpresent;ȱȱ
SeniorȱEnvironmentalȱAnalyst,ȱKomexȱH2OȱScience,ȱIncȱ(2000ȱȬȬȱ2003);ȱ

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

ExecutiveȱDirector,ȱOrangeȱCoastȱWatchȱ(2001ȱ–ȱ2004);ȱ
SeniorȱScienceȱPolicyȱAdvisorȱandȱHydrogeologist,ȱU.S.ȱEnvironmentalȱProtectionȱAgencyȱ(1989–ȱ
1998);ȱ
Hydrogeologist,ȱNationalȱParkȱService,ȱWaterȱResourcesȱDivisionȱ(1998ȱ–ȱ2000);ȱ
AdjunctȱFacultyȱMember,ȱSanȱFranciscoȱStateȱUniversity,ȱDepartmentȱofȱGeosciencesȱ(1993ȱ–ȱ
1998);ȱ
Instructor,ȱCollegeȱofȱMarin,ȱDepartmentȱofȱScienceȱ(1990ȱ–ȱ1995);ȱ
Geologist,ȱU.S.ȱForestȱServiceȱ(1986ȱ–ȱ1998);ȱandȱ
Geologist,ȱDamesȱ&ȱMooreȱ(1984ȱ–ȱ1986).ȱ

ȱ
SeniorȱRegulatoryȱandȱLitigationȱSupportȱAnalyst:ȱ
WithȱSWAPE,ȱMatt’sȱresponsibilitiesȱhaveȱincluded:ȱ
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

Leadȱanalystȱandȱtestifyingȱexpertȱinȱtheȱreviewȱofȱnumerousȱenvironmentalȱimpactȱreportsȱ
underȱCEQAȱthatȱidentifyȱsignificantȱissuesȱwithȱregardȱtoȱhazardousȱwaste,ȱwaterȱresources,ȱ
waterȱquality,ȱairȱquality,ȱgreenhouseȱgasȱemissionsȱandȱgeologicȱhazards.ȱȱ
Leadȱanalystȱandȱtestifyingȱexpertȱinȱtheȱreviewȱofȱenvironmentalȱissuesȱinȱlicenseȱapplicationsȱ
forȱlargeȱsolarȱpowerȱplantsȱbeforeȱtheȱCaliforniaȱEnergyȱCommission.ȱ
Stormwaterȱanalysis,ȱsamplingȱandȱbestȱmanagementȱpracticeȱevaluationȱatȱindustrialȱfacilities.ȱȱ
ManagerȱofȱaȱprojectȱtoȱprovideȱtechnicalȱassistanceȱtoȱaȱcomunityȱadjacentȱtoȱaȱformerȱNavalȱ
shipyardȱunderȱaȱgrantȱfromȱtheȱU.S.ȱEPA.ȱȱ
Technicalȱassistanceȱandȱlitigationȱsupportȱforȱvaporȱintrusionȱconcerns.ȱ
ManagerȱofȱaȱprojectȱtoȱevaluateȱnumerousȱformerlyȱusedȱmilitaryȱsitesȱinȱtheȱwesternȱU.S.ȱ
Managerȱofȱaȱcomprehensiveȱevaluationȱofȱpotentialȱsourcesȱofȱperchlorateȱcontaminationȱinȱ
SouthernȱCaliforniaȱdrinkingȱwaterȱwells.ȱ
ManagerȱandȱdesignatedȱexpertȱforȱlitigationȱsupportȱunderȱprovisionsȱofȱPropositionȱ65ȱinȱtheȱ
reviewȱofȱreleasesȱofȱgasolineȱtoȱsourcesȱdrinkingȱwaterȱatȱmajorȱrefineriesȱandȱhundredsȱofȱgasȱ
stationsȱthroughoutȱCalifornia.ȱ
ExpertȱwitnessȱonȱtwoȱcasesȱinvolvingȱMTBEȱlitigation.ȱ
Expertȱwitnessȱandȱlitigationȱsupportȱonȱtheȱimpactȱofȱairȱtoxinsȱandȱhazardsȱatȱaȱschool.ȱ
Expertȱwitnessȱinȱlitigationȱatȱaȱformerȱplywoodȱplant.ȱ

ȱ
WithȱKomexȱH2OȱScienceȱInc.,ȱMatt’sȱdutiesȱincludedȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

Seniorȱauthorȱofȱaȱreportȱonȱtheȱextentȱofȱperchlorateȱcontaminationȱthatȱwasȱusedȱinȱtestimonyȱ
byȱtheȱformerȱU.S.ȱEPAȱAdministratorȱandȱGeneralȱCounsel.ȱ
Seniorȱresearcherȱinȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱaȱcomprehensive,ȱelectronicallyȱinteractiveȱchronologyȱ
ofȱMTBEȱuse,ȱresearch,ȱandȱregulation.ȱ
Seniorȱresearcherȱinȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱaȱcomprehensive,ȱelectronicallyȱinteractiveȱchronologyȱ
ofȱperchlorateȱuse,ȱresearch,ȱandȱregulation.ȱ
SeniorȱresearcherȱinȱaȱstudyȱthatȱestimatesȱnationwideȱcostsȱforȱMTBEȱremediationȱandȱdrinkingȱ
waterȱtreatment,ȱresultsȱofȱwhichȱwereȱpublishedȱinȱnewspapersȱnationwideȱandȱinȱtestimonyȱ
againstȱprovisionsȱofȱanȱenergyȱbillȱthatȱwouldȱlimitȱliabilityȱforȱoilȱcompanies.ȱȱ
Researchȱtoȱsupportȱlitigationȱtoȱrestoreȱdrinkingȱwaterȱsuppliesȱthatȱhaveȱbeenȱcontaminatedȱbyȱ
MTBEȱinȱCaliforniaȱandȱNewȱYork.ȱ
ExpertȱwitnessȱtestimonyȱinȱaȱcaseȱofȱoilȱproductionȬrelatedȱcontaminationȱinȱMississippi.ȱ
LeadȱauthorȱforȱaȱmultiȬvolumeȱremedialȱinvestigationȱreportȱforȱanȱoperatingȱschoolȱinȱLosȱ
Angelesȱthatȱmetȱstrictȱregulatoryȱrequirementsȱandȱrigorousȱdeadlines.ȱ
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x

Developmentȱofȱstrategicȱapproachesȱforȱcleanupȱofȱcontaminatedȱsitesȱinȱconsultationȱwithȱ
clientsȱandȱregulators.ȱ

ȱ
ExecutiveȱDirector:ȱ
Asȱ Executiveȱ Directorȱ withȱ Orangeȱ Coastȱ Watch,ȱ Mattȱ ledȱ effortsȱ toȱ restoreȱ waterȱ qualityȱ atȱ Orangeȱ
Countyȱ beachesȱ fromȱ multipleȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ contaminationȱ includingȱ urbanȱ runoffȱ andȱ theȱ dischargeȱ ofȱ
wastewater.ȱ ȱ Inȱ reportingȱ toȱ aȱ Boardȱ ofȱ Directorsȱ thatȱ includedȱ representativesȱ fromȱ leadingȱ Orangeȱ
Countyȱuniversitiesȱandȱbusinesses,ȱMattȱpreparedȱissueȱpapersȱinȱtheȱareasȱofȱtreatmentȱandȱdisinfectionȱ
ofȱwastewaterȱandȱcontrolȱofȱtheȱdischrgeȱofȱgreaseȱtoȱsewerȱsystems.ȱȱMattȱactivelyȱparticipatedȱinȱtheȱ
developmentȱ ofȱ countywideȱ waterȱ qualityȱ permitsȱ forȱ theȱ controlȱ ofȱ urbanȱ runoffȱ andȱ permitsȱ forȱ theȱ
dischargeȱ ofȱ wastewater.ȱ ȱ Mattȱ workedȱ withȱ otherȱ nonprofitsȱ toȱ protectȱ andȱ restoreȱ waterȱ quality,ȱ
includingȱSurfrider,ȱNaturalȱResourcesȱDefenseȱCouncilȱandȱOrangeȱCountyȱCoastKeeperȱasȱwellȱasȱwithȱ
businessȱinstitutionsȱincludingȱtheȱOrangeȱCountyȱBusinessȱCouncil.ȱȱȱ
ȱ
Hydrogeology:ȱ
Asȱ aȱ Seniorȱ Hydrogeologistȱ withȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ Environmentalȱ Protectionȱ Agency,ȱ Mattȱ ledȱ investigationsȱ toȱ
characterizeȱ andȱ cleanupȱ closingȱ militaryȱ bases,ȱ includingȱ Mareȱ Islandȱ Navalȱ Shipyard,ȱ Huntersȱ Pointȱ
Navalȱ Shipyard,ȱ Treasureȱ Islandȱ Navalȱ Station,ȱ Alamedaȱ Navalȱ Station,ȱ Moffettȱ Field,ȱ Matherȱ Armyȱ
Airfield,ȱandȱSacramentoȱArmyȱDepot.ȱȱSpecificȱactivitiesȱwereȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x

x
x

Ledȱeffortsȱtoȱmodelȱgroundwaterȱflowȱandȱcontaminantȱtransport,ȱensuredȱadequacyȱofȱ
monitoringȱnetworks,ȱandȱassessedȱcleanupȱalternativesȱforȱcontaminatedȱsediment,ȱsoil,ȱandȱ
groundwater.ȱȱ
Initiatedȱaȱregionalȱprogramȱforȱevaluationȱofȱgroundwaterȱsamplingȱpracticesȱandȱlaboratoryȱ
analysisȱatȱmilitaryȱbases.ȱȱ
Identifiedȱemergingȱissues,ȱwroteȱtechnicalȱguidance,ȱandȱassistedȱinȱpolicyȱandȱregulationȱ
developmentȱthroughȱworkȱonȱfourȱnationalȱU.S.ȱEPAȱworkgroups,ȱincludingȱtheȱSuperfundȱ
GroundwaterȱTechnicalȱForumȱandȱtheȱFederalȱFacilitiesȱForum.ȱ

ȱ
Atȱ theȱ requestȱ ofȱ theȱ StateȱofȱHawaii,ȱMattȱdevelopedȱaȱmethodologyȱtoȱdetermineȱtheȱvulnerabilityȱofȱ
groundwaterȱtoȱcontaminationȱonȱtheȱislandsȱofȱMauiȱandȱOahu.ȱHeȱusedȱanalyticalȱmodelsȱandȱaȱGISȱtoȱ
showȱ zonesȱ ofȱ vulnerability,ȱ andȱ theȱ resultsȱ wereȱ adoptedȱ andȱ publishedȱ byȱ theȱ Stateȱ ofȱ Hawaiiȱ andȱ
CountyȱofȱMaui.ȱȱ
ȱ
AsȱaȱhydrogeologistȱwithȱtheȱEPAȱGroundwaterȱProtectionȱSection,ȱMattȱworkedȱwithȱprovisionsȱofȱtheȱ
Safeȱ Drinkingȱ Waterȱ Actȱ andȱ NEPAȱ toȱ preventȱ drinkingȱ waterȱ contamination.ȱ ȱ Specificȱ activitiesȱ
includedȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x
x

ReceivedȱanȱEPAȱBronzeȱMedalȱforȱhisȱcontributionȱtoȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱnationalȱguidanceȱforȱ
theȱprotectionȱofȱdrinkingȱwater.ȱȱ
ManagedȱtheȱSoleȱSourceȱAquiferȱProgramȱandȱprotectedȱtheȱdrinkingȱwaterȱofȱtwoȱcommunitiesȱ
throughȱdesignationȱunderȱtheȱSafeȱDrinkingȱWaterȱAct.ȱHeȱpreparedȱgeologicȱreports,ȱ
conductedȱpublicȱhearings,ȱandȱrespondedȱtoȱpublicȱcommentsȱfromȱresidentsȱwhoȱwereȱveryȱ
concernedȱaboutȱtheȱimpactȱofȱdesignation.ȱ
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x

ReviewedȱaȱnumberȱofȱEnvironmentalȱImpactȱStatementsȱforȱplannedȱmajorȱdevelopments,ȱ
includingȱlargeȱhazardousȱandȱsolidȱwasteȱdisposalȱfacilities,ȱmineȱreclamation,ȱandȱwaterȱ
transfer.ȱȱ

ȱ
ȱ
MattȱservedȱasȱaȱhydrogeologistȱwithȱtheȱRCRAȱHazardousȱWasteȱprogram.ȱȱDutiesȱwereȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x
x
x

x

Supervisedȱtheȱhydrogeologicȱinvestigationȱofȱhazardousȱwasteȱsitesȱtoȱdetermineȱcomplianceȱ
withȱSubtitleȱCȱrequirements.ȱ
ReviewedȱandȱwroteȱȈpartȱBȈȱpermitsȱforȱtheȱdisposalȱofȱhazardousȱwaste.ȱȱ
ConductedȱRCRAȱCorrectiveȱActionȱinvestigationsȱofȱwasteȱsitesȱandȱledȱinspectionsȱthatȱformedȱ
theȱbasisȱforȱsignificantȱenforcementȱactionsȱthatȱwereȱdevelopedȱinȱcloseȱcoordinationȱwithȱU.S.ȱ
EPAȱlegalȱcounsel.ȱȱ
Wroteȱcontractȱspecificationsȱandȱsupervisedȱcontractorȇsȱinvestigationsȱofȱwasteȱsites.ȱȱ

ȱ
Withȱ theȱ Nationalȱ Parkȱ Service,ȱ Mattȱ directedȱ serviceȬwideȱ investigationsȱ ofȱ contaminantȱ sourcesȱ toȱ
preventȱdegradationȱofȱwaterȱquality,ȱincludingȱtheȱfollowingȱtasks:ȱ
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

AppliedȱpertinentȱlawsȱandȱregulationsȱincludingȱCERCLA,ȱRCRA,ȱNEPA,ȱNRDA,ȱandȱtheȱ
CleanȱWaterȱActȱtoȱcontrolȱmilitary,ȱmining,ȱandȱlandfillȱcontaminants.ȱȱ
ConductedȱwatershedȬscaleȱinvestigationsȱofȱcontaminantsȱatȱparks,ȱincludingȱYellowstoneȱandȱ
OlympicȱNationalȱPark.ȱ
IdentifiedȱhighȬlevelsȱofȱperchlorateȱinȱsoilȱadjacentȱtoȱaȱnationalȱparkȱinȱNewȱMexicoȱ
andȱadvisedȱparkȱsuperintendentȱonȱappropriateȱresponseȱactionsȱunderȱCERCLA.ȱ
ServedȱasȱaȱParkȱServiceȱrepresentativeȱonȱtheȱInteragencyȱPerchlorateȱSteeringȱCommittee,ȱaȱ
nationalȱworkgroup.ȱ
DevelopedȱaȱprogramȱtoȱconductȱenvironmentalȱcomplianceȱauditsȱofȱallȱNationalȱParksȱwhileȱ
servingȱonȱaȱnationalȱworkgroup.ȱȱ
CoȬauthoredȱtwoȱpapersȱonȱtheȱpotentialȱforȱwaterȱcontaminationȱfromȱtheȱoperationȱofȱpersonalȱ
watercraftȱandȱsnowmobiles,ȱtheseȱpapersȱservingȱasȱtheȱbasisȱforȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱnationȬ
wideȱpolicyȱonȱtheȱuseȱofȱtheseȱvehiclesȱinȱNationalȱParks.ȱ
ContributedȱtoȱtheȱFederalȱMultiȬAgencyȱSourceȱWaterȱAgreementȱunderȱtheȱCleanȱWaterȱ
ActionȱPlan.ȱ

ȱ
Policy:ȱȱ
ServedȱseniorȱmanagementȱasȱtheȱSeniorȱScienceȱPolicyȱAdvisorȱwithȱtheȱU.S.ȱEnvironmentalȱProtectionȱ
Agency,ȱRegionȱ9.ȱActivitiesȱincludedȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x

x

x
x

x

AdvisedȱtheȱRegionalȱAdministratorȱandȱseniorȱmanagementȱonȱemergingȱissuesȱsuchȱasȱtheȱ
potentialȱforȱtheȱgasolineȱadditiveȱMTBEȱandȱammoniumȱperchlorateȱtoȱcontaminateȱdrinkingȱ
waterȱsupplies.ȱȱ
ShapedȱEPA’sȱnationalȱresponseȱtoȱtheseȱthreatsȱbyȱservingȱonȱworkgroupsȱandȱbyȱcontributingȱ
toȱguidance,ȱincludingȱtheȱOfficeȱofȱResearchȱandȱDevelopmentȱpublication,ȱOxygenatesȱinȱ
Water:ȱCriticalȱInformationȱandȱResearchȱNeeds.ȱ
ImprovedȱtheȱtechnicalȱtrainingȱofȱEPAȇsȱscientificȱandȱengineeringȱstaff.ȱ
EarnedȱanȱEPAȱBronzeȱMedalȱforȱrepresentingȱtheȱregion’sȱ300ȱscientistsȱandȱengineersȱinȱ
negotiationsȱwithȱtheȱAdministratorȱandȱseniorȱmanagementȱtoȱbetterȱintegrateȱscientificȱ
principlesȱintoȱtheȱpolicyȬmakingȱprocess.ȱ
Establishedȱnationalȱprotocolȱforȱtheȱpeerȱreviewȱofȱscientificȱdocuments.ȱȱ

ȱ
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Geology:ȱ
WithȱtheȱU.S.ȱForestȱService,ȱMattȱledȱinvestigationsȱtoȱdetermineȱhillslopeȱstabilityȱofȱareasȱproposedȱforȱ
timberȱharvestȱinȱtheȱcentralȱOregonȱCoastȱRange.ȱSpecificȱactivitiesȱwereȱasȱfollows:ȱ
x
x
x

Mappedȱgeologyȱinȱtheȱfield,ȱandȱusedȱaerialȱphotographicȱinterpretationȱandȱmathematicalȱ
modelsȱtoȱdetermineȱslopeȱstability.ȱȱ
Coordinatedȱhisȱresearchȱwithȱcommunityȱmembersȱwhoȱwereȱconcernedȱwithȱnaturalȱresourceȱ
protection.ȱȱ
Characterizedȱtheȱgeologyȱofȱanȱaquiferȱthatȱservesȱasȱtheȱsoleȱsourceȱofȱdrinkingȱwaterȱforȱtheȱ
cityȱofȱMedford,ȱOregon.ȱȱ

ȱ
AsȱaȱconsultantȱwithȱDamesȱandȱMoore,ȱMattȱledȱgeologicȱinvestigationsȱofȱtwoȱcontaminatedȱsitesȱ(laterȱ
listedȱonȱtheȱSuperfundȱNPL)ȱinȱtheȱPortland,ȱOregon,ȱareaȱandȱaȱlargeȱhazardousȱwasteȱsiteȱinȱeasternȱ
Oregon.ȱȱDutiesȱincludedȱtheȱfollowing:ȱ
x
x
x

SupervisedȱyearȬlongȱeffortȱforȱsoilȱandȱgroundwaterȱsampling.ȱȱ
Conductedȱaquiferȱtests.ȱ
Investigatedȱactiveȱfaultsȱbeneathȱsitesȱproposedȱforȱhazardousȱwasteȱdisposal.ȱ

ȱ
Teaching:ȱ
Fromȱ1990ȱtoȱ1998,ȱMattȱtaughtȱatȱleastȱoneȱcourseȱperȱsemesterȱatȱtheȱcommunityȱcollegeȱandȱuniversityȱ
levels:ȱ
x

x
x

AtȱSanȱFranciscoȱStateȱUniversity,ȱheldȱanȱadjunctȱfacultyȱpositionȱandȱtaughtȱcoursesȱinȱ
environmentalȱgeology,ȱoceanographyȱ(labȱandȱlecture),ȱhydrogeology,ȱandȱgroundwaterȱ
contamination.ȱȱ
Servedȱasȱaȱcommitteeȱmemberȱforȱgraduateȱandȱundergraduateȱstudents.ȱ
TaughtȱcoursesȱinȱenvironmentalȱgeologyȱandȱoceanographyȱatȱtheȱCollegeȱofȱMarin.ȱȱ

ȱ
Mattȱ currentlyȱ teachesȱ Physicalȱ Geologyȱ (lectureȱ andȱ lab)ȱ toȱ studentsȱ atȱ Goldenȱ Westȱ Collegeȱ inȱ
HuntingtonȱBeach,ȱCalifornia.ȱ
ȱ
InvitedȱTestimony,ȱReports,ȱPapersȱandȱPresentations:ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2008.ȱȱDisclosureȱofȱHazardousȱWasteȱIssuesȱunderȱCEQA.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱtheȱPublicȱ
EnvironmentalȱLawȱConference,ȱEugene,ȱOregon.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2008.ȱȱDisclosureȱofȱHazardousȱWasteȱIssuesȱunderȱCEQA.ȱȱInvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱU.S.ȱ
EPAȱRegionȱ9,ȱSanȱFrancisco,ȱCalifornia.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2005.ȱȱUseȱofȱElectronicȱDatabasesȱinȱEnvironmentalȱRegulation,ȱPolicyȱMakingȱandȱ
PublicȱParticipation.ȱȱBrownfieldsȱ2005,ȱDenver,ȱColoradao.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2004.ȱȱPerchlorateȱContaminationȱofȱtheȱColoradoȱRiverȱandȱImpactsȱtoȱDrinkingȱWaterȱ
inȱNevadaȱandȱtheȱSouthwesternȱU.S.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱAmericanȱGroundwaterȱTrust,ȱLasȱ
Vegas,ȱNVȱ(servedȱonȱconferenceȱorganizingȱcommittee).ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2004.ȱȱInvitedȱtestimonyȱtoȱaȱCaliforniaȱSenateȱcommitteeȱhearingȱonȱairȱtoxinsȱatȱ
schoolsȱinȱSouthernȱCalifornia,ȱLosȱAngeles.ȱ
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ȱ
Brown,ȱA.,ȱFarrow,ȱJ.,ȱȱGray,ȱA.ȱandȱHagemann,ȱM.,ȱ2004.ȱȱAnȱEstimateȱofȱCostsȱtoȱAddressȱMTBEȱ
ReleasesȱfromȱUndergroundȱStorageȱTanksȱandȱtheȱResultingȱImpactȱtoȱDrinkingȱWaterȱWells.ȱȱȱ
PresentationȱtoȱtheȱGroundȱWaterȱandȱEnvironmentalȱLawȱConference,ȱNationalȱGroundwaterȱ
Association ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2004.ȱȱPerchlorateȱContaminationȱofȱtheȱColoradoȱRiverȱandȱImpactsȱtoȱDrinkingȱWaterȱ
inȱArizonaȱandȱtheȱSouthwesternȱU.S.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱAmericanȱGroundwaterȱTrust,ȱ
Phoenix,ȱAZȱ(servedȱonȱconferenceȱorganizingȱcommittee).ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱPerchlorateȱContaminationȱofȱtheȱColoradoȱRiverȱandȱImpactsȱtoȱDrinkingȱWaterȱ
inȱtheȱSouthwesternȱU.S.ȱȱInvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱaȱspecialȱcommitteeȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱNationalȱAcademyȱ
ofȱSciences,ȱIrvine,ȱCA.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱPerchlorateȱContaminationȱofȱtheȱColoradoȱRiver.ȱȱInvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱaȱ
tribalȱEPAȱmeeting,ȱPechanga,ȱCA.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱPerchlorateȱContaminationȱofȱtheȱColoradoȱRiver.ȱȱInvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱaȱ
meetingȱofȱtribalȱrepesentatives,ȱParker,ȱAZ.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱImpactȱofȱPerchlorateȱonȱtheȱColoradoȱRiverȱandȱAssociatedȱDrinkingȱWaterȱ
Supplies.ȱȱInvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱtheȱInterȬTribalȱMeeting,ȱTorresȱMartinezȱTribe.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱTheȱEmergenceȱofȱPerchlorateȱasȱaȱWidespreadȱDrinkingȱWaterȱContaminant.ȱȱ
InvitedȱpresentationȱtoȱtheȱU.S.ȱEPAȱRegionȱ9.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱAȱDeductiveȱApproachȱtoȱtheȱAssessmentȱofȱPerchlorateȱContamination.ȱȱInvitedȱ
presentationȱtoȱtheȱCaliforniaȱAssemblyȱNaturalȱResourcesȱCommittee.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2003.ȱȱPerchlorate:ȱAȱColdȱWarȱLegacyȱinȱDrinkingȱWater.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱmeetingȱofȱ
theȱNationalȱGroundwaterȱAssociation.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2002.ȱȱFromȱTankȱtoȱTap:ȱAȱChronologyȱofȱMTBEȱinȱGroundwater.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱ
meetingȱofȱtheȱNationalȱGroundwaterȱAssociation.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2002.ȱȱAȱChronologyȱofȱMTBEȱinȱGroundwaterȱandȱanȱEstimateȱofȱCostsȱtoȱAddressȱ
ImpactsȱtoȱGroundwater.ȱȱȱPresentationȱtoȱtheȱannualȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱSocietyȱofȱEnvironmentalȱ
Journalists.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2002.ȱȱAnȱEstimateȱofȱtheȱCostȱtoȱAddressȱMTBEȱContaminationȱinȱGroundwaterȱȱ
(andȱWhoȱWillȱPay).ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱNationalȱGroundwaterȱAssociation.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2002.ȱȱAnȱEstimateȱofȱCostsȱtoȱAddressȱMTBEȱReleasesȱfromȱUndergroundȱStorageȱ
TanksȱandȱtheȱResultingȱImpactȱtoȱDrinkingȱWaterȱWells.ȱȱPresentationȱtoȱaȱmeetingȱofȱtheȱU.S.ȱEPAȱandȱ
StateȱUndergroundȱStorageȱTankȱProgramȱmanagers.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 2001.ȱ ȱ Fromȱ Tankȱ toȱ Tap:ȱ Aȱ Chronologyȱ ofȱ MTBEȱ inȱ Groundwater.ȱ ȱ Unpublishedȱ
report.ȱ
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ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 2001.ȱ ȱ Estimatedȱ Cleanupȱ Costȱ forȱ MTBEȱ inȱ Groundwaterȱ Usedȱ asȱ Drinkingȱ Water.ȱȱ
Unpublishedȱreport.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ2001.ȱȱEstimatedȱCostsȱtoȱAddressȱMTBEȱReleasesȱfromȱLeakingȱUndergroundȱStorageȱ
Tanks.ȱȱUnpublishedȱreport.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ andȱ VanMouwerik,ȱ M.,ȱ 1999.ȱ ȱ Potentialȱ Waterȱ Qualityȱ Concernsȱ Relatedȱ toȱ
SnowmobileȱUsage.ȱWaterȱResourcesȱDivision,ȱNationalȱParkȱService,ȱTechnicalȱReport.ȱ
ȱ
VanMouwerik,ȱ M.ȱ andȱ Hagemann,ȱ M.F.ȱ 1999,ȱ Waterȱ Qualityȱ Concernsȱ Relatedȱ toȱ Personalȱ Watercraftȱ
Usage.ȱWaterȱResourcesȱDivision,ȱNationalȱParkȱService,ȱTechnicalȱReport.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 1999,ȱ Isȱ Dilutionȱ theȱ Solutionȱ toȱ Pollutionȱ inȱ Nationalȱ Parks?ȱ Theȱ Georgeȱ Wrightȱ
SocietyȱBiannualȱMeeting,ȱAsheville,ȱNorthȱCarolina.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 1997,ȱ Theȱ Potentialȱ forȱ MTBEȱ toȱ Contaminateȱ Groundwater.ȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ Superfundȱ
GroundwaterȱTechnicalȱForumȱAnnualȱMeeting,ȱLasȱVegas,ȱNevada.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ andȱ Gill,ȱ M.,ȱ 1996,ȱ Impedimentsȱ toȱ Intrinsicȱ Remediation,ȱ Moffettȱ Fieldȱ Navalȱ Airȱ
Station,ȱConferenceȱonȱIntrinsicȱRemediationȱofȱChlorinatedȱHydrocarbons,ȱSaltȱLakeȱCity.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱFukunaga,ȱG.L.,ȱ1996,ȱTheȱVulnerabilityȱofȱGroundwaterȱtoȱAnthropogenicȱ
ContaminantsȱonȱtheȱIslandȱofȱMaui,ȱHawaii.ȱHawaiiȱWaterȱWorksȱAssociationȱAnnualȱMeeting,ȱMaui,ȱ
Octoberȱ1996.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱM.ȱF.,ȱFukanaga,ȱG.ȱL.,ȱ1996,ȱRankingȱGroundwaterȱVulnerabilityȱinȱCentralȱOahu,ȱ
Hawaii.ȱ Proceedings,ȱ Geographicȱ Informationȱ Systemsȱ inȱ Environmentalȱ Resourcesȱ Management,ȱ Airȱ
andȱWasteȱManagementȱAssociationȱPublicationȱVIPȬ61.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 1994.ȱ Groundwaterȱ Characterizationȱ andȱ Cleanupȱ atȱ Closingȱ Militaryȱ Basesȱ inȱ
California.ȱProceedings,ȱCaliforniaȱGroundwaterȱResourcesȱAssociationȱMeeting.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.ȱ andȱ Sabol,ȱ M.A.,ȱ 1993.ȱ Roleȱ ofȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ inȱ theȱ Highȱ Plainsȱ Statesȱ Groundwaterȱ
RechargeȱDemonstrationȱProgram.ȱProceedings,ȱSixthȱBiennialȱSymposiumȱonȱtheȱArtificialȱRechargeȱofȱ
Groundwater.ȱ
ȱ
Hagemann,ȱ M.F.,ȱ 1993.ȱ U.S.ȱ EPAȱ Policyȱ onȱ theȱ Technicalȱ Impracticabilityȱ ofȱ theȱ Cleanupȱ ofȱ DNAPLȬ
contaminatedȱGroundwater.ȱCaliforniaȱGroundwaterȱResourcesȱAssociationȱMeeting.ȱ
ȱ
7

Hagemann,ȱM.F.,ȱ1992.ȱDenseȱNonaqueousȱPhaseȱLiquidȱContaminationȱofȱGroundwater:ȱAnȱOunceȱofȱ
Prevention...ȱProceedings,ȱAssociationȱofȱEngineeringȱGeologistsȱAnnualȱMeeting,ȱv.ȱ35.ȱ
ȱ
OtherȱExperience:ȱȱ
Selectedȱ asȱ subjectȱ matterȱ expertȱ forȱ theȱ Californiaȱ Professionalȱ Geologistȱ licensingȱ examination,ȱ 2009Ȭ
2011.ȱ
ȱ
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JESSIE MARIE JAEGER
11815 Mayfield Ave
Los Angeles CA, 90049

530-867-6202
jaegerjessie600@gmail.com

S UMMARY
Innovative, energetic, driven, and a results oriented leader, with proven success producing quality results in research,
student government, and academia. A recipient of the UCLA Bruin Advantage Scholarship, Dean’s List honoree, and a
leader amongst peers, who uses ambition and passion to effectively develop the skills needed to assess and solve major
environmental and conservation issues.
Skills include:
x
x
x

x

Execution of Laboratory Techniques (DNA
extraction, Tissue Cataloging etc.)
Understanding of Statistical Models used in
Ecology and Conservation Biology
Experience with programs such as Excel,
Microsoft Access, QuickBooks, ArcGIS,
AERMOD, CalEEMod, AERSCREEN, and
ENVI
Knowledge of California policies and
municipal codes

x
x
x
x

x

Experience in Field Work, including capture
of Amphibian species and water sampling
within Ballona Watershed
Steering Committee Coordination and
Working Group Management
Organizational Skills
Effective Communication Abilities
Customer Service Experience

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE, SANTA MONICA, CA
SWAPE Technical Consultation, Data Analysis, and Litigation Support

2014 – Present

Project Analyst
http://www.swape.com/staff/jessie-jaeger/
Maintain and update national public water system database through use of Microsoft Excel and Access. Other
responsibilities include cancer risk assessment calculations, in depth research of environmental issues such as fracking,
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) and their associated funding programs, groundwater contamination,
Proposition 65 formaldehyde test methods, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contamination within schools, and
environmental modeling using AERMOD, CalEEMod, AERSCREEN, and ArcGIS.
x Expert understanding of Microsoft Excel and Access, with the ability to manipulate, analyze, and manage large sets
of data. Expertise include the creation of queries via Access, utilization of Pivot Tables and statistical functions
within Excel, and proficiency in formatting large datasets for use in final reports.
x Mastery of modeling programs such as CalEEMod, AERSCREEN, ArcGIS, as well as the ability to prepare
datasets for use within these programs. For example, the conversion of addresses into geographical coordinates
through the utilization of Geocode programs.
x Experience in the composition and compilation of final analytical reports and presentations, with proficiency in
technical writing, organization of data, and creation of compelling graphics.
x Knowledge of federal and California EPA policies, such as CEQA, accepted methods, and reporting limits, as well
as experience with city and county personnel and municipal codes.

UCLA H. BRADLEY SHAFFER LAB, LOS ANGELES, CA

2012 – 2014

Undergraduate Research Assistant

Responsible for phylogenetic prioritization within the Turtles of the World project (TOTW). Methods include obtaining 2-3
tissue samples of every species of turtle on earth, and sequencing them for ~20 independent genes. The results of the
TOTW project are being used to create a phylogenetic tree of as many currently existing turtle species as possible. This will
allow evolutionary biologists and herpetologists to better understand how turtle taxa are interrelated, and will aid in efforts
to conserve threatened turtle species.
x
x
x
x

Expert understanding of laboratory techniques, including the amplification of DNA through the method of
polymerase chain reactions (PCR), extraction of DNA from tissue, cataloging of tissue samples etc.
Proficiency in programs such as Excel, Google Earth, and Specify.
Mastery of laboratory equipment usage, including but not limited to, Thermocyclers, Centrifuges, Nanodrop
Machines, Autoclave Devices, and Vortexes.
Experience in fieldwork, including capture of salamander, turtle, and newt specimens to add to the Shaffer Lab
tissue database.

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL COLLABORATIVE, LOS ANGELES, CA
Climate Action and Sustainability, Institute of the Environment, UCLA

2011-2012

Work Group and Event Manager
Responsibility for organization of steering committee meetings, as well as for the organization of the working groups within
the collaborative. Maintaining and updating the website, as well as sending out weekly newsletters on behalf of the
Collaborative to its members.
x
x
x

Organized the first Solar Planning working group within the steering committee, which consisted of
representatives from universities, government agencies, and private sectors within LA County.
Coordinated monthly steering committee meetings as well as assisted in the organization of Quarterly Meetings and
Sustainability Forums.
Managed membership, weekly newsletters, website updates, general assistance, and clerical duties.

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS ASSOCIATION COUNCIL, UCLA

2012-2013

Academic Wellness Director, Academic Affairs Commissioner (2013)
Student Groups Support Committee Member, Internal Vice President (2012)
USAC’s programs offer an invaluable service to the campus and surrounding communities by providing an opportunity for
thousands of students to participate in and benefit from these services. Two to three thousand undergraduates participate
annually in the more than 20 outreach programs.
x
x
x

Directed the organization of academic campus programs that provide tools and resources to manage the academic
rigors experienced by university students.
Oversight control of and responsibility for the Academic Wellness committee and all its members.
Created a Universal Funding application for student groups that facilitates the process of requesting funds to
support philanthropic activities.

E DUCATION
Bachelor of Science, Environmental Science
Minor in Conservation Biology
Senior Project, Ballona Watershed Phytoplankton and Water Quality Assessment
University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA
High School Diploma
Valedictorian, June 2010
Pioneer High School, Woodland, CA

ACCOMPLISH MENTS
Recipient, Bruins Advantage Scholarship, 2010-2014
Academic Honoree, Dean’s List, 2013-2014
Life Member, National Honor Society & California Scholarship Federation, 2006-2010
Valedictorian, Pioneer High School, 2010
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FRQILJXUDWLRQ
x $VWRWKHIUHHZD\UDPSDQDO\VLVRIWKHUDPSVDQDO\]HGRSHUDWHDW
YHKLFOHGHQVLWLHVRISDVVHQJHUFDUVSHUPLOHSHUODQH YROXPHV
UHIOHFWLQJEUHDNGRZQFRQGLWLRQV LQWKH$0DQGRU30SHDNLQWKHH[LVWLQJ
FRQGLWLRQ:LWKWKHDGGLWLRQRI3URMHFWUHODWHGWUDIILFDQGWKHSURSRVHG
VWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVRIWKHUDPSVZRXOGRSHUDWHDWYHKLFOH
GHQVLWLHVRISDVVHQJHUFDUVSHUPLOHSHUODQHLQWKH$0DQGRU3P
SHDNKRXU
7KHUHVXOWVRIWKLVDQDO\VLVDVJHQHUDOO\VXPPDUL]HGLQWKH'(,5UHIOHFWD
GHWHULRUDWLRQRIRSHUDWLRQVRQWKHVWXG\DUHDVWUHHWDQGIUHHZD\UDPSV\VWHPLQ
WKH$0DQG30SHDNKRXUVWKDWZRXOGRUGLQDULO\EHFRQVLGHUHGVLJQLILFDQWO\
LPSDFWIXO%XWWKHUHVXOWVDVSUHVHQWHGGRQRWGLVWLQJXLVKKRZPXFKRIWKH
GHWHULRUDWLRQLVGXHWRWUDIILFJHQHUDWHGE\WKH3URMHFWODQGXVHVWKDWGXHWRWKH
VWUHHWFRQILJXUDWLRQFKDQJHVDQGWKDWGXHWRODQGXVHDQGWUDIILFJURZWKLQ
QHDUE\DUHDV
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7KH7UDQVLW$QDO\VLVLV%DVHGRQ'DWD1RW5HSUHVHQWDWLYHRI&XUUHQW
&RQGLWLRQV

7KH'(,5 VWUDQVLWLPSDFWDQDO\VLVUHODWLYHWRWKHFDSDFLW\RIWKHWUDQVLW
RSHUDWLRQVVHUYLQJWKHDUHDDUHUHSRUWHGRQ'(,57DEOHV,9',9',9'
,9',9'DQG,9'UHVSHFWLYHO\RQ'(,5SDJHV,9',9'
,9',9',9',9'%\IRRWQRWHVWKH7DEOHVDUHVDLGWREHEDVHG
RQWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW V0HPRUDQGXPTransit Data for
Transportation Impact StudiesGDWHG0D\+RZHYHULIWKHUHIHUHQFHG
'(,5WDEOHVDUHFRPSDUHGWRWKHRQHVLQWKHVXEMHFW6)3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
PHPR DFWXDOO\GDWHG0D\ WKHIROORZLQJWKLQJVEHFRPHHYLGHQW
x 7KHWDEOHVDUHUHIRUPDWHGWRIDFLOLWDWHFRPSDULVRQRIWKHH[LVWLQJULGHUVKLS
DQGFDSDFLW\XWLOL]DWLRQFRQGLWLRQWRWKDWZKHQWKHDGGHGULGHUVKLSRIWKH
3URMHFWLVFRPELQHGZLWKWKHH[LVWLQJULGHUVKLSDQHQWLUHO\OHJLWLPDWHDFW
x 7KHH[LVWLQJULGHUVKLSQXPEHUVDUHPRGLILHGWRFRUUHFWYHU\VPDOODGGLWLRQ
HUURUVLQWKHWUDQVIHUHQFHRILQGLYLGXDO6)081,OLQHFRXQWVWRWKHVFUHHQ
OLQHWRWDOVRQWKHWDEOHVRUDGGLWLRQHUURUVRQWKHWDEOHVWKHPVHOYHVDJDLQ
HQWLUHO\OHJLWLPDWH
x ,QWDEOHV,9'DQG,9'WKH6)081,GDWDLVUHFRQILJXUHGLQWR
VFUHHQOLQHVWKDWPDNHPRUHVHQVHZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKH3URMHFWDUHDDJDLQ
DOHJLWLPDWHDFWLRQ
2&61
x 7KHFXPXODWLYHULGHUVKLSGDWD WKH1R3URMHFWGDWD LQWKH
*&
'(,5LVDSSDUHQWO\FRPSLOHGIURPDODWHUUXQRI6DQ)UDQFLVFR VWUDYHO
PRGHOWKDQWKDWLQWKHFLWHG3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWPHPRDOHJLWLPDWHDFW
EXWRQHWKDWVKRXOGKDYHEHHQPHQWLRQHGLQWKH'(,5
x 7KH'(,5FRQVXOWDQWVDFWXDOO\XSGDWHGWKHH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQVULGHUVKLS
GDWDIRURQHUHJLRQDOWUDQVLWVHUYLFHSURYLGHU%$57LQDOHJLWLPDWH
DQGFRPPHQGDEOHDFWLRQ
x 7KH'(,5WDEOHVIDLOWRUHSURGXFHIRRWQRWHVRQWKHRULJLQDOH[LVWLQJ
FRQGLWLRQVWDEOHVIURPWKHFLWHG6)3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWPHPRWKDW
LQGLFDWHWKHDFWXDOFROOHFWLRQGDWHRIWKHGDWDDQGIDLOWRHQWHUIRRWQRWHV
WKDWFRQYH\GDWDGDWHVLQGLFDWHGLQWKHWH[WRIWKHFLWHGPHPRD
PLVOHDGLQJDFWWKDWFRQFHDOVWKHRXWGDWHGQDWXUHRIVRPHRIWKHH[LVWLQJ
FRQGLWLRQVGDWD
,QIDFWWKHFLWHG6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWPHPRPDNHVFOHDUWKDWWKH
6)081,GDWDZDVFROOHFWHGLQWKH)DOORI'DWDRQWKHULGHUVKLSRQWKH
UHJLRQDOWUDQVLWVHUYLFHSURYLGHUVLVVRXUFHGE\IRRWQRWHWRDVHFRQGDU\VRXUFH
GRFXPHQWSURGXFHGE\WKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR0XQLFLSDO7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ$JHQF\
6)07$ LQ5LGHUVKLSFROOHFWHGE\WKHDFWXDOUHJLRQDOWUDQVLWVHUYLFH
SURYLGHUVREYLRXVO\SUHGDWHVWKDWGRFXPHQWDQGLVPRVWOLNHO\FROOHFWHGLQ
RUHDUOLHU*LYHQWKHH[WHQWRIFKDQJHVDIIHFWLQJWUDQVLWULGHUVKLSGHPDQGWKDW
KDYHWDNHQSODFHLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQGWKHUHJLRQVLQFHDQGQR
UHDVRQDEOHSHUVRQFDQDUJXHWKDWWKHGDWDHPSOR\HGLQWKHWUDQVLWULGHUVKLS
YHUVXVFDSDFLW\LPSDFWDQDO\VLVLVUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRIH[LVWLQJFRQGLWLRQV
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7KH5HJLRQDO7UDQVLW$QDO\VLV,V$OVR)ODZHG%HFDXVH,W)DLOV7R'LVFORVH
6\VWHP'HILFLHQFLHV,Q6DQ)UDQFLVFR7KDW6DQ)UDQFLVFR'HYHORSPHQW
6KRXOG7DNHD0DMRU5ROH,Q0LWLJDWLQJ

2YHUFDSDFLW\GHILFLHQFLHVRQ%$57DUHQRWOLPLWHGWRWKH7UDQVED\&RUULGRUOLQH
FDSDFLW\ZKLFKWKH'(,5GRHVGLVFORVH3ODWIRUPFDSDFLW\GHILFLHQFLHVDOVRH[LVW 2&61
RQ%$57DWWKH(PEDUFDGHURDQG0RQWJRPHU\VWDWLRQVWRRPDQ\SHRSOH
DWWHPSWLQJWRERDUGDQGDOLJKWRQWKHSODWIRUPVDWWKHVDPHWLPH7KLVDIIHFWV
75
ERWKWKHPRYHPHQWVWRDQGIURPWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR6RXWKZHVWFRUULGRUDQG
3HQLQVXOD&RUULGRUDVZHOODVWKH7UDQVED\&RUULGRU7KHSODWIRUPFDSDFLW\
GHILFLHQFLHVDUHIXQGDPHQWDOO\WKHUHVXOWRIGHYHORSPHQWLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR7KLV
'(,5DQGRWKHUSULRU'(,5VLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDUHGHILFLHQWLQIDLOLQJWRGLVFORVH
WKLVLPSDFWDQGIDLOLQJWRSURSRVHHIIHFWLYHPHDVXUHVWRPLWLJDWHLW

,W,V8QFOHDU:KDW5HFHQWDQG&RQFXUUHQW3URMHFWV$UH,QFOXGHG,QWKH
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ$QDO\VLVRIWKH([LVWLQJDQG3URMHFWDQG1R3URMHFW
$QDO\VLV6FHQDULRV

7KH'(,5IDLOVWRLGHQWLI\KRZRUZKHWKHUODUJHUHFHQWDQGFRQFXUUHQWSURMHFWV 2&61
DUHLQFOXGHGLQWKHDQDO\VHV([DPSOHVFRQFHUQVXFKSURMHFWVDVWKH
&8
PDVVLYHPier 70 ProjectWKHSalesforce TowerWKHWarriors Arena ProjectDQG
WKH Project, additional development in Mission Bay DQGPDQ\RWKHUSURMHFWV
QHDUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D7KH'(,5PXVWFODULI\KRZHDFKSURMHFWWKDWLVDSSURYHG
DQGUHFHQWO\RFFXSLHGRUDSSURYHGEXWVWLOOXQGHUFRQVWUXFWLRQRUVWLOOXQGHU
UHYLHZEXWDWDVWDJHRIUHDVRQDEOHFHUWDLQW\LV RULVQRWDQGZK\QRW WUHDWHGLQ
WKHDQDO\VLV

7KH'(,5 V7UDIILF+D]DUGV$QDO\VLV ,PSDFW75 ,V&RQWUDU\7R
)XQGDPHQWDO(QJLQHHULQJ3ULQFLSOHV

7KH'(,57UDIILF$QDO\VLVUXQVFRQWUDU\WRIXQGDPHQWDOHQJLQHHULQJSULQFLSOHV,W
QDUURZO\GHILQHVWUDIILFKD]DUGDVa structure, object, or vegetation that
obstructs, hinders, or impairs reasonable and safe view by drivers of other
vehicles, pedestrians or bicyclists traveling on the same street and restricts the
2&61
ability of the driver to stop the motor vehicle without danger of an ensuing
collision.,WDFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWnew development under the plan would bring
75
more people into the area, which would result in an increase in the potential for
conflicts between vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians,"ZKLOHH[SODLQLQJWKDW
conflicts are located where pedestrians, bicyclists, and/or drivers cross, merge,
or diverge"+RZHYHULWXQUHDVRQDEO\FODLPVWKDWLQFUHDVHVLQWKHUDWHRI
SRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIOLFWVE\LWVHOIGRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWDWUDIILFKD]DUG DVVRQDUURZO\
GHILQHGE\WKH'(,5 

,QIDFWH[SRVXUHWRFRQIOLFWLVIXQGDPHQWDOWRGHILQLQJDFFLGHQWKD]DUGLQ
HQJLQHHULQJSUDFWLFH,QWHUVHFWLRQDFFLGHQWUDWHVDQGH[SHFWHGUDWHVIRUWKH
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LQWHUVHFWLRQW\SHDUHGHILQHGLQFUDVKHVSHUPLOOLRQDQQXDOYHKLFOHFURVVLQJV
WKHRUHWLFDOO\LQFOXGLQJDVGHILQHGLQWKH&DOLIRUQLD9HKLFOH&RGHELF\FOHVDVD
YHKLFOH 5RDGVHJPHQWDFFLGHQWUDWHVDUHGHILQHGDVFUDVKHVSHUPLOOLRQ
YHKLFOHPLOHV7KHUHDVRQVZK\LQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWLVGLUHFWO\UHODWHGWR
LQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWDUHPDQ\8UEDQURDGVDUHQRUPDOO\GHVLJQHGWRPHHWWKH
YDULRXVGHVLJQVWDQGDUGVFLWHGLQWKH'(,5DWSDJH,9'RUZKHQWKH\GRQ W
DQGUHVXOWLQKLJKDFFLGHQWRFFXUUHQFHRUSDUWLFXODUO\VHYHUHDFFLGHQWVDUH
VXEMHFWHGWRUHPHGLDOPHDVXUHV7KHSULQFLSDOUHDVRQIRUXUEDQPRWRUYHKLFOH
PRWRUYHKLFOHPRWRUYHKLFOHELF\FOHPRWRUYHKLFOHSHGHVWULDQRUELF\FOH
SHGHVWULDQFROOLVLRQVLVDFWLRQVRURPLVVLRQVRQWKHSDUWRIWKHGULYHUELF\FOLVWRU
SHGHVWULDQ WKHSULQFLSDOV RUERWKSDUWLHV,QFUHDVHVLQWKHLQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWV
VXFKDVWKH3URMHFWZRXOGFDXVHLQFUHDVHWKHKD]DUGWKDWDFWLRQVRURPLVVLRQVRI
WKHSULQFLSDOVZRXOGRFFXUDWDFRQIOLFWSRLQWKHQFHLQFUHDVLQJFUDVKHV)RU
H[DPSOHLQWUDIILFFRQJHVWHGVLWXDWLRQVDOORIWKHSULQFLSDOVPD\WDNHDFWLRQV
ZKHUHWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUFUDVKHVLVLQFUHDVHG)RULQVWDQFHZKHUHWKHUHLVKHDY\
TXHXLQJDQGEORFNDJHVSHGHVWULDQVDQGELF\FOLVWVPD\EHLQGXFHGWRFURVV
DJDLQVWWKHLQGLFDWLRQVRIWKHWUDIILFVLJQDO'ULYHUVPD\EHPRWLYDWHGWRPDNH
VXGGHQPRYHPHQWVZLWKRXWFRQVLGHULQJDOOWKHSRVVLEOHFRQIOLFWV IRUH[DPSOHEXW
QRWOLPLWHGWRWKHGULYHUDWWHPSWLQJWRPDNHDULJKWWXUQRQUHGWKDWSHUFHLYHVD
OLPLWHGJDSLQRQFRPLQJWUDIILFWRWKHLUOHIWWKDWDWWHPSWVWRPDNHWKHPRYHZLWKRXW
FKHFNLQJIRUWKHSHGHVWULDQHQWHULQJWKHFURVVZDONRQWKHLUULJKWRUWKHELF\FOLVW
2&61
FRQW G
RYHUWDNLQJWKHPRQWKHLUULJKW 2WKHUW\SHVRIFUDVKKD]DUGVWKDWLQFUHDVHZLWK
FRQIOLFWLQFLGHQFHDUHEXWDUHQRWOLPLWHGWRRQHVLQYROYLQJWKHELF\FOLVWRU
SHGHVWULDQREOLYLRXVWRWUDIILFFRQIOLFWVEHFDXVHRIPXVLFSOD\LQJRQWKHLUKHDG
SKRQHVRUWKHSHGHVWULDQRUGULYHUIRFXVHGRQUHDGLQJ RUVHQGLQJ WH[W
PHVVDJHVRUHPDLOVRQWKHLUVPDUWSKRQH$OOWKHVHKD]DUGVFOHDUO\LQFUHDVH
ZLWKWKHLQFUHDVHRILQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWVDSURGXFWRIPRWRUYHKLFOHELNHDQG
SHGHVWULDQYROXPHV7KHVHDUHXOWLPDWHO\DIXQFWLRQRIWKHLQWHQVLW\RIUHVLGHQW
DQGHPSOR\PHQWSRSXODWLRQLQWKH3URMHFWDUHD7KH'(,5LVIODWZURQJLQ
FRQFOXGLQJWKDWLQFUHDVHGSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIOLFWGRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWDKD]DUGLQWKH
VWXG\DUHDHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQWKHDUHDVRIFRQIOLFWDUHDOVRDUHDVRIXQGLVFORVHG
LQFUHDVHVLQWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQWKDWLQWHQVLI\WKHIDLOXUHWRSHUFHLYHWKHFRQIOLFWRU
LQGXFHEHKDYLRUWKDWUHVXOWVLQFUDVKHV

7KH'(,5LVIXUWKHUXQUHDVRQDEOHDQGXQVXSSRUWHGLQLWVDVVHUWLRQRQSDJH,9'
WKDWVWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVZRXOGUHGXFHWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIOLFWVWRWKH
H[WHQWWKDWLWZRXOGUHGXFHWKHLQFLGHQFHRIFRQIOLFWWROHYHOVVXFKWKDWZRXOG
PDNHWKHWUDIILFKD]DUGVRILPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSODQOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW,W
KDVFRQGXFWHGQRDQDO\VLVRIFRQIOLFWLQFLGHQFHZLWKDQGZLWKRXWWKH3ODQ3URMHFW
DQGZLWKDQGZLWKRXWWKH3URMHFW VSXUSRUWHGURDGZD\LPSURYHPHQWV,QIDFWLW
KDVQRWUHOLHGLQDQ\ZD\RQWKHVWDWLVWLFDOUHFRUGVRIDFFLGHQWVE\ORFDWLRQW\SH
PRYHPHQWSDWWHUQDQGSDUWLFLSDQWDFWLRQVDQGLPSDLUPHQWVWKDWDUHUHDGLO\
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2&61

DYDLODEOHWRWKH&LW\7KHHQWLUHDQDO\VLVRQWKLVWRSLFLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGPXVWEH
FRQW G
UHYLVHGDQGUHFLUFXODWHGLQGUDIWVWDWXV


7KH'(,5 V(PHUJHQF\9HKLFOH,PSDFW$QDO\VLV,V8QUHDVRQDEOH,QWKH
)DFHRI)DFWV'LVFORVHG(OVHZKHUHLQWKH'(,5

7KH'(,5DVVHUWVZLWKRXWIRXQGDWLRQWKDWDOWKRXJKWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQZRXOG
RFFXUWKDWWKH&DOLIRUQLD9HKLFOH&RGHUHTXLUHVWKDWRWKHUPRWRUYHKLFOHVJHWRXW
RIWKHZD\RIHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVDQGEHFDXVHHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVSULPDULO\XVH
DUWHULDOVWUHHWVZKHUHWKHUHLVSXUSRUWHGO\URRPWRJHWRXWRIWKHZD\RI
HPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVGHVSLWHWKHIDFWWKDWWKH'(,5DGPLWVWKHUHZRXOGEH
LQFUHDVHGWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQZLWKWKH3URMHFWLWDVVHUWVZLWKRXWVRXQGIRXQGDWLRQ
WKDWWKHUHZRXOGEHQRVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHWUDIILF7KLV
DVVHUWLRQLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHLQIRUPDWLRQLQWKH'(,5 VWUDIILFLPSDFWDQDO\VLV
DW'(,5SDJHV,9'WKURXJKZKLFKLQGLFDWHWKDW
x :LWKWKH3URMHFWRIIUHHZD\UDPSVVHUYLQJWKH3URMHFWDUHDZRXOG
EHDWEUHDNGRZQOHYHOVGXULQJWKH$0DQGRU30SHDNSHULRGV
%UHDNGRZQOHYHOVRQWKHRQUDPSVFDXVHVH[WHQVLYHTXHXLQJRQ&LW\
2&61
VXUIDFHVWUHHWVWKDWZRXOGLPSDLUHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHWUDIILFHYHQRQ
DUWHULDOVEHFDXVHRWKHUGULYHUVPD\QRWKDYHWKHURRPWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKH
75
9HKLFOH&RGHDQGJHWRXWRIWKHZD\TXLFNO\%UHDNGRZQOHYHOVRQWKH
RIIUDPSVLQYROYHVTXHXHVRQWRWKHIUHHZD\PDLQOLQHV7KHFRQILQHG
UDPSVSURYLGHPRWRULVWVOLWWOHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRPSO\ZLWKWKHYHKLFOHFRGH
DQGJHWRXWRIWKHZD\DQGPRWRULVWVDWWKHFULWLFDOUDPSH[LWSRLQWVZLOOQRW
HYHQNQRZWKDWDQHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHLVFRPLQJXQWLOLWKDVVORZO\ZRUNHG
LWVZD\WRZDUGWKHKHDGRIWKHH[LWTXHXH
x :LWKWKH3URMHFWXSWRRIWKHVWXG\DUHDLQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHUH
DQDO\]HGIRUWKH$0SHDNKRXUDQGXSWRRIWKHVWXG\DUHD
LQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHUHDQDO\]HGIRUWKH30SHDNKRXUDUHUHSRUWHGWR
H[SHULHQFHKLJKO\GHILFLHQWGHOD\FRQGLWLRQV$WWKHVHWUDIILFGHOD\OHYHOV
WKDWLPSO\VLJQLILFDQWTXHXLQJHYHQRQDUWHULDOZLGWKURDGZD\VWUDIILFLV
OLNHO\WREHWRRFRQJHVWHGWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKH9HKLFOH&RGHPDQGDWHWRJHW
RXWRIWKHZD\RIHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOHV
7KH'(,5 VXQVXEVWDQWLDWHGDQGFRQFOXVRU\VWDWHPHQWVDERXWHPHUJHQF\YHKLFOH
DFFHVVLPSDFWVRIWKH3URMHFWPXVWEHUHYLVHGDQGPDGHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKILQGLQJV
PDGHHOVHZKHUHLQWKH'(,5






:HUHIHUWRWKH6WDWHZLGH,QWHJUDWHG7UDIILF5HFRUGV6\VWHP 6:,756 LQZKLFKWKH&DOLIRUQLD+LJKZD\
3DWUROUHFHLYHVDOOWUDIILFUHSRUWVIURPDOOMXULVGLFWLRQVLQWKHVWDWHDQGSURGXFHVVXPPDULHVE\MXULVGLFWLRQ
E\URDGVHJPHQWDQGLQWHUVHFWLRQORFDWLRQE\W\SHVRIYHKLFOHLQYROYHGPRYHPHQWVDQGFDXVDOIDFWRUV
LQFOXGLQJRSHUDWRULPSDLUPHQWVRUURDGGHILFLHQFLHV
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&RQFOXVLRQ

7KLVFRQFOXGHVP\FXUUHQWFRPPHQWVRQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ3URMHFW'(,5
2&61
)RUWKHUHDVRQVVWDWHGDERYHWKHWUDIILFDQDO\VLVLVLQDGHTXDWHDQGUHYLVHG
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQDO\VHVVKRXOGEHSHUIRUPHG5HVXOWVVKRXOGEHUHFLUFXODWHGLQ
75
GUDIWVWDWXVIRUDIXOOGD\UHYLHZSHULRG


6LQFHUHO\

6PLWK(QJLQHHULQJ 0DQDJHPHQW
$&DOLIRUQLD&RUSRUDWLRQ

'DQLHO76PLWK-U3(
3UHVLGHQW
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$WWDFKPHQW
5HVXPHRI'DQLHO76PLWK-U3(
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7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ&HQWHUV3URMHFWPDQDJHUIRU'DO\&LW\,QWHUPRGDO6WXG\ZKLFKGHYHORSHGDPLOOLRQVXUIDFH
EXVWHUPLQDOWUDIILFDFFHVVSDUNLQJDQGSHGHVWULDQFLUFXODWLRQLPSURYHPHQWVDWWKH'DO\&LW\%$57VWDWLRQSOXV
GHYHORSPHQWRIIXQFWLRQDOSODQVIRUDQHZ%$57VWDWLRQDW&ROPD3URMHFWPDQDJHUIRUGHVLJQRIPXOWLPRGDO
WHUPLQDO FRPPXWHUUDLOOLJKWUDLOEXV DW0LVVLRQ%D\6DQ)UDQFLVFR,Q6DQWD&ODULWD/RQJ5DQJH7UDQVLW
'HYHORSPHQW3URJUDPUHVSRQVLEOHIRUSODQWRUHORFDWHV\VWHP VH[LVWLQJWLPHGWUDQVIHUKXEDQGGHYHORSPHQWRI
WKUHHVDWHOOLWHWUDQVIHUKXEV3HUIRUPHGDLUSRUWJURXQGWUDQVSRUWDWLRQV\VWHPHYDOXDWLRQVIRU6DQ)UDQFLVFR
,QWHUQDWLRQDO2DNODQG,QWHUQDWLRQDO6HD7DF,QWHUQDWLRQDO2DNODQG,QWHUQDWLRQDO/RV$QJHOHV,QWHUQDWLRQDODQG
6DQ'LHJR/LQGEHUJ
&DPSXV7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ&DPSXVWUDQVSRUWDWLRQSODQQLQJDVVLJQPHQWVIRU8&'DYLV8&%HUNHOH\8&6DQWD
&UX]DQG8&6DQ)UDQFLVFR0HGLFDO&HQWHUFDPSXVHV6DQ)UDQFLVFR6WDWH8QLYHUVLW\8QLYHUVLW\RI6DQ)UDQFLVFR
DQGWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI$ODVNDDQGRWKHUV$OVRGHYHORSHGPDVWHUSODQVIRULQVWLWXWLRQDOFDPSXVHVLQFOXGLQJPHGLFDO
FHQWHUVKHDGTXDUWHUVFRPSOH[HVDQGUHVHDUFK GHYHORSPHQWIDFLOLWLHV
6SHFLDO(YHQW)DFLOLWLHV(YDOXDWLRQVDQGGHVLJQVWXGLHVIRUIRRWEDOOEDVHEDOOVWDGLXPVLQGRRUVSRUWVDUHQDVKRUVH
DQGPRWRUUDFLQJIDFLOLWLHVWKHPHSDUNVIDLUJURXQGVDQGFRQYHQWLRQFHQWHUVVNLFRPSOH[HVDQGGHVWLQDWLRQUHVRUWV
WKURXJKRXWZHVWHUQ8QLWHG6WDWHV
3DUNLQJ3DUNLQJSURJUDPVDQGIDFLOLWLHVIRUODUJHDUHDSODQVDQGLQGLYLGXDOVLWHVLQFOXGLQJGRZQWRZQVVSHFLDO
HYHQWIDFLOLWLHVXQLYHUVLW\DQGLQVWLWXWLRQDOFDPSXVHVDQGRWKHUODUJHVLWHGHYHORSPHQWVQXPHURXVSDUNLQJ
IHDVLELOLW\DQGRSHUDWLRQVVWXGLHVIRUSDUNLQJVWUXFWXUHVDQGVXUIDFHIDFLOLWLHVDOVRUHVLGHQWSUHIHUHQWLDOSDUNLQJ
7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ6\VWHP0DQDJHPHQW 7UDIILF5HVWUDLQW3URMHFWPDQDJHURQ)+:$SURJUDPWRGHYHORS
WHFKQLTXHVDQGJXLGHOLQHVIRUQHLJKERUKRRGVWUHHWWUDIILFOLPLWDWLRQ3URMHFWPDQDJHUIRU%HUNHOH\ &DOLI 
1HLJKERUKRRG7UDIILF6WXG\SLRQHHUHGDSSOLFDWLRQRIWUDIILFUHVWUDLQWWHFKQLTXHVLQWKH86'HYHORSHGUHVLGHQWLDO
WUDIILFSODQVIRU0HQOR3DUN6DQWD0RQLFD6DQWD&UX]0LOO9DOOH\2DNODQG3DOR$OWR3LHGPRQW6DQ0DWHR
&RXQW\3DVDGHQD6DQWD$QDDQGRWKHUV3DUWLFLSDWHGLQGHYHORSPHQWRISKRWRUDGDUVSHHGHQIRUFHPHQWGHYLFHDQG
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EXHIBITD

Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D.
3108 Finch Street
Davis, CA 95616
Lisa M. Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

12 February 2017

RE: Central SoMa Plan DEIR
Dear Ms. Gibson,
I write to comment on the Central SoMa Plan DEIR (San Francisco Planning
Department 2016), which I understand is to cover development on 230 acres of
residential and commercial use, including eight buildings between 200 feet and 400 feet
high.
My qualifications for preparing expert comments are the following. I earned a Ph.D.
degree in Ecology from the University of California at Davis in 1990, where I
subsequently worked for four years as a post-graduate researcher in the Department of
Agronomy and Range Sciences. My research has been on animal density and
distribution, habitat selection, habitat restoration, interactions between wildlife and
human infrastructure and activities, conservation of rare and endangered species, and
on the ecology of invading species. I have authored numerous papers on special-status
species issues, including “Using the best scientific data for endangered species
conservation,” published in Environmental Management (Smallwood et al. 1999), and
“Suggested standards for science applied to conservation issues” published in the
Transactions of the Western Section of The Wildlife Society (Smallwood et al. 2001). I
served as Chair of the Conservation Affairs Committee for The Wildlife Society –
Western Section. I am a member of The Wildlife Society and the Raptor Research
Foundation, and I’ve been a part-time lecturer at California State University,
Sacramento. I was also Associate Editor of wildlife biology’s premier scientific journal,
The Journal of Wildlife Management, as well as of Biological Conservation, and I was on
the Editorial Board of Environmental Management.
I have performed wildlife surveys in California for thirty-two years. Over these years, I
studied the impacts of human activities and human infrastructure on wildlife, including
on golden eagle, Swainson's hawk, burrowing owl, mountain lion, San Joaquin kangaroo
rat, and other species. I have performed wildlife surveys at many proposed project sites.
I have also performed hundreds of hours of diurnal and nocturnal flight behavior
surveys of birds and bats. I also collaborate with colleagues worldwide on the
underlying science and policy issues related to anthropogenic impacts on wildlife.
My CV is attached.
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BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENT
The DEIR did not include an analysis of impacts and mitigation on biological resources.
One of the key arguments for the DEIR’s omission of a biological resources impacts
assessment was given in the Initial Study (page 125), “The occasional areas of ruderal,
or weedy, vegetation generally provide habitat only for species habituated to urban
life and high disturbance levels.” The argument is that because the site is already
urbanized and because the wildlife species that occur there are adapted to urban
conditions, the proposed project poses no potential adverse impacts to wildlife. Using
this logic, however, there would be no reason to perform biological resource
assessments for any proposed projects in California because one can readily find
anthropogenic conditions to which local species might have habituated. Whether
species of wildlife might have habituated to local conditions is a contrived standard and
not one that appears in CEQA, the CEQA guidelines, or in the judicial record.
A second key argument for omitting a biological resources impacts assessment was the
Initial Study’s assertion (page 126), that “…none of the reported occurrences of species
documented in the CNDDB [California Natural Diversity Data Base] are within the Plan
area.” The Initial Study, and now the DEIR, inappropriately relies on CNDDB to screen
special-status species for occurrence likelihood. CNDDB is useful only for confirming
the presence of a species, but cannot be used to conclude absence because the reporting
to CNDDB is voluntary and not based on scientific sampling or equal access to
2&61
properties. The limitations of CNDDB are well-known, and they are summarized in a
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warning presented by CDFW on the CNDDB web site (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data
/CNDDB/About): “We work very hard to keep the CNDDB and the Spotted Owl
Database as current and up-to-date as possible given our capabilities and resources.
However, we cannot and do not portray the CNDDB as an exhaustive and
comprehensive inventory of all rare species and natural communities statewide. Field
verification for the presence or absence of sensitive species will always be an
important obligation of our customers…” Lack of CNDDB records on the project area is
an invalid reason for omitting the biological resources assessment.
In other words, the reason for omitting a biological impacts assessment is that the Initial
Study concluded: (1) There would be no significant impacts to wildlife caused by the
construction of multiple high-rise and low-rise buildings, (2) There is no substantial
change in conditions between the project reviewed in the 2013 Initial Study and the new
project reviewed in the 2016 DEIR, and (3) The individual building projects would
adhere to the San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building design guidelines.
The first reason is flawed because the Initial Study incorrectly used CNDDB and
incorrectly assumed that habituated wildlife will be safe wildlife in the face of
transparent and reflective building facades. The second reason is flawed because the
new project is obviously very different from the project that was subjected to the 2013
Initial Study. The buildings are much taller. The third reason is more compelling, but it
still does not justify omission of a biological resources impacts assessment in the DEIR.
The DEIR needs to include reasonable predictions of likely bird-window collision
fatality rates. The discussion needs to be had about how many birds of special-status
species and species protected by the International Migratory Bird Treaty Act are likely to
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perish each year after these high-rises are thrust into the aerial habitat space of
migrating and resident birds.
A quick review of eBird (http://ebird.org/ebird/explore) revealed 12 August 2016
nocturnal visits on the project site by special-status species including yellow warbler,
brown pelican, and California gull, as well as multiple other species protected by the
International Migratory Bird Treaty Act. A review of eBird also reveals the use of the
area by many species of bird, including additional special-status species such as doublecrested cormorant, tricolored blackbird, Peregrine falcon and Cooper’s hawk. The eBird
records reveal what any biologist should expect of San Francisco, and that is the use of
the peninsula as a migration route by many species of bird. Building glazed or glassfaçaded high-rises in the middle of this migration route will obviously destroy many
migrating birds, and those birds not colliding with the buildings will have to exert extra
energy during migration to fly around the buildings.
Beginning on page 129, the Initial Study discusses bird collisions with windows,
inappropriately citing the San Francisco Planning Department’s 2011 Standards for Bird
Safe Buildings as the source of the estimated annual 100 million to 1 billion birds killed
by windows across the USA. In fact, this estimate comes from Klem (1990), which was
based on extremely limited survey effort and multiple assumptions and is likely long
since obsolete (more on this later). Whereas the Initial Study discusses the bird-window
collision issue, its conclusions about the likely impacts are inconsistent with the
Precautionary Principle in risk assessment and unrealistic, and therefore do not justify
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the omission of a biological resources assessment in the DEIR. If anything, the
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discussion of bird-window collisions in the Initial Study should have prompted a
focused and much-expanded biological resources assessment in the DEIR.
The existing developed area is causing significant numbers of injuries and deaths of
birds every year. For example, if there are homes or commercial buildings with
windows, then there are ongoing impacts to birds. Window collisions are often
characterized as either the second or third largest source or anthropogenic-caused bird
mortality. The numbers behind these characterizations are often attributed to Klem’s
(1990) and Dunn’s (1993) estimates of about 100 million to 1 billion bird fatalities in the
USA, or more recently Loss et al.’s (2014) estimate of 365-988 million bird fatalities in
the USA or Calvert et al.’s (2013) and Machtans et al.’s (2013) estimates of 22.4 million
and 25 million bird fatalities in Canada, respectively. However, these estimates and
their interpretation warrant examination because they were based on opportunistic
sampling, volunteer study participation, and fatality monitoring by more inexperienced
than experienced searchers.
Klem’s (1990) estimate was based on speculation that 1 to 10 birds are killed per
building per year, and this speculated range was extended to the number of buildings
estimated by the US Census Bureau in 1986. Klem’s speculation was supported by
fatality monitoring at only two houses, one in Illinois and the other in New York. Also,
the basis of his fatality rate extension has changed greatly since 1986. Whereas his
estimate served the need to alert the public of the possible magnitude of the birdwindow collision issue, it was highly uncertain at the time and undoubtedly outdated
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more than three decades hence. Indeed, by 2010 Klem (2010) characterized the upper
end of his estimated range – 1 billion bird fatalities – as conservative. Furthermore, the
estimate lumped species together as if all birds are the same and the loss of all birds to
windows has the same level of impact.
Homes with birdfeeders are associated with higher rates of window collisions than are
homes without birdfeeders (Kummer and Bayne 2015, Kummer et al. 2016a), so the
developed area might pose even greater hazard to birds if it includes numerous
birdfeeders. Another factor potentially biasing national or North American estimates
low was revealed by Bracey et al.’s (2016) finding that trained fatality searchers found
2.6× the number of fatalities found by homeowners on the days when both trained
searchers and homeowners searched around homes. The difference in carcass detection
was 30.4-fold when involving carcasses volitionally placed by Bracey et al. (2016) in
blind detection trials. This much larger difference in trial carcass detection rates likely
resulted because their placements did not include the sounds that typically alert
homeowners to actual window collisions, but this explanation also raises the question of
how often homeowner participants with such studies miss detecting window-caused
fatalities because they did not hear the collisions.
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By the time Loss et al. (2014) performed their effort to estimate annual USA birdwindow fatalities, many more fatality monitoring studies had been reported or were
underway. Loss et al. (2014) were able to incorporate many more fatality rates based on
scientific monitoring, and they were more careful about which fatality rates to include.
However, they included estimates based on fatality monitoring by homeowners, which
in one study were found to detect only 38% of the available window fatalities (Bracey et
al. 2016). Loss et al. (2014) excluded all fatality records lacking a dead bird in hand,
such as injured birds or feather or blood spots on windows. Loss et al.’s (2014) fatality
metric was the number of fatalities per building (where in this context a building can
include a house, low-rise, or high-rise structure), but they assumed that this metric was
based on window collisions. Because most of the bird-window collision studies were
limited to migration seasons, Loss et al. (2014) developed an admittedly assumptionladen correction factor for making annual estimates. Also, only two of the studies
included adjustments for carcass persistence and searcher detection error, and it was
unclear how and to what degree fatality rates were adjusted for these factors. Although
Loss et al. (2014) attempted to account for some biases as well as for large sources of
uncertainty mostly resulting from an opportunistic rather than systematic sampling
data source, their estimated annual fatality rate across the USA was highly uncertain
and vulnerable to multiple biases, most of which would have resulted in fatality
estimates biased low.
In my review of bird-window collision monitoring, I found that the search radius
around homes and buildings was very narrow, usually 2 meters. Based on my
experience with bird collisions in other contexts, I would expect that a large portion of
bird-window collision victims would end up farther than 2 m from the windows,
especially when the windows are higher up on tall buildings. In my experience, searcher
detection rates tend to be low for small birds deposited on ground with vegetation cover
or woodchips or other types of organic matter. Also, vertebrate scavengers entrain on
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anthropogenic sources of mortality and quickly remove many of the carcasses, thereby
preventing the fatality searcher from detecting these fatalities. Adjusting fatality rates
for these factors – search radius bias, searcher detection error, and carcass persistence
rates – would greatly increase nationwide estimates of bird-window collision fatalities.
The existing conditions – the developed area – is undoubtedly killing many birds each
year. Not only are windows killing many birds, but so too are house cats, feral cats,
electrocution distribution lines, electric power poles, and autos. This said, the proposed
project will add a level of impact that is entirely missing from the CEQA review.
Constructing buildings to 400 feet above ground will not only take aerial habitat from
birds, but it will also interfere with the movement of birds in the region and it will result
in large numbers of annual window collision fatalities.
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High-rise buildings intercept many nocturnal migrants as well as birds flying in
daylight. Johnson and Hudson (1976) found 266 bird fatalities of 41 species within 73
months of monitoring of a four-story glass walkway at Washington State University (no
adjustments attempted). Somerlot (2003) found 21 bird fatalities among 13 buildings
on a university campus within only 61 days. Monitoring twice per week, Hager at al.
(2008) found 215 bird fatalities of 48 species, or 55 birds/building/year, and at another
site they found 142 bird fatalities of 37 species for 24 birds/building/year. Gelb and
Delacretaz (2009) recorded 5,400 bird fatalities under buildings in New York City,
based on a decade of monitoring only during migration periods, and some of the highrises were associated with hundreds of fatalities each. Klem et al. (2009) monitored 73
building facades in New York City during 114 days of two migratory periods, tallying 549
collision victims, nearly 5 birds per day. Borden et al. (2010) surveyed a 1.8 km route 3
times per week during 12-month period and found 271 bird fatalities of 50 species.
Parkins et al. (2015) found 35 bird fatalities of 16 species within only 45 days of
monitoring under 4 building facades. From 24 days of survey over 48 day span, Porter
and Huang (2015) found 47 fatalities under 8 buildings on a university campus. Sabo et
al. (2016) found 27 bird fatalities 61 days of searches under 31 windows. In San
Francisco, Kahle et al. (2016) found 355 collision victims within 1,762 days under a 5story building. Ocampo-Peñuela et al. (2016) searched the perimeters of 6 buildings on
a university campus, finding 86 fatalities after 63 days of surveys. One of these
buildings produced 61 of the 86 fatalities, and another building with collision-deterrent
glass caused only 2 of the fatalities. There is ample evidence available to support my
prediction that the proposed 200-foot to 400-foot tall buildings will result in many
collision fatalities of birds.
COLLISION FACTORS
Below is a list of collision factors I found in the scientific literature. Following this list
are specific notes and findings taken from the literature and my own experience.
(1)

Inherent hazard of a structure in the airspace used for nocturnal migration or other
flights
(2) Window transparency, falsely revealing passage through structure or to indoor
plants
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(3) Window reflectance, falsely depicting vegetation, competitors, or open airspace
(4) Black hole or passage effect
(5) Window or façade extent, or proportion of façade consisting of window or other
reflective surface
(6) Size of window
(7) Type of glass
(8) Lighting, which is correlated with window extent and building operations
(9) Height of structure (collision mechanisms shift with height above ground)
(10) Orientation of façade with respect to winds and solar exposure
(11) Structural layout causing confusion and entrapment
(12) Context in terms of urban-rural gradient, or surrounding extent of impervious
surface vs vegetation
(13) Height, structure, and extent of vegetation grown near home or building
(14) Presence of birdfeeders or other attractants
(15) Relative abundance
(16) Season of the year
(17) Ecology, demography and behavior
(18) Predatory attacks or cues provoking fear of attack
(19) Aggressive social interactions
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(1) Inherent hazard of structure in airspace.—Not all of a structure’s collision risk can be
attributed to windows. Overing (1938) reported 576 birds collided with the Washington
Monument in 90 minutes on one night, 12 September 1937. The average annual fatality
count had been 328 birds from 1932 through 1936. Gelb and Delacretaz (2009) and
Klem et al. (2009) also reported finding collision victims at buildings lacking windows,
although many fewer than they found at buildings fitted with widows.
(2) Window transparency.—Widely believed as one of the two principal factors
contributing to avian collisions with buildings is the transparency of glass used in
windows on the buildings (Klem 1989). Gelb and Delacretaz (2009) felt that many of
the collisions they detected occurred where transparent windows revealed interior
vegetation.
(3) Window reflectance.—Widely believed as one of the two principal factors
contributing to avian collisions with buildings is the reflectance of glass used in windows
on the buildings (Klem 1989). Reflectance can deceptively depict open airspace,
vegetation as habitat destination, or competitive rivals as self-images (Klem 1989). Gelb
and Delacretaz (2009) felt that many of the collisions they detected occurred toward the
lower parts of buildings where large glass exteriors reflected outdoor vegetation. Klem
et al. (2009) and Borden et al. (2010) also found that reflected outdoor vegetation
associated positively with collisions.
(4) Black hole or passage effect.—Although this factor was not often mentioned in the
bird-window collision literature, it was suggested in Sheppard and Phillips (2015). The
black hole or passage effect is the deceptive appearance of a cavity or darkened ledge
that certain species of bird typically approach with speed when seeking roosting sites.
The deception is achieved when shadows from awnings or the interior light conditions
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give the appearance of cavities or protected ledges. This factor appears potentially to be
nuanced variations on transparency or reflectance or possibly an interaction effect of
both of these factors.
(5) Window or façade extent.—Klem et al. (2009), Borden et al. (2010), Hager et al.
(2013), and Ocampo-Peñuela et al. (2016) reported increased collision fatalities at
buildings with larger reflective facades or higher proportions of facades composed of
windows. However, Porter and Huang (2015) found a negative relationship between
fatalities found and proportion of façade that was glazed.
(6) Size of window.—According to Kahle et al. (2016), collision rates were higher on
large-pane windows compared to small-pane windows.
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(7) Type of glass.—Klem et al. (2009) found that collision fatalities associated with the
type of glass used on buildings. Otherwise, little attention has been directed towards the
types of glass in buildings.
(8) Lighting.—Parkins et al. (2015) found that light emission from buildings correlated
positively with percent glass on the façade, suggesting that lighting is linked to the
extent of windows. Zink and Eckles (2010) reported fatality reductions, including an
80% reduction at a Chicago high-rise, upon the initiation of the Lights-out Program.
However, Zink and Eckles (2010) provided no information on their search effort, such
as the number of searches or search interval or search area around each building.
(9) Height of structure.—I found little if any hypothesis-testing related to high-rise
buildings, including whether another suite of factors might relate to collision victims of
high-rises. Are migrants more commonly the victims of high-rises? I would expect that
some of the factors noted in other contexts will not be important with the upper
portions of high-rises, such as birds attacking reflected self-images, or the extent of
vegetation cover nearby, or the presence or absence of birdfeeders nearby.
(10) Orientation of façade.—Some studies tested façade orientation, but not
convincingly. Confounding factors such as the extent and types of windows would
require large sample sizes of collision victims to parse out the variation so that some
portion of it could be attributed to orientation of façade.
(11) Structural layout.—Bird-safe building guidelines have illustrated examples of
structural layouts associated with high rates of bird-window collisions, but little
attention has been towards hazardous structural layouts in the scientific literature. An
exception was Johnson and Hudson (1976), who found high collision rates at 3 stories of
glassed-in walkways atop an open breezeway, located on a break in slope with trees on
one side and open sky on the other, Washington State University.
(12) Context in urban-rural gradient.—Numbers of fatalities found in monitoring have
associated negatively with increasing developed area surrounding the building (Hager et
al. 2013), and positively with more rural settings (Kummer et al. 2016a). However,
these relationships might not hold when it comes to high-rises.
7

(13) Height, structure and extent of vegetation near building.—Correlations have
sometimes been found between collision rates and the presence or extent of vegetation
near windows (Hager et al. 2008, Borden et al. 2010, Kummer et al. 2016a, OcampoPeñuela et al. 2016). However, Porter and Huang (2015) found a negative relationship
between fatalities found and vegetation cover near the building.
(14) Presence of birdfeeders.—Dunn (1993) reported a weak correlation (r = 0.13, P <
0.001) between number of birds killed by home windows and the number of birds
counted at feeders. However, Kummer and Bayne (2015) found that experimental
installment of birdfeeders at homes increased bird collisions with windows 1.84-fold.
(15) Relative abundance.—Collision rates have often been assumed to increase with local
density or relative abundance (Klem 1989), and positive correlations have been
measured (Dunn 1993, Hager et al. 2008). However, Hager and Craig (2014) found a
negative correlation between fatality rates and relative abundance near buildings.
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(16) Season of the year.—Borden et al. (2010) found 90% of collision fatalities during
spring and fall migration periods. The significance of this finding is magnified by 7-day
carcass persistence rates of 0.45 and 0.35 in spring and fall, rates which were
considerably lower than during winter and summer (Hager et al. 2012). In other words,
the concentration of fatalities during migration seasons would increase after applying
seasonally-explicit adjustments for carcass persistence.
(17) Ecology, demography and behavior.—Klem (1989) noted that certain types of birds
were not found as common window-caused fatalities, including soaring hawks and
waterbirds. Cusa et al. (2015) found that species colliding with buildings surrounded by
higher levels of urban greenery were foliage gleaners, and species colliding with
buildings surrounded by higher levels of urbanization were ground foragers. Sabo et al.
(2016) found no difference in age class, but did find that migrants are more susceptible
to collision than resident birds.
(18) Predatory attacks.—Panic flights caused by raptors were mentioned in 16% of
window strike reports in Dunn’s (1993) study. I have witnessed Cooper’s hawks chasing
birds into windows, including house finches next door to my home and a northern
mocking bird chased directly into my office window.
(19) Aggressive social interactions.—I found no hypothesis-testing of the roles of
aggressive social interactions in the literature other than the occasional anecdotal
account of birds attacking their self-images reflected from windows. However, I have
witnessed birds chasing each other and sometimes these chases resulting in one of the
birds hitting a window.
SOLUTIONS
Given the magnitude of bird-window collision impacts, there are obviously great
opportunities for reducing and minimizing these impacts going forward. Existing
8
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structures can be modified or retrofitted to reduce impacts, and proposed new
structures can be more carefully sited and designed to minimize impacts. However, the
costs of some of these measures can be high and can vary greatly, but most importantly
the efficacies of many of these measures remain uncertain. Both the costs and
effectiveness of all of these measures can be better understood through experimentation
and careful scientific investigation. Post-construction fatality monitoring should be an
essential feature of any new building project. Below is a listing of mitigation options,
along with some notes and findings from the literature.
(1) Retrofitting to reduce impacts
(1A) Marking windows
(1B) Managing outdoor landscape vegetation
(1C) Managing indoor landscape vegetation
(1D) Managing nocturnal lighting
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(1A) Marking windows.—Whereas Klem (1990) found no deterrent effect from decals on
windows, Johnson and Hudson (1976) reported a fatality reduction of about 67% after
placing decals on windows. Many external and internal glass markers have been tested
experimentally, some showing no effect and some showing strong deterrent effects
(Klem 1989, 1990, 2009, 2011; Klem and Saenger 2013; Rössler et al. 2015). In an
experiment of opportunity, Ocampo-Peñuela et al. (2016) found only 2 of 86 fatalities at
one of 6 buildings – the only building with windows treated with a bird deterrent film.
(2) Siting and Designing to minimize impacts
(2A) Deciding on location of structure
(2B) Deciding on façade and orientation
(2C) Selecting type and sizes of windows
(2D) Designing to minimize transparency through two parallel facades
(2E) Designing to minimize views of interior plants
(2F) Landscaping to increase distances between windows and trees and shrubs
GUIDELINES ON BUILDING DESIGN
If the project goes forward, it should at a minimum adhere to available guidelines on
building design intended to minimize collision hazards to birds. The American Bird
Conservancy (ABC) produced an excellent set of guidelines recommending actions to:
(1) Minimize use of glass; (2) Placing glass behind some type of screening (grilles,
shutters, exterior shades); (3) Using glass with inherent properties to reduce collisions,
such as patterns, window films, decals or tape; and (4) Turning off lights during
migration seasons (Sheppard and Phillips 2015). The City of San Francisco (San
Francisco Planning Department 2011) also has a set of building design guidelines, based
on the excellent guidelines produced by the New York City Audubon Society (Orff et al.
2007). The ABC document and both the New York and San Francisco documents
provide excellent alerting of potential bird-collision hazards as well as many visual
examples. The San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building design guidelines
are more comprehensive than those of New York City, but they could have gone further.
For example, the San Francisco guidelines probably should have also covered scientific
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monitoring of impacts as well as compensatory mitigation for impacts that could not be
avoided, minimized or reduced.
Although the San Francisco Planning Department deserves to be commended for its
building design guidelines, some of its guidelines are in need of further review and
consideration. Scientific research and understanding of the bird-window collision
impacts remain low on the learning-curve, so we should expect rapid advances in
understanding and solutions as scientific investigations are better funded and
monitoring efforts expand and experimentation is implemented. At the time of the 2011
guidelines, only one building had been scientifically monitored for bird-window
collisions (Kahle et al. 2016), so very few local scientific data on the impacts were
available in San Francisco. As a result, too many of the guidelines are based on
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anecdotes and speculation. For example, the bird collision zone of 0-60 feet above
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ground (San Francisco Planning Department 2011:28) appears to have been based on
speculation. No doubt low-rise buildings can kill many birds annually, but the evidence
of this does not preclude high-rises from also killing many birds annually. When it
comes to high-rises, it has often been difficult to determine how high a bird was flying
when it collided with the building. Collision victims are found at the base of the building
and could have fallen from 1 to 6 stories up, or perhaps from 7 to 40 stories up. It needs
to be recognized that although the guidelines are commendable as a starting point,
much remains to be learned about bird-window collisions, and flexibility for considering
other measures or revised measures is warranted.
In another example of a standard that could perhaps use more foundation, the urban
bird refuge standard (San Francisco Planning Department 2011:28) includes thresholds
of 300 feet and 2 acres of open space. These thresholds appear to have been arbitrarily
derived. What scientific evidence supports either of them? How would these standards
bear on nocturnal migrants encountering large glass windows at 390 feet above ground?
I am not arguing that these standards are incorrect, but rather that they might be
arbitrary and therefore bear opportunities for improvement.
The DEIR should be revised to address some of the San Francisco Planning
Department’s (2011) building design guidelines for the project as a whole. There is no
reason why the DEIR could not address macro-setting guidelines in the forms of
checklist and text discussion. To be consistent with its own guidelines, the San
Francisco Planning Department also might not want to follow through on its plan to
amend the Planning Code to require greening of at least 50% of each site area and to
construct at least 50% of roof area as living roofs (DEIR page II-34).
MITIGATION
The bird-collision impacts potentially caused by the project could be mitigated to less
than significant levels by implementing three measures:
1. Adhere to the San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011) building design guidelines
and to any other avoidance and minimization measures that have been learned
additional or since the 2011 guidelines document was produced;
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2. Fund long-term scientific monitoring of the impact so that lessons learned can be
applied to future projects or perhaps to effective retrofit solutions; and,
3. Offset impacts that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced by compensating for
the impacts. Compensation can include habitat protections elsewhere or donations to
wildlife rehabilitation facilities that will likely receive and care for injured birds.
CONCLUSION
The proposed project would impose 200- to 400-foot tall high-rises in the aerial habitat
of many birds. Birds migrating through San Francisco at night, in route north or south
along the coast, would encounter these high-rises. Many of these nocturnal migrants
2&61
would be attracted to light emissions from the buildings or would encounter the
FRQW G
buildings by chance, and many of these birds would perish due to collision with these
buildings. Other birds would encounter the high-rises during daylight hours and would
be deceived by the transparency or reflected images in the glass of windows. Many of
these birds would perish. At lower stories – those near the ground – windows reflecting
planted trees would deceive birds into flying toward the reflected images and to their
deaths. The numbers of collision fatalities could be very large, and some of the collision
victims could be members of species that are rare or declining, and some could be
special-status species, such as Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper’s hawk
(Accipiter cooperi), Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo
belli pusillus), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), and Lawrence’s goldfinch (Spinus
lawrencei). However, it should be remembered that nearly all birds in California are
protected by the international Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The EIR should be revised to
address these potential impacts. Available bird-safe building guidelines should be
followed where appropriate, but additional measures will be needed where the
guidelines are either wrong or based on poor foundation.
The EIR should be revised to include a biological resources assessment, which should
report reasonable predictions of collision mortality. The EIR should also provide more
detail about which building design guidelines will be implemented under which
conditions. For example, macro-setting guidelines could be addressed in the EIR. The
EIR should also provide details about fatality monitoring needed to quantify collision
mortality. Finally, it should provide details about compensatory mitigation to offset the
collision fatalities that cannot be prevented in building design.
Thank you for your consideration,

______________________
Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D.
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O-CSPO.14
O-CSPO.14
AE-1
AE-1
O-CSPO.15
O-CSPO.15
AE-1
AE-1

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH
&KDSWHU,9–(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
6HFWLRQ*–:LQG

3DJH &RPPHQW
,9*


San Francisco’s Existing Climate and Wind Environment. The first paragraph of
WKLV6HFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWKLVWRULFGDWDFROOHFWHGDWWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR)HGHUDO%XLOGLQJ
DW8QLWHG1DWLRQV3OD]DRYHUDVL[\HDUSHULRGVKRZVWKDWDYHUDJHZLQGVSHHGVLQ
WKHFLW\DUHKLJKHVWLQWKHVXPPHUDQGORZHVWLQWKHZLQWHU/DWHULQWKLVSDUDJUDSK
there is a reference to “over 40 years of record keeping” usHG WR GRFXPHQW WKH
VHDVRQDO WLPHVRIKLJKHVW DQGORZHVW DUHDZLQGVSHHGV ,W DSSHDUVOLNHO\WKDWWKLV
UHFRUGNHHSLQJH[FHHGVWKDWFROOHFWHGDWWKH8QLWHG1DWLRQV3OD]DDQGPD\UHIHU
WRRWKHUZLQGVWDWLRQVLQWKHDUHD3OHDVHFODULI\

O-CSPO.16
O-CSPO.16

,9*


7KH ILUVW VHQWHQFHV RQ WKLV SDJH UHDG “Southwest winds are similarly impeded at
VWUHHW OHYHO WKH\ DOVR FRQWLQXH WR IORZ RYHUKHDG EXW WKH\ GR QRW IORZ WRZDUG WKH
6RXWK RI 0DUNHW 6R0D  DUHD  %RWK QRUWKZHVW ZLQGV DQG VRXWKZHVW ZLQGV DOVR
FRQWULEXWHZLQGVDORQJWKe east/west oriented streets.” This language appears to be
UHIHUHQFLQJWKHIDFWWKDWVWUHHWOHYHOVRXWKZHVWZLQGVGRQRWIORZWRZDUG6R0$GXH
WR WKH PLVDOLJQPHQW RI WKH VWUHHW JULGV  +RZHYHU WKH ODVW VHQWHQFH VHHPV WR
FRQWUDGLFWWKHSUHYLRXVVHQWHQFH3OHDVHFODULI\

O-CSPO.17
O-CSPO.17

,9*


0HWKRGRORJ\. The second paragraph of this section states “—WKH DSSUR[LPDWHO\
IRXUEORFN DUHD EHWZHHQ %U\DQW DQG 7RZQVHQG 6WUHHWV IURP WKH ZHVW VLGH RI )LIWK
Street to the east side of Fourth Street …” Assuming that the wind tunnHOWHVWDUHD
VKRZQ LQ WKH ILJXUH RQ WKH QH[W SDJH )LJXUH ,9*  LV FRUUHFW WKLV VKRXOG EH
revised to read “from the east side of Sixth Street to the east side of Fourth Street.”

O-CSPO.18
O-CSPO.18

,9*


The first full paragraph on this page states that “the Plan would aOVRDOORZIRUHLJKW
WRZHUVRIEHWZHHQIHHW DQGIHHW LQ KHLJKWRQFHUWDLQ VLWHVVRXWKRI%U\DQW
street…and for five 160IRRWEXLOGLQJVDQGDERXWKDOIDGR]HQEXLOGLQJVRIIHHW
in height in much of the area south of Harrison Street…” This discusVLRQ VKRXOG
LQFRUSRUDWHWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUKHLJKWOLPLWV RQVRPHVLWHVZLWKLQWKH3ODQDUHDWR EH
H[WHQGHGE\XSWRIHHWDVGLVFXVVHGLQ3ODQ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ0HDVXUHRI
WKHFXUUHQW'UDIW&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ

O-CSPO.19
O-CSPO.19

,?5 $?0HOLQGD?&HQWUDO6R0D?/75B&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5&RPPHQWVBBB)LQDOGRF

WI-2
WI-2

WI-2
WI-2

WI-3
WI-3

WI-6
WI-6

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH

,9*


([LVWLQJ+D]DUG&RQGLWLRQV7KHILUVWSDUDJUDSKLQWKLVVHFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWWKUHH  
WHVWORFDWLRQVH[FHHGWKHZLQGKD]DUGFULWHULRQXQGHUFXUUHQWFRQGLWLRQV+RZHYHU
WHVW ORFDWLRQDSSHDUVWR EHDW RUEHORZWKHKD]DUGFULWHULRQDVVKRZQ LQ )LJXUH
,9*3OHDVHFODULI\

O-CSPO.20
O-CSPO.20

,9*


:LWK3ODQ+D]DUG&RQGLWLRQV7KHILUVWSDUDJUDSKLQWKLVVHFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWDQHZ
KD]DUG H[FHHGDQFH ZRXOG RFFXU DW ORFDWLRQ  EXW WKLV LV QRW VKRZQ LQ )LJXUH
,9*3OHDVHFODULI\

O-CSPO.21
O-CSPO.21

,9*


&RQFOXVLRQ  7KLV VHFWLRQ VWDWHV WKDW WKH 3ODQ FRXOG UHVXOW LQ IRXU   QHZ
H[FHHGDQFHV RI WKH PSK KD]DUG FULWHULRQ EXW )LJXUH ,9* VKRZV RQO\ WKUHH
H[FHHGDQFHV3OHDVHFODULI\

O-CSPO.22
O-CSPO.22

7KDQN\RX
9HU\WUXO\\RXUV
5(8%(1-81,86 526(//3

0HOLQGD$6DUMDSXU

,?5 $?0HOLQGD?&HQWUDO6R0D?/75B&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5&RPPHQWVBBB)LQDOGRF

WI-5
WI-5

WI-5
WI-5

WI-5
WI-5

O-FADF

O-FADF.1
O-FADF.1
OC-1
OC-1

O-FADF.2
O-FADF.2
CP-5
CP-5

O-Freeman

O-Freeman.1
O-Freeman.1
TR-10
TR-10

O-Freeman.1
O-Freeman.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-MPHA

)HEUXDU\
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
/LVD0*LEVRQ$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
(PDLOOLVDJLEVRQ#VIJRYRUJ
5H&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
'HDU0V*LEVRQ
, DV %RDUG 3UHVLGHQW RI WKH 0XVHXP 3DUF +2$ XQLW UHVLGHQWLDO FRQGRPLQLXP EXLOGLQJ  DP FRQFHUQHG
DERXW WKH SURSRVHG VWUHHW QHWZRUN FKDQJHV GLVFXVVHG LQ &KDSWHU ' RI WKH FXUUHQW &HQWUDO 6R0D 3ODQ 'UDIW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW5HSRUW2XUEXLOGLQJLVDW7KLUG6WUHHWDWWKHFRUQHURI7KLUGDQG)ROVRPVWUHHWVDQG
FRQWDLQVUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVJURXQGIORRUFRPPHUFLDOVSDFHDQGWKUHHOHYHOVRISDUNLQJIRUUHVLGHQWVDQGWKH
SXEOLF :HDUH FRQFHUQHGWKDWWKHSURSRVHGFKDQJHVWRWKHVWUHHWQHWZRUNDGMDFHQWWRRXUEXLOGLQJZLOOKDYHD
VHULRXV DGYHUVHHIIHFW RQRXUUHVLGHQWVYLVLWRUVDQGEXVLQHVVHV

O-MPHA.1
O-MPHA.1
TR-4
TR-4

)LUVW WKH '(,5 UHFRJQL]HV WKDW WKH VLJQLILFDQW UHGXFWLRQ RI WUDIILF FDSDFLW\ RQ )ROVRP 6WUHHW ZLOO UHVXOW LQ
LQFUHDVHGFRQJHVWLRQDWERWKDPDQGSPSHDNKRXUV7KLVFRXOGVLJQLILFDQWO\DIIHFWLQJUHVVDQGHJUHVVIURPRXU
JDUDJH 2XU JDUDJH KDV DQ HQWUDQFH DQG H[LW RQWR )ROVRP 6WUHHW DQG DQ HQWUDQFH RQ 7KLUG 6WUHHW ZKLFK DUH
DOUHDG\FRQJHVWHGIURPWUDIILFDSSURDFKLQJWKH%D\%ULGJHGXULQJPRVWSPSHDNKRXUV7KLVPDNHVHQWHULQJRU
H[LWLQJ WKH JDUDJH GLIILFXOW DQG WLPHFRQVXPLQJ ZKLFK IXUWKHU DGGV WR WKH FRQJHVWLRQ DQG DV ZHOO DV YHKLFOH
HPLVVLRQV,WDSSHDUVIURPWKH'(,5WKDWWKHSURSRVHGVWUHHWQHWZRUNFKDQJHVZLOOPDNHWKLV PXFKZRUVHDQG
FUHDWH DP SHDN KRXU FRQJHVWLRQ DV ZHOO EXW WKHUH LV QR GLVFXVVLRQ RI QHJDWLYH HIIHFWV RQ ORFDO YHKLFOH
FLUFXODWLRQ DV LW DIIHFWV H[LVWLQJ UHVLGHQWV DQG EXVLQHVVHV 7KH WZRZD\ )ROVRP 6WUHHW RSWLRQ LV SDUWLFXODUO\
FRQFHUQLQJDVWUDIILFLQWKHZHVWERXQGGLUHFWLRQFRXOGFRPHWRDFRPSOHWHVWRSDVYHKLFOHVDWWHPSWDOHIWKDQG
WXUQIURP)ROVRP6WUHHWLQWRWKHJDUDJHHQWUDQFH)XUWKHUPRUHSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\FRXOGEHFRPSURPLVHG
6HFRQG RXU EXLOGLQJ UHOLHV GDLO\ RQ D P\ULDG RI VHUYLFH DQG GHOLYHU\ YHKLFOHV :H KDYH RQO\ OLPLWHG RQVLWH
ORDGLQJ VSDFH LQ WKH JDUDJH 7KH YDVW PDMRULW\ RI VHUYLFH SURYLGHUV XWLOL]H WKH FXUEVLGH SDUNLQJ VSDFHV DORQJ
ERWK7KLUGDQG)ROVRPVWUHHWVDGMDFHQWWRWKHEXLOGLQJ7KHSURSRVHGHOLPLQDWLRQRISDUNLQJRQ7KLUG6WUHHWDQG
WKH SDUWLDO HOLPLQDWLRQ RI SDUNLQJ DORQJ )ROVRP 6WUHHW H[FHSW IRU WKH WKH VRXWK VLGH DW QRQSHDN KRXUV ZLOO
JUHDWO\UHVWULFWDFFHVVWRRXUEXLOGLQJIRUWKHVHVHUYLFHSURYLGHUVWKDWRXUEXLOGLQJUHOLHVRQWRIXQFWLRQSURSHUO\
RQ D GDLO\ EDVLV $QG LW V FHUWDLQO\ SRVVLEOH WKDW ZH ZLOO UHO\ RQ FXUEVLGH ORDGLQJ HYHQ PRUH LQ WKH IXWXUH DV
UHVLGHQWVPDNHPRUHDQGPRUHLQWHUQHWSXUFKDVHVWKDWUHTXLUHSK\VLFDOGHOLYHU\(PHUJHQF\YHKLFOHVWKDWDUH
FDOOHG WR WKH EXLOGLQJ DOVR XWLOL]H FXUEVLGH SDUNLQJ VSDFH WKDW ZRXOG EH HOLPLQDWHG E\ WKH SURSRVHG VWUHHW
QHWZRUN FKDQJHV $JDLQ ZKLOH WKHVH SRWHQWLDO LPSDFWV DUH LGHQWLILHG LQ WKH '(,5 WKHUH LV QR DQDO\VLV RI WKH
HIIHFWVRQH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDODQGFRPPHUFLDOEXLOGLQJV
7KH '(,5 LGHQWLILHV SRWHQWLDO QHLJKERUKRRGOHYHO LPSDFWV RI WKH VWUHHW QHWZRUN FKDQJHV WKDW FRXOG DGYHUVHO\
DIIHFWRXUDELOLW\WRDFFHVVDQGRSHUDWHWKHEXLOGLQJLQDVDIHDQGHIILFLHQWPDQQHUEXWGRHVQRWHYDOXDWHWKRVH
HIIHFWV QRW RQO\ RQ 0XVHXP 3DUF EXW RQ RWKHU VLPLODUO\ VLWXDWHG H[LVWLQJ UHVLGHQWLDO EXLOGLQJV 7KH )LQDO (,5
VKRXOG EH IXUWKHU UHILQHG WR HYDOXDWH WKH DGYHUVH LPSDFWV RI WKH VWUHHW QHWZRUN FKDQJHV RQ H[LVWLQJ
QHLJKERUKRRGUHVLGHQWVDQGEXVLQHVVHV
6LQFHUHO\

Jim Bourgart

Digitally signed by Jim Bourgart
DN: cn=Jim Bourgart, o=Museum Parc HOA,
ou, email=fserrano@citiscapesf.com, c=US
Date: 2017.02.13 11:19:25 -08'00'

-LP%RXUJDUW
0XVHXP3DUF+RPHRZQHUV$VVRFLDWLRQ
7KLUG6WUHHW
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$

O-MPHA.2
O-MPHA.2
TR-8
TR-8

O-One Vassar

)HEUXDU\

9LD(PDLODQG0HVVHQJHU
/LVD0*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
/LVD*LEVRQ#VIJRYRUJ
5H

&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5&RPPHQWV–2QH9DVVDU3URMHFW
2XU)LOH1R

'HDU0V*LEVRQ
2XU RIILFH UHSUHVHQWV 2QH 9DVVDU //& (“3URMHFW 6SRQVRU”) WKH GHYHORSHU RI D
SURSRVHG PL[HGXVH RIILFH KRWHO DQG UHVLGHQWLDO SURMHFW FRPSULVHG RI PXOWLSOH SDUFHOV
ORFDWHG RQ WKH VRXWK VLGH RI +DUULVRQ 6WUHHW EHWZHHQ 6HFRQG DQG 7KLUG 6WUHHWV (the “2QH
9DVVDU3URMHFW”)LQWKHSURSRVHG&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQDUHD
This letter contains comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“'(,5”)
IRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQSXEOLVKHGRQ'HFHPEHU7KHFRPPHQWVDUHDUUDQJHG
EHORZE\'(,5VHFWLRQDQGSDJHQXPEHU
&KDSWHU,,,3ODQVDQG3ROLFLHV

3DJH &RPPHQW
,,, 8UEDQ'HVLJQ(OHPHQW7H[WSURYLGHVWKDW“In addition, several parcels north of the
,IUHHZD\DQGHDVWRI)RXUWK6WUHHWZRXOGEH]RQHGWRDPD[LPXPRIfeet.”
7KLV VKRXOG EH FKDQJHG WR  IHHW WR EH FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH SURSRVHG KHLJKW
LQFUHDVHPDSLQ)LJXUH,,

O-One
Vassar.1
O-One Vassar.1
PD-9
PD-9

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH

,,, 7KH GLVFXVVLRQ RI DQWLFLSDWHG 6HFWLRQ  RIILFH DOORFDWLRQV RQ WKLV SDJH VKRXOG
include the One Vassar projects’ anticipated 421,000 gsf allocation, as reflected in
WKHDSSOLFDWLRQILOHGZLWKWKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWLQ$SULO

O-One
Vassar.2
O-One Vassar.2
PP-7
PP-7

&KDSWHU,9–(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV

3DJH

&RPPHQW

,9

7KH6HFRQG6WUHHWSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQVKRXOGEHDPHQGHGWREHWWHUUHIOHFWWKH
IXOO VFRSH RI WKH 2QH 9DVVDU SURMHFW DV SURYLGHG LQ WKH FXUUHQW HQYLURQPHQWDO
DSSOLFDWLRQ  7KH SURMHFW ZRXOG PHUJH PXOWLSOH SDUFHOV RQ WKH VRXWK VLGH RI
+DUULVRQ 6WUHHWUHWDLQ RQH RIWKHH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV +DUULVRQ GHPROLVKWKH
UHPDLQLQJIRXUVWUXFWXUHVDQGFRQVWUXFWWZRQHZEXLOGLQJVDQGDQDGGLWLRQDERYH
WKH H[LVWLQJ  +DUULVRQ VWUXFWXUH 7KH SURMHFW DQWLFLSDWHV FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WZR
WRZHUVUHDFKLQJKHLJKWVRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\DQGDQDGGLWLRQDOEXLOGLQJUHDFKLQJ
DKHLJKWRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHW7KHSURMHFWZLOOUHVXOWLQWKHFUHDWLRQRIDPLG
EORFN SDVVDJH ZD\ FRQQHFWLRQ +DUULVRQ DQG 3HUU\ 6WUHHWV LPSURYHPHQW RI WKH
H[LVWLQJ9DVVDU3ODFHDQGDQHZ FRQQHFWLRQ IURP 6HFRQG6WUHHWWR 9DVVDU3ODFH
DQG3HUU\6WUHHW7KHSURMHFWZRXOGFUHDWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\GZHOOLQJXQLWV
KRWHOURRPVDQGJURVVVTXDUHIHHWRIRIILFHXVH

O-One
Vassar.3
O-One Vassar.3

,9%


7KLVVHFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWWKHWDOOHVWQHZYHUWLFDOHOHPHQWV DWSDUFHOVRQ)RXUWK6WUHHW
DW7RZQVHQG6WUHHW)RXUWK6WUHHWDW%UDQQDQ6WUHHWDQG+DUULVRQ6WUHHWDW7KLUG
6WUHHW  ZRXOG SDUWLDOO\ REVFXUH YLHZV RI WKH %D\  3OHDVH HQVXUH WKDW WKH
DQWLFLSDWHG GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH .H\ 'HYHORSPHQW 6LWH  VWUXFWXUHV DUH
LQFRUSRUDWHGZLWKLQWKLVGLVFXVVLRQ

O-One
Vassar.4
O-One Vassar.4

,9&


7DEOH,9&7KLVVHFWLRQLGHQWLILHV+DUULVRQ6WUHHWDVDSRWHQWLDO$UWLFOH
/DQGPDUN:KLOHWKH3URMHFW6SRQVRUDFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWWKHEXLOGLQJLVDKLVWRULF
UHVRXUFH XQGHU WKH &DOLIRUQLD (QYLURQPHQWDO 4XDOLW\ $FW ZH GR QRW EHOLHYH WKH
UHFRUG LQFOXGHV VXIILFLHQW IDFWV RU DQDO\VLV WR FRQFOXGH WKDW WKH EXLOGLQJ’s
DUFKLWHFWXUH RU FXOWXUDO LPSRUWDQFH ULVHV WR WKH OHYHO RI EHLQJ FRQVLGHUHG D
ODQGPDUNEXLOGLQJXQGHU3ODQQLQJ&RGH$UWLFOH

O-One
Vassar.5
O-One Vassar.5

,?5 $??&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ?/75B&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5&RPPHQWVB2QH9DVVDUBBB)LQDOGRF

OV-1
OV-1

AE-3
AE-3

CP-4
CP-4

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH

7KHILUVW IXOOSDUDJUDSK RQWKLVSDJH OLVWVSURSHUWLHVFRQWDLQLQJ KLVWRULFUHVRXUFHV
WKDW PD\ EH DIIHFWHG E\ DQWLFLSDWHG 3ODQ DUHD GHYHORSPHQW  7KLV OLVW VKRXOG
LQFOXGHWKHH[LVWLQJVWUXFWXUHVDW6HFRQG6WUHHWDQG+DUULVRQ

O-One
Vassar.6
O-One Vassar.6

,9'– 7KHGUDIW&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQKDVLGHQWLILHGWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUDWUDQVLWRQO\ODQHRQ
*HQHUDO +DUULVRQ  ,Q RUGHU WR DFFRPPRGDWH WKLV WUDQVLWRQO\ ODQH RQH WUDIILF ODQH IURP
HDFK GLUHFWLRQ LV SURSRVHG WR EH UHPRYHG +RZHYHU WKH '(,5 GRHV QRW VHHP WR
DGGUHVV WKH DGGLWLRQDO ODQH ZLGWK ORVW IURP WKH DQWLFLSDWHG VLGHZDON ZLGHQLQJ
SURSRVHG E\ WKH 3ODQ  7KH '(,5 VKRXOG DGGUHVV WKH LQWHUDFWLRQ RI WKHVH WZR
SURSRVDOVDQGSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVRQYHKLFXODUFLUFXODWLRQDORQJ+DUULVRQ

O-One
Vassar.7
O-One Vassar.7

,9&


,9'


/RDGLQJ ,PSDFWV *LYHQ WKH VFRSH RI GHYHORSPHQW SURSRVHG IRU WKH 2QH 9DVVDU
3URMHFW WKH '(,5 VKRXOG DFNQRZOHGJH D QHHG IRU IOH[LELOLW\ LQ ORDGLQJ DFFHVV
DORQJWKHVRXWKVLGHRI+DUULVRQ 6WUHHW DQG3HUU\6WUHHW7KH2QH9DVVDU3URMHFW
PD\ LQFOXGH D OD\E\ ORFDWHG RQ +DUULVRQ 6WUHHW MXVW ZHVW RI WKH +DZWKRUQ
FURVVZDONVWRVHUYHDVDGURSRIIIRUWKHUHVLGHQWLDOEXLOGLQJ

,9+


6KDGRZRQ3ODQ3URSRVHG2SHQ6SDFHV7KH2QH9DVVDU3URMHFWLVDQWLFLSDWHGWR
include a 45’ZLGH SHGHVWULDQ DOOH\ EHWZHHQ LWV UHVLGHQWLDO DQG KRWHO EXLOGLQJV
ZKLFKPD\FRQVWLWXWHSULYDWHO\DFFHVVLEOHSXEOLFRSHQVSDFH7KLVVHFWLRQVKRXOG
UHIOHFW WKH SRWHQWLDO GHYHORSPHQW RI WKLV SHGHVWULDQ DOOH\ DQG QRWH WKDW SHUPLWWHG
GHYHORSPHQWRQDGMDFHQWSDUFHOVZRXOGQHFHVVDULO\UHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQWVKDGRZWR
WKLVDUHD

CP-1
CP-1

TR-14
TR-14

O-One
Vassar.8
O-One Vassar.8
GC-6
GC-6

O-One
Vassar.9
O-One Vassar.9
GC-6
GC-6

*HQHUDO&RPPHQWV

3DJH &RPPHQW
1$

7KH '(,5 VKRXOG UHIOHFW DQ\ DQWLFLSDWHG WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ FLUFXODWLRQ DLU TXDOLW\
VKDGRZRUFRQVWUXFWLRQUHODWHGLPSDFWV RIthe TJPA’s current proposal to locate a
EXV VWRUDJH IDFLOLW\ RQ /RW  RI %ORFN  DGMDFHQW WR WKH2QH 9DVVDU 3URMHFW
VLWH

,?5 $??&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ?/75B&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5&RPPHQWVB2QH9DVVDUBBB)LQDOGRF

O-One
Vassar.10
O-One Vassar.10
CU-4
CU-4

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH
7KDQN\RX
9HU\WUXO\\RXUV
5(8%(1-81,86 526(//3

0HOLQGD$6DUMDSXU

,?5 $??&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ?/75B&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5&RPPHQWVB2QH9DVVDUBBB)LQDOGRF

O-SDA
1360 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-546-1333
www.sdaction.org

)HEUXDU\
/LVD0*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW
6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
/LVDJLEVRQ#VIJRYRUJ
5H'HSDUWPHQW 3ODQQLQJ FDVH(
6WDWH&OHDUQLQJKRXVH1R
0V*LEVRQ
6HQLRUDQG'LVDELOLW\$FWLRQLVDQRUJDQL]DWLRQWKDWPRELOL]HVDQGHGXFDWHVVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWK
GLVDELOLWLHVWRILJKWIRULQGLYLGXDOULJKWVDQGVRFLDOMXVWLFH7KURXJKLQGLYLGXDOVXSSRUWDQG
FROOHFWLYHDFWLRQZHZRUNWRJHWKHUWRFUHDWHDFLW\DQGZRUOGLQZKLFKVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWK
GLVDELOLWLHVFDQOLYHZHOODQGVDIHO\
2XURUJDQL]DWLRQLVVXEPLWWLQJWKLVFRPPHQWOHWWHULQUHJDUGVWRWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'UDIW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFWUHSRUW ,('(,5 ZKLFKFRYHUVWKH6RXWKRI0DUNHW$UHD²QG 6WUHHWWK
VWUHHW (DVWDQGZHVWUHVSHFWLYHO\ 7RZQVHQG)ROVRP+RZDUGDQG6WHYHQVRQ6WUHHWV
:HKDYHFRQFHUQVLQUHJDUGVWRWKHVFRSHRIWKHSODQDQGWKHLPSDFWVWKDWLWZLOOKDYHRQVHQLRUV
DQGWKRVHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVLQUHJDUGVWRWUDIILFDQGRSHQVSDFH7KH(,5LV³3ODQDUHD´VSHFLILFQRW
SURMHFWOHYHO:LWKDSURSRVDORIWKLVPDJQLWXGHZHIHHOWKDWWKHFRPPXQLWLHVYRLFHPXVW QRWEH
VKXWRXWWKDWWKRURXJKSXEOLFUHYLHZPXVWEHDFFRPPRGDWHG
:HDUHYHU\FRQFHUQHGRIWKHFUHDWLQJRIDKLJKULVHGLVWULFWRXWVLGHRIWKHILQDQFLDOGLVWULFW0DQ\
VHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVOLYHLQWKLVDHD:KDWZLOOEHWKHLPSDFWRQ SHGHVWULDQVDIHW\"
0DQ\RIRXUVHQLRUVKDYHKDGFORVHFDOOVDQGVRPHKDYHKDGDFFLGHQWVWKDWUHTXLUHGH[WHQGHG
KRVSLWDOVWD\V:LQGLVDELJFRQFHUQ2QHRIRXUPHPEHUVVXIIHUHGDIDOOLQDJXVWRIZLQG
LQMXULQJKHUNQHHV$QGZKDWRIWKHLPSDFWVRQKRXVLQJVWDELOLW\RIVHQLRUVDQGWKRVHZLWK
GLVDELOLWLHV":KDWDUHWKHLQSDFWVRIWKHLQIOX[RIQHZFRPPXQLW\PHPEHUV"
7KHVHFRQFHUQVDUHYHU\UHDOWRRXURUJDQL]DWLRQDQGUHIOHFWWKHFRQFHUQVRIVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWK
GLVDELOLWLHVZKRPZHVHUYH:HIHHO WKDWWKH'(,5LVLQVXIILHQWDQGXUJHWKDWDQHZDOWHUQDWLYHEH
H[SORUHGDQGFRQFHLYHGZLWKVXIILFLHQWSXEOLFLQSXWDQGGLVFRXUVH

O-SDA.1
O-SDA.1
GC-11
GC-11

1360 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-546-1333
www.sdaction.org

6LQFHUHO\
Tony Robles
7RQ\5REOHV
+RXVLJQ2UJDQL]LQJ'LUHFWRU
6HQLRUDQG'LVDELOLW\$FWLRQ

O-SFBC
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
1720 Market Street
San Francisco CA 94102
T 415.431.BIKE
F 415.431.2468
sfbike.org

February 14, 2017
Lisa M. Gibson
Acting Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan
To Lisa Gibson:
On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition and our 10,000-plus members, I am writing to
provide feedback on the Central SoMa Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, released December
14, 2016.
With over 10,000 members supporting our mission of promoting the bicycle for everyday
transportation, our vision for the South of Market neighborhood is simple: A network of walkable,
bike-friendly and people-centered streets. In order to realize that vision, we will need to embrace all
transportation projects that significantly reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled as outlined in Chapter IV,
Section D of the DEIR.
By your department’s analysis, development associated with the Plan would generate thousands of
new trips in SoMa. As further acknowledged by the Plan, these new trips could increase the
potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts by exposing additional people to
existing transportation conflicts and hazards. The proposed addition of cycle tracks along Folsom,
Howard, Third and Fourth Streets would expand the existing bicycle network in a meaningful way.

O-SFBC.1
O-SFBC.1
TR-9
TR-9

However, for the impacts of the Plan’s street network changes on bicycle circulation to be truly less
than significant, it is crucial that all of the proposed new facilities be implemented at a high level of
quality. Given the history of serious and fatal crashes along the Folsom Street corridor, we know that
anything less than cycle tracks designed in line with NACTO and FHWA standards along all of the
proposed corridors is insufficient and will result in increasingly unsafe conditions for bicyclists.
For the reasons above, the SF Bicycle Coalition wholly supports the bicycle elements outlined in the
Central SoMa Plan and believes that strong transportation improvements will lay the groundwork for
a thriving SoMa.
Sincerely,

Janice Li
Advocacy Director
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

O-SFBC.2
O-SFBC.2
PM-2
PM-2

O-SFRG-1

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR REASONABLE GROWTH
c/o 230 Fourth Street, San Francisco CA 94103
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O-SOMCAM-Cabande

1110 Howard Street ɕ SF, CA 94103 ɕ phone (415) 255-7693 ɕ www.somcan.org
______________________________________________________________________________________________

)HEUXDU\
/LVD0*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW
6XLWH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
DQGYLDHPDLO/LVD*LEVRQ#VIJRYRUJ
5H

3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW&DVH(
6WDWH&OHDULQJKRXVH1R

'HDU0V*LEVRQ
7KH6RXWKRI0DUNHW&RPPXQLW\$FWLRQ1HWZRUN ³620&$1´ LVDPXOWLUDFLDOFRPPXQLW\
RUJDQL]DWLRQWKDWHGXFDWHVRUJDQL]HVDQGPRELOL]HVLPPLJUDQWDQGORZLQFRPH6RXWKRI
0DUNHW ³6R0D´ UHVLGHQWVWRILJKWIRULPSURYHPHQWVWRWKHLUTXDOLW\RIOLIHE\HQJDJLQJLQWKH
GHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVHVWKDWDIIHFWWKHLUQHLJKERUKRRGDQGJUHDWHU6DQ)UDQFLVFR2XU
PLVVLRQLVWREXLOGDQGVXSSRUWDVWURQJRUJDQL]HGFRPPXQLW\WKDWWDNHVFROOHFWLYHDFWLRQWR
DFKLHYHHTXLW\DQGVRFLDODQGHFRQRPLFMXVWLFH620&$1ZRUNVWRDGGUHVVJHQWULILFDWLRQDQG
GLVSODFHPHQWLVVXHVLQ6R0DDQG6DQ)UDQFLVFR
:HUHVSHFWIXOO\VXEPLWWKLVFRPPHQWOHWWHURQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'UDIW(QYLURQPHQWDO
,PSDFW5HSRUW WKH³'(,5´ ZKLFKHQFRPSDVVHVWKHDUHDRI6RXWKRI0DUNHWERXQGHGE\QG
6WUHHW HDVW WK6WUHHW ZHVW 7RZQVHQG6WUHHW VRXWK DQGDQLUUHJXODUERUGHUMRJJLQJ
EHWZHHQ)ROVRP+RZDUGDQG6WHYHQVRQ6WUHHWV QRUWK 
&RPPHQW3HULRG([WHQVLRQ3HULRG6KRXOG+DYH%HHQ*UDQWHG

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.1
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.1

)LUVWO\ZHREMHFWDJDLQRQWKHJURXQGVWKDWWKHUHKDVEHHQLQVXIILFLHQWWLPHIRUWKHSXEOLFWR
UHYLHZWKLVQHDUO\SDJHORQJWHFKQLFDOGRFXPHQW:HDORQJZLWKRWKHUFRPPXQLW\
PHPEHUVVXEPLWWHGDOHWWHUGDWHG)HEUXDU\UHTXHVWLQJIRUDQH[WHQVLRQRIWKH
FRPPHQWSHULRGZKLFK3ODQQLQJGHQLHG
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6LQFH620&$1KDVZRUNHGWRHGXFDWHDQGRUJDQL]HWKHFRPPXQLW\SDUWLFXODUO\DURXQG
ODQGXVHLVVXHV:LWKRQO\GD\VIURPWKHUHOHDVHRIWKH'(,5WRWKHFORVLQJRIWKHFRPPHQW
SHULRGDQGWKHIDFWWKDWWKH'(,5ZDVUHOHDVHGRQ'HFHPEHUMXVWSULRUWRWKH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.1
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.1
KROLGD\VWKHUHKDVQRWEHHQHQRXJKWLPHIRURXURUJDQL]DWLRQWRFRPSOHWHDWKRURXJKUHYLHZ
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)
WHFKQLFDODQGRWKHUZLVHRIWKH'(,5DVZHOODVSUHVHQWWKHFRQWHQWVWRFRPPXQLW\PHPEHUV
DQGFRPSLOHWKHLUIHHGEDFN7KLVDIDWDOIODZDQGIXQGDPHQWDOGHILFLHQF\RIWKLV'(,5WKDWLWKDV
QRWVXIILFLHQWO\EHHQDYDLODEOHWRWKHSXEOLFIRUUHYLHZDQGFRPPHQW
$0RUH([WHQVLYHDQG7KRURXJK3XEOLF5HYLHZ1HHGHGRI'(,5*LYHQ5HOD[LQJRI3URMHFW
/HYHO5HYLHZV
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.2
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.2
7KLVLVQRWDSURMHFWOHYHO(,57KLVLVD3ODQ$UHD(,5WKDWFRPHVWRXVLQWKHQHZHUDRI³E\
ULJKW´GHYHORSPHQWHQFRXUDJHGDWWKH6WDWHOHYHO WKHUHLVRQFHDJDLQOHJLVODWLRQSHQGLQJDWWKH
6WDWHOHYHOWRDOORZGHYHORSPHQW³E\ULJKW´ZLWKRXWDQ\SURMHFWOHYHOHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZRU
SXEOLFKHDULQJV DQGDWRXUORFDOOHYHOZLWKWKLV&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQSURSRVLQJDUDGLFDOUHOD[LQJ
RIGHYHORSPHQWFRQWUROV
,QWKHSDVW$UHD3ODQVKDYHEHHQZULWWHQZLWKWKHSUHVXPSWLRQWKDWPRUHGHWDLOHG
HQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZZLOOEHGRQHDVSURMHFWVDUHSURSRVHGE\GHYHORSHUVGXULQJWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH$UHD3ODQV7KLVZLOODOPRVWFHUWDLQO\QRWEHWKHFDVHKHUH\HWWKHSXEOLF
KDVQRWEHHQDOORZHGDUHDVRQDEOHWLPHWRUHYLHZWKLV'(,5DQGSURYLGHFRPPHQWDQG
3ODQQLQJKDVLJQRUHGWKHIDFWWKDWWKH&LW\LVUHGXFLQJWKHSXEOLF¶VDELOLW\WRFRPPHQWRQ
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQJRLQJIRUZDUG
7KHIROORZLQJDUH620&$1¶VFRPPHQWVWRWKH'(,5DVZHKDYHEHVWEHHQDEOHWRFRPSLOH
WKHPJLYHQWKHLQVXIILFLHQWWLPH3ODQQLQJKDVDIIRUGHGRXURUJDQL]DWLRQWRHQJDJHUHVLGHQWVRI
6R0DLQDWKRURXJKUHYLHZDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHFRQWHQWVRIWKLV'(,5
620&$1¶VDUHDVRIFRQFHUQDUH
 7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ&UHDWHVD6HFRQG)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFWDWWKH([SHQVHRI
)DPLOLHV<RXWKDQG6HQLRUV/LYLQJ:RUNLQJDQG*RLQJWR6FKRROLQ6R0D
 7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'LVUHJDUGVWKHSoMaYouth and Family Special Use
District
 7KH,QDGHTXDWH7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ,QIUDVWUXFWXUHDQG,PSDFWRI5LGH+DLOLQJ
&RPSDQLHV:LWKLQDQG$GMDFHQWWRWKH3ODQ$UHDRIWKH'(,5DUH1RW)XOO\
&RQVLGHUHG
 7KH3URSRVHG,QWHQVLW\RI'HYHORSPHQWDQG5HOD[LQJRI'HYHORSPHQW&RQWUROV
+DYH1RW%HHQ(YDOXDWHG:LWK5HVSHFWWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZVLQWKH'(,5
 7KH(FRQRPLF,PSDFWV)URP'LVSODFHPHQW:HUH1RW$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5
 7KH'(,52PLWV$QDO\VHVRIWKH&XUUHQW7UHQGRI5HVLGHQWLDO8QLWV1RW%HLQJ
8VHGDV7UDGLWLRQDO+RXVLQJ
 7KH03URMHFW0XVWEH,QFOXGHGLQWKH'(,5$QDO\VLV
 7KH,PSDFWVRI1HZ2IILFH6SDFHDQG/DFNRI/RFDO+LULQJ5HTXLUHPHQWVDUH1RW
3URSHUO\3UHVHQWHGRU6WXGLHGLQWKH'(,5
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 &RQVLGHUDWLRQRI&RQWLQXHG3'58VHVLQ&HQWUDO6R0DLV,QDGHTXDWH
 7KH'(,5'RHV1RW$GGUHVVWKH/DFNRI$IIRUGDELOLW\RI+RXVLQJ,QFHQWLYL]HG%\
WKH3ODQDQGWKH6RFLRHFRQRPLF0DNHXSRI1HZ5HVLGHQWV7KDW:LOO5HVXOW
 7KH3ODQ&RQWLQXHVWR3URYLGHDQ,QDGHTXDWH$PRXQWRI2SHQ6SDFHLQ6R0D%\
5HO\LQJRQ32326
 7KH3ODQ'RHV1RW$GGUHVVWKH6WDELOL]DWLRQRI6R0DEDVHG1RQ3URILW
2UJDQL]DWLRQV
 7KH'(,5'RHV1RW$GHTXDWHO\6WXG\WKH+HDOWK,PSDFWVIURP,QFUHDVHG1RLVH
'HJUDGHG$LU4XDOLW\3HGHVWULDQ6DIHW\+D]DUGVDQG,QFUHDVHG:LQG6SHHGV
(;3/$1$7,212)&21&(516
 7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ&UHDWHVD6HFRQG)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFWDWWKH([SHQVHRI
)DPLOLHV<RXWKDQG6HQLRUV/LYLQJ:RUNLQJDQG*RLQJWR6FKRROLQ6R0D

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.3
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.3

7KHDUHDGHILQHGDVWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHDLVDQHLJKERUKRRG:KLOHZHDUHQRWRSSRVHG
WRIXUWKHUJURZWKZHDUHRSSRVHGWR3ODQQLQJ¶VSURSRVHGWUDQVIRUPDWLRQRIWKLVQHLJKERUKRRG
LQWRDQHZ)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFW7KHVFDOHRIGHYHORSPHQWDQGWKHPL[RIFRPPHUFLDORIILFHDQG
KLJKHQGOX[XU\GHYHORSPHQWGHVFULEHGLQWKH3ODQDUHQRWFRQGXFLYHWRDKHDOWK\
QHLJKERUKRRG

PM-1
PM-1

7KHUHDUHPDQ\HVWDEOLVKHGDVSHFWVWRZKDWFRQVWLWXWHVDKHDOWK\QHLJKERUKRRGWKDWWKH'(,5
VKRXOGEHVWXGLHGDJDLQVW:HGHPDQGWKDWWKLV'(,5EHVWXGLHGDJDLQVWWKH&LW\¶V+HDOWK\
'HYHORSPHQW0HDVXUHPHQW7RRO +'07 ZKLFKZDVGHYHORSHGE\3ODQQLQJLQSDUWQHUVKLSZLWK
WKH'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF+HDOWKDQGFRPPXQLW\RUJDQL]DWLRQVGXULQJWKH(DVWHUQ
1HLJKERUKRRGVUH]RQLQJ3OHDVHUHIHUWRWKH(DVWHUQ1HLJKERUKRRGV&RPPXQLW\+HDOWK,PSDFW
$VVHVVPHQW (1&+,$ 
<RXWKIDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUVLQ6R0DGHPDQGDIDPLO\IULHQGO\QHLJKERUKRRGKXPDQVFDOH
VDIHW\IRUSHGHVWULDQVRIDOODJHVDQGDELOLWLHVZLWKDFFHVVWROLJKWDQGDLUDQGQHLJKERUKRRG
VHUYLFHVFORVHE\7KH3ODQDVSURSRVHGLVFRPSOHWHO\RXWRIFKDUDFWHUZLWKWKHJRDORI
VXVWDLQLQJ&HQWUDO6R0DDVDQHLJKERUKRRGDQGDG\QDPLFHPSOR\PHQWFHQWHUFRH[LVWLQJLQD
PXWXDOO\VXSSRUWLYHZD\,QVWHDGRIEXLOGLQJWRZDUGVWKHORQJHVWDEOLVKHGFRPPXQLW\DQG&LW\
JRDORIFUHDWLQJDIDPLO\IULHQGO\QHLJKERUKRRGLQ&HQWUDO6R0DWKH'(,5SURSRVHVDVHFRQG
)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFWZKLFKZLOOKDUPWKHKHDOWKRIH[LVWLQJDQGIXWXUHSRSXODWLRQV
 7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'LVUHJDUGVWKHSoMaYouth and Family Special Use
District

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.4
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.4
PM-5
PM-5

KWWSZZZZKRLQWKLDFRQIHUHQFHSRVWHUBEKDWLDBSGI 
KWWSZZZSHZWUXVWVRUJHQPXOWLPHGLDGDWDYLVXDOL]DWLRQVKLDPDSVWDWHFDOLIRUQLDHDVWHUQ
QHLJKERUKRRGVFRPPXQLW\

KWWSZZZSHZWUXVWVRUJaPHGLDDVVHWVKLDUHSRUWHQFKLDSGI"OD HQ
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7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQLQFRUSRUDWHVDUHDVWKDWDUHFRYHUHGXQGHUWKHSoMaYouth and Family
Special Use District4 ZDVDGRSWHGE\WKH%RDUGRI6XSHUYLVRUVLQ-DQXDU\7KHSoMa
Youth and Family Special Use District¶VSXUSRVHLVWRH[SDQGWKHVWRFNRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDV
ZHOODVSURWHFWDQGHQKDQFHWKHKHDOWKDQGHQYLURQPHQWRI\RXWKDQGIDPLOLHVLQ6R0D7KH
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQGRHVQRWDGHTXDWHO\WDNHLQWRDFFRXQWWKHSoMa Youth and Family Special
Use DistrictDQGLQVWHDGRIVWUHQJWKHQLQJLWVFRQWUROVWKH'(,5XQGHUPLQHVLWVJRDOV
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.4
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.4
:HGHPDQGWKDWDVSDUWRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQSURMHFWVZLWKLQWKHSoMa Youth and Family
Special Use DistrictDUHUHTXLUHGWRXQGHUJRUHYLHZDQGDSSURYDOE\UHVLGHQWJURXSVDQG
FRPPXQLW\RUJDQL]DWLRQVEHIRUHWKH\DUHFRQVLGHUHGE\WKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW:HDUH
GHPDQGLQJWKDWWKLVFRPPXQLW\DSSURYDOSURFHVVIXQFWLRQVLPLODUO\WRRWKHU6SHFLDO8VH'LVWULFWV
LQWKH&LW\VXFKDVWKHBernal Heights Special Use District

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

3ODQQLQJKDVDEXVHGWKHSoMa Youth and Family Special Use DistrictVLQFHLWZDVHVWDEOLVKHG
GXULQJWKH(DVWHUQ1HLJKERUKRRGUH]RQLQJ7KHVHDEXVHVLQFOXGLQJWKHUHPDSSLQJRIWKH
SoMa Youth and Family Special Use DistrictE\WKH+HDUVWDQG)RUHVW&LW\¶V0GHYHORSPHQW
ZKLFKFRYHUVILYHFLW\EORFNVQHDUWKDQG0LVVLRQ6WUHHWV7KH0SURMHFWJDLQHGDSSURYDOLQ
'HFHPEHUIRUDODUJHRIILFHWRZHUE\UHPDSSLQJWKHERXQGDULHVRIWKHSoMa Youth and
Family Special Use DistrictZLWKMXVWLILFDWLRQVE\WKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWWKDWWKLV6SHFLDO8VH
'LVWULFWGRHVQRWKDYHVWURQJFRQWUROV620&$1DORQJZLWKVHYHUDORWKHUFRPPXQLW\EDVHG
RUJDQL]DWLRQVKDYHEHHQGHPDQGLQJVWURQJFRQWUROVVLQFHbeforeIRUWKHSoMa Youth and
Family Special Use DistrictVRZHFDQSURWHFW\RXWKIDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUVLQWKHQHLJKERUKRRG
3ODQQLQJKDVLJQRUHGRXUFDOOVWRVWUHQJWKHQWKLVSoMa Youth and Family Special Use District
WKURXJKWKH&HQWUDO6R0DUH]RQLQJSURFHVV7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQPXVWEHUHYLVHGWR
DGGUHVVWKLVGHILFLHQF\
7KHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWRIGLVSODFHPHQWLVFOHDUDQGIXUWKHUFULWLFL]HGLQRXUSRLQWEHORZ
$VORQJDV3ODQQLQJFRQWLQXHVWRSURPRWHWKHGLVSODFHPHQWRI\RXWKIDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUVIURP
&HQWUDO6R0DLQIDYRURIODUJHVFDOHRIILFHDQGOX[XU\KRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWVWKHUHZLOOEHDQ
LQFUHDVLQJDQGFRPSRXQGLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWZKLFKKDVQRWEHHQVWXGLHGRUUHSRUWHGLQ
WKH'(,5:HGHPDQGWKDW3ODQQLQJUHYLVHVWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQLQSDUWQHUVKLSZLWKWKH
FRPPXQLW\WRVWUHQJWKHQWKHFRQWUROVRIWKHSoMa Youth and Family Special Use DistrictLQ
RUGHUWRVWDELOL]HDQGJURZRXUHFRQRPLFDOO\DQGUDFLDOO\GLYHUVHFRPPXQLW\
 7KH,QDGHTXDWH7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ,QIUDVWUXFWXUHDQG,PSDFWRI5LGH+DLOLQJ
&RPSDQLHV:LWKLQDQG$GMDFHQWWRWKH3ODQ$UHDRIWKH'(,5DUH1RW)XOO\
&RQVLGHUHG

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.5
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.5
TR-8
TR-8

7KHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLQIUDVWUXFWXUHZLWKLQDQGDGMDFHQWWRWKHSODQDUHDRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5
ODJVIDUEHKLQGWKHLQIUDVWUXFWXUHQHHGVRIERWKSDVWDQGFXUUHQWJURZWK7KLVLVWUXHHYHQLI\RX
IDFWRULQWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLPSURYHPHQWVWKDWDUHXQGHUZD\VXFKDVWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\
KWWSVISODQQLQJRUJVLWHVGHIDXOWILOHV)LOH&HQWHU'RFXPHQWV6R0DB<)=B68'B/HJLVODWLRQSGI
KWWSPDVRQNLUE\FRPZSEZSFRQWHQWXSORDGVQZEKGUEBLQIRSDFNHWSGI 
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7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQLVSUHGLFDWHGRQWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\WKDWFRQQHFWV
&HQWUDO6R0DZLWK&KLQDWRZQ7KH&HQWUDO6XEZD\DGGUHVVHVDWUDQVLWQHHGWKDWLVORQJ
RYHUGXHDVSXEOLFWUDQVLWIRU6R0DKDVEHHQLQDGHTXDWHIRUGHFDGHV%HFDXVHRI\HDUVRIODFN
RILQIUDVWUXFWXUHLPSURYHPHQWVWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\LVDGGUHVVLQJDSDVWQHHGQRWDSUHVHQWRU
IXWXUHQHHG$V6WDWH6HQDWRU6FRWW:LHQHUKDVVDLG³6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VXQIXQGHGWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
QHHGVDUHELOOLRQVDQGELOOLRQVRIGROODUV´EHFDXVH³07$KDVDORQJKLVWRU\RIQRWPRYLQJTXLFNO\
HQRXJKRQLPSRUWDQWFDSLWDOSURMHFWV¶´7KXVHYHQZLWKWKHQHZ&HQWUDO6XEZD\WKH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.5
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.5
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQLQIUDVWUXFWXUHZLOOFRQWLQXHWREHLQDGHTXDWH

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

7KHUHLVDOVRPHQWLRQRIWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHQHZ7UDQVED\7HUPLQDOMXVWWRWKHHDVWRIWKH
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHD+RZHYHU7UDQVED\7HUPLQDOZRQ¶WEHFRPSOHWHGIRUVRPHWLPHDQGLW
LVXQFOHDUZKHWKHULWZLOOFRQQHFWZLWK&DO7UDLQ$OVRSUR[LPLW\WR%$57VKRXOGQRWIDFWRULQWR
WKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQEHFDXVHLWUXQVGRZQ0DUNHW6WUHHWZKLFKLVWZRWRWKUHHORQJEORFNV
QRUWKRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHD%$57LVQRWRQO\IDUIURPWKH3ODQ$UHDLWKDVLWVRZQ
LVVXHVZLWKFDSLWDOREVROHVFHQFHDQGLVKDUGO\LQFRQGLWLRQWRDFFRPPRGDWHGUDPDWLFJURZWK
7KH'(,5LVDOVRQHJOLJHQWLQDVVHVVLQJWKHQHZLPSDFWVRIULGHKDLOLQJ7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ1HWZRUN
&RPSDQ\ 71& VHUYLFHVOLNH8EHUDQG/\IW7KHUHIHUHQFHVLQWKH'(,5RQSDJHV,9'DQG
,9'DUHFRPSOHWHO\LQDGHTXDWH7KHLULPSDFWFDQLQQRZD\EHHTXDWHGZLWKELF\FOHVLQ
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.6
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.6
WHUPVRIWUDIILFRUHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFW7KHLUYHKLFOHVFLUFOHHQGOHVVO\DVWKH\DLPWREH
SUR[LPDWHWRWKHQH[WSHUVRQZKRRUGHUVWKHLUVHUYLFHVVXFKDVULGHVDQGIRRGGHOLYHULHV$V
TR-5
TR-5
PRUHRIILFHVSDFHDQGPRUHUHVLGHQFHVDUHEXLOWLQWKH3ODQ$UHDWKHYROXPHDQGLPSDFWVIURP
WKHVHVHUYLFHVZLOOLQFUHDVHGUDPDWLFDOO\7KH'(,5FRPSOHWHO\LJQRUHVWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDO
LPSDFW
7KHLQFUHDVHLQULGHKDLOLQJ71&WUDIILFQRWRQO\LQFUHDVHV³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOHG´ WKHQHZ
&(4$VWDQGDUGLQDVVHVVLQJWUDIILFLPSDFWV LWZLOODOVRLPSDFWWKH³/HYHORI6HUYLFH´ WKH&(4$
SUHYLRXVVWDQGDUG DWPDQ\LQWHUVHFWLRQV,WZLOODOVRLPSDFWSHGHVWULDQVDIHW\LQZD\VWKDWKDYH
QRWEHHQVWXGLHG$OORIWKHVHRPLVVLRQVLQDGHTXDWHO\HYDOXDWLQJWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHQHHGVRIWKHFXUUHQWDQGLQFUHDVHGIXWXUHSRSXODWLRQDQGWKHODFNRISURSHU
DQDO\VLVRIULGHVKDULQJWUDIILFPDNHWKH'(,5GDQJHURXVO\GHILFLHQW
 7KH3URSRVHG,QWHQVLW\RI'HYHORSPHQWDQG5HOD[LQJRI'HYHORSPHQW&RQWUROV
+DYH1RW%HHQ(YDOXDWHG:LWK5HVSHFWWR6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV/DZVLQWKH'(,5

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.7
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.7

,QWKH&LW\SDVVHGWKH³'HQVLW\'RQH5LJKW´OHJLVODWLRQDOORZLQJDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
GHYHORSPHQWVWRDSSO\IRUDVLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQKHLJKWDQGQXPEHURIXQLWVZLWKRXWDQ\
UH]RQLQJ$OVRGXULQJOHJLVODWLRQSDVVHGDWWKH6WDWHOHYHOWRHQDEOHGHYHORSHUV
WKURXJKRXW&DOLIRUQLDWRPRUHHDVLO\WDNHDGYDQWDJHRI6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXVLQFHQWLYHV
7KH'(,5UHIHUHQFHVWKHVHODZVRQS,,EXWRQO\LQUHIHUHQFHWRLQFUHDVHGKHLJKWV,W¶V
XQFOHDUKRZWKH6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXVZLOORUZLOOQRWEHDSSOLHGWRKHLJKWVDQGWRXQLWFRXQWVIRU


KWWSZZZVIH[DPLQHUFRPZLHQHUSURSRVHVPDMRUIXQGUDLVLQJOHJLVODWLRQIRUWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDJHQFLHV
VWDWHZLGH
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PD-10
PD-10

PDUNHWUDWHGHYHORSPHQWVHVSHFLDOO\LQOLJKWRI3ODQQLQJ¶VDSSURYDORIWKHSURMHFWDWWK
6WUHHWWKHILUVWKRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRWREHDSSURYHGZLWKDSSO\LQJWKH6WDWH
'HQVLW\%RQXV7KH'(,5DOVRUHIHUHQFHVWKH'HQVLW\%RQXVIRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJSURMHFWVRQ
S 9,EXWVD\VWKDWWKHLQFUHDVHGQXPEHURIXQLWVKDVQRWEHHQFRQVLGHUHGIRUWKH'(,57KH
'(,5LVLQFRPSOHWHLILWGRHVQRWFRPSOHWHO\VWXG\WKHLPSDFWVRILQFUHDVHGKHLJKWVDQG
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.7
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.7
LQFUHDVHGQXPEHURIXQLWVIRUERWKDIIRUGDEOHDQGPDUNHWUDWHKRXVLQJ

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

7KH'(,5PXVWDOVRFRPSOHWHO\GLVFORVHWRWKHSXEOLFZKHUHGHYHORSHUVDUHHOLJLEOHWRXVH
HLWKHUWKH6WDWH'HQVLW\%RQXV3URJUDPRUWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR³'HQVLW\'RQH5LJKW´SURJUDP
7KH'(,5PXVWFOHDUO\LQGLFDWHRQPDSVZKHUHWKRVHVLWHVDUHORFDWHGDQGPXVWFRPSDUHWKH
QHZSURSRVHG]RQLQJDQGLWVUHVXOWLQJLQWHQVLW\RIXVHZLWKWKHSRWHQWLDOLQWHQVLW\RIXVHLI
GHYHORSHUVWDNHHLWKHUWKH6WDWHRU/RFDOGHQVLW\ERQXV7KH'(,5PXVWFRPSDUHWKHUHODWLYH
LPSDFWVRIWKHVHWZRVFHQDULRVRQWKHHQYLURQPHQW:LWKRXWWKHVHDQDO\VHVIRUHDFKSURMHFW
ZLWKLQWKHSODQDUHDDVZHOODVWKHRYHUDOOLPSDFWVWKH'(,5LVLQDGHTXDWH
 7KH(FRQRPLF,PSDFWV)URP'LVSODFHPHQW:HUH1RW$QDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8

5HJDUGOHVVRIWKHDVVHUWLRQVLQWKH'(,5WKHUHDUHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVGXHWRGLVSODFHPHQW
RIUHVLGHQWVIURPWKHLUKRPHVRUVPDOOEXVLQHVVHVLQ6R0DHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQFRQVLGHULQJWKH
KXJHLQFUHDVHLQ³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOHG´WKDWZLOOUHVXOWZLWKWKLVSURSRVHG&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOZD\VWKDWWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQHQFRXUDJHVGLVSODFHPHQWLQDQDUHD
DOUHDG\VXIIHULQJIURPLQFUHDVHGQRIDXOWHYLFWLRQVDQGVN\URFNHWLQJUHQWV$8&%HUNHOH\VWXG\
LQFROODERUDWLRQZLWK8&/$VKRZVWKDW6R0DLVXQGHUJRLQJ³DGYDQFHGJHQWULILFDWLRQ´
*HQWULILFDWLRQKDSSHQVZKHQPRUHDIIOXHQWSHRSOHUHSODFHOHVVZHDOWK\SHRSOH7KH'(,5
HQFRXUDJHVOX[XU\KLJKHQGKRXVLQJLQ6R0DZKLFKLQWXUQHQFRXUDJHVWKHSULFHRIRWKHU
KRXVLQJWRLQFUHDVH/DQGORUGVRIDGMDFHQWSURSHUWLHVEHJLQWRFKDUJHPRUHUHQWWRFDVKLQRQ
WKHQHZSRSXODWLRQVLQWKHQHDUE\OX[XU\FRQGRVRUQHZKLJKHQGVKRSV
7KH'(,5XS]RQHVODUJHVZDWKVRI&HQWUDO6R0D8S]RQLQJRISURSHUW\LQFUHDVHVWKHYDOXHVRI
WKHXQGHUO\LQJODQGZKLFKOHDGVWRLQFUHDVHGFRVWVIRUUHVLGHQWLDODQGFRPPHUFLDOWHQDQFLHV
DQGLQFUHDVHGVDOHSULFHV7KHUHIRUHH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWVRUVPDOOEXVLQHVVHVWKDWDUHSD\LQJOHVV
WKDQWKHQHZPDUNHWUDWHZLOOEHIRUFHGRXW8S]RQLQJLQFHQWLYL]HVWHDULQJGRZQH[LVWLQJKRXVLQJ
DQGH[LVWLQJVPDOOEXVLQHVVHVVRWKDWGHYHORSHUVFDQPD[LPL]HWKHQHZEXLOGRXWSRWHQWLDORI
WKDWSURSHUW\&RXSOHGZLWKWKHUHOD[LQJRIORFDOFRQWUROVDQGSXVKWRKDYHOHVVORFDODSSURYDO
KHDULQJVWKHUHZLOOEHOHVVLQFHQWLYHIRUGHYHORSHUVWRSURYLGH³ULJKWWRUHWXUQ´RUSURYLGH
LQFUHDVHGOHYHOVRIDIIRUGDELOLW\WRH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWVRUEXVLQHVVHVWKDWZLOOEHIRUFHGRXWZKHQ
WKHEXLOGLQJVDUHWRUQGRZQ
7KHUHDUHQRQHZSURWHFWLRQVEHLQJLPSOHPHQWHGE\WKH'(,5IRUH[LVWLQJWHQDQWVDQG
FRPPXQLW\VHUYLQJLQVWLWXWLRQVDQGEXVLQHVVHV2WKHUWKDQWKHSXVKWRSUHVHUYHFHUWDLQKLVWRULF
DUHDVDQGEXLOGLQJVWKHUHDUHQRQHZSURWHFWLRQVLQSODFHWRSUHYHQWGLVSODFHPHQWWKDWWKH&LW\
KWWSZZZXUEDQGLVSODFHPHQWRUJPDSVI
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OC-1
OC-1

NQRZVZLOORFFXUGXHWRWKHQHZGHYHORSPHQWWKDWZLOOEHLQFHQWLYL]HGE\WKLV&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
DVH[KLELWHGLQ3ODQ%D\$UHD³&RPPXQLWLHVRI&RQFHUQ´ $VVKRZQLQD8QLYHUVLW\RI
&DOLIRUQLD%HUNHOH\UHSRUWRQWUDQVLWRULHQWHGGHYHORSPHQWDQGJHQWULILFDWLRQDUHDVLQWKH%D\
$UHDWKDWKDYHFRQYHQLHQWDFFHVVWRWUDQVLWDUHDUHDVPRVWOLNHO\WRVXIIHUJHQWULILFDWLRQDQG
GLVSODFHPHQWLQFOXGLQJ6R0D7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQWDONVDERXWLQFUHDVLQJODQGYDOXHVDVD
SULPDU\UHDVRQIRUWKHXQGHUO\LQJHOHPHQWVRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ\HWLWGRHVQRWDGHTXDWHO\
WDNHLQWRDFFRXQWWKHIDFWWKDWLQFUHDVHGODQGYDOXHVFDXVHVSHFXODWLRQDQGGLVSODFHPHQW7KH
LQFUHDVHGODQGYDOXHVSUHVHQWHGLQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ¶VYDULRXV³PHQX´RSWLRQVLVDUHFLSH
IRUPDVVLYHGLVSODFHPHQWRIH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWVDQGVPDOOEXVLQHVVHV
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8
/DUJHVFDOHGLVSODFHPHQWFUHDWHVDVLJQLILFDQWHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWZKHQFRQVLGHULQJ&(4$¶V
³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOOHG´VWDQGDUG:RUNLQJFODVVDQGORZHULQFRPHKRXVHKROGVJHWGLVSODFHG
RXWVLGH6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQGWKHLUFRPPXWHVLQFUHDVHLQFUHDVLQJWKHLU³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOOHG´
:KHQSHRSOHZKRZRUNLQ6R0DDUHGLVSODFHGWKH\ZLOORIWHQUHWDLQWKHLUHPSOR\PHQWLQ6R0D
WKHUHIRUHWKHLU³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOOHG´ZLOOLQFUHDVH0DQ\H[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWVLQ6R0DFDQQRW
DIIRUGWKHOX[XU\KRPHVWKDWDUHDQGZLOOEHEXLOWLQ6R0DDQGDFFHVVWRDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLV
H[WUHPHO\OLPLWHGVRLIIRUDQ\UHDVRQWKH\QHHGWRPRYHRXWLW¶VKLJKO\XQOLNHO\WKH\ZLOOPRYH
EHDEOHWRVWD\LQWKHQHLJKERUKRRG
)XUWKHUPRUHPXFKRIWKHOX[XU\KRXVLQJWKDWJHWVEXLOWGRHVQ¶WSURYLGHKRXVLQJHYHQWKRXJKLW¶V
DSSURYHGE\3ODQQLQJWREHUHVLGHQWLDOKRXVLQJXQLWV:KHQWKHVHXQLWVDUHXVHGDV³SLHGD
WHUUHV´RU³VKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV´RU³FRUSRUDWHUHQWDOV´RU³VWXGHQWKRXVLQJ´WKH\DUHQRWKHOSLQJWR
DOOHYLDWHDQ\KRXVLQJVKRUWDJHEHFDXVHDOWKRXJKWKH\DUHDSSURYHGE\3ODQQLQJDVUHVLGHQWLDO
XVHWKH\DUHQRWLQIDFWXVHGIRUUHVLGHQWLDOSXUSRVHV7KHUHIRUHSHRSOHDUHEHLQJGLVSODFHG
DQGFRPPXWLQJIDUWKHUIRUZRUNPHDQZKLOHWKHQHZKRXVLQJXQLWVDUHQ¶WQHFHVVDULO\VXSSRUWLQJ
UHVLGHQWVEHLQJDEOHWROLYHLQKRPHVFORVHWRWKHLUZRUN
5HSODFLQJORZLQFRPHUHVLGHQWVZLWKKLJKHULQFRPHUHVLGHQWVUHSODFHVDSRSXODWLRQZLWKORZHU
FDURZQHUVKLSZLWKDSRSXODWLRQWKDWKDVDKLJKHUUDWHRIFDURZQHUVKLS0RUHDIIOXHQW
SHRSOHDUHDOVRPRUHOLNHO\WRXVHULGHKDLOLQJ71&VHUYLFHVWKDQSXEOLFWUDQVLW7KH\KDYH
DFFHVVWRWKHVPDUWSKRQHEDVHGDSSVDQGFDQSD\PRUHIRUDULGHWKDQSXEOLFWUDQVLWULGHUV
7KLVSXWVPRUHVLQJOHYHKLFOHVRQWKHURDGWKDWDUHLGOLQJDQGFLUFOLQJLQWKHLUFRPSHWLWLRQIRU
IDUHSD\LQJFXVWRPHUV7KHUHDUHDOVRWHFKVKXWWOHVWKDWVHUYLFH6R0DUHVLGHQWVWRWDNHWKHPWR
WKHLURIILFHVRQWKH3HQLQVXOD7KHLPSDFWVRIWKHLQFUHDVHG³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOOHG´FDXVHGE\
WKHQHZPRUHDIIOXHQWSRSXODWLRQVZKLFKLVHQFRXUDJHGLQWKH'(,5LVQRWFRQVLGHUHGLQWKH
GRFXPHQW



KWWSXFFRQQHFWEHUNHOH\HGXWUDQVLWRULHQWHGGHYHORSPHQWDQGFRPPHUFLDOJHQWULILFDWLRQH[SORULQJ
OLQNDJHV

KWWSZZZXUEDQGLVSODFHPHQWRUJPDSVI

KWWSFRPPXQLW\LQQRYDWLRQEHUNHOH\HGXUHSRUWV*HQWULILFDWLRQ5HSRUWSGI

KWWSVRFUDWHVEHUNHOH\HGXaUDSKDHO%HUXEH'HDNHQ5DSKDHOSGI 

KWWSZZZVFLHQFHGLUHFWFRPVFLHQFHDUWLFOHSLL6 
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(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

7KLVPHDQVWKDWJHQWULILFDWLRQKDVD³TXDGUXSOH´HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWE\OHQJWKHQLQJWKH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.8
FRPPXWHWLPHVRISHRSOHZRUNLQJLQ6R0DIURPWKHLUQHZSODFHRIUHVLGHQFHRXWVLGHRI6DQ
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)
)UDQFLVFRUHSODFLQJWKHVHSHRSOHZLWKDSRSXODWLRQPRUHOLNHO\WRRZQDQGXVHDXWRPRELOHV
LQFUHDVLQJWKHQXPEHURISHRSOHOLYLQJLQ6R0DDVD³EHGURRP´FRPPXQLW\IRUWKHLUFRPPXWHRQ
DVKXWWOHWRWKH3HQLQVXODDQGLQFUHDVLQJXVHRIULGHKDLOLQJ71&VHUYLFHVZKRVHYHKLFOHV
FRQVWDQWO\LGOHDQGFLUFOHLQFRPSHWLWLRQIRUULGHV1RQHRIWKHVHLPSDFWVRIJHQWULILFDWLRQRQWKH
HQYLURQPHQWKDYHEHHQVWXGLHGZKLFKDVLJQLILFDQWIODZLQWKH'(,5
 7KH'(,52PLWV$QDO\VHVRIWKH&XUUHQW7UHQGRI5HVLGHQWLDO8QLWV1RW%HLQJ
8VHGDV7UDGLWLRQDO+RXVLQJ

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.9
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.9

&LWLHVDFURVVWKH86DQGHYHQ&DQDGDDUHOHDUQLQJWKDWGHYHORSHUVDUHQRWSURGXFLQJKRXVLQJ
XQLWVWREHXVHGIRUKRXVLQJSHRSOH0DQ\FLWLHVDUHQRZIXOO\UHDOL]LQJWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRI
WKHSXVKWR³EXLOGEXLOGEXLOG´DQLGHRORJ\IXOO\HPEUDFHGE\WKLV&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
)RRWQRWHGKHUHDUHH[DPSOHVRI9DQFRXYHUDQG1HZ<RUN&LW\WKDWVKRZWKDWLQZRUOGZKHUH
UHDOHVWDWHLVVROHO\GHYHORSHGDVDFRPPRGLW\DQGKRPHVKDULQJLVFRUSRUDWL]HGRIWHQQHZ
FRQGRVDUHQRWEHLQJRFFXSLHGE\ORFDOUHVLGHQWVRUDQ\SHRSOHDWDOO$OVRIRRWQRWHGLVDPDS
RIYDFDQWXQLWVLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRLQGLFDWLQJWKDWPDQ\RIRXU&LW\¶VYDFDQWXQLWVDUHLQ6R0D

GC-13
GC-13

:HDUHQRWRSSRVHGWREXLOGLQJQHZKRXVLQJEXWZHIHHOWKDWLWLVHQYLURQPHQWDOO\LPSRUWDQWWR
DVNWKHTXHVWLRQZKRDUHZHEXLOGLQJQHZKRXVLQJIRU":LWKRXWDGHTXDWHFRQWUROVDQG
HQIRUFHPHQWLQSODFH
Ɣ 652¶VLQ6R0DZLOOQRWFRQWLQXHWREHXVHGDVRSHQDQGDFFHVVLEOHDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
RSWLRQV
Ɣ QHZFRQGRVZLOOEHDIIRUGDEOHRQO\DVKLJKHQGOX[XU\KRXVLQJRUVLWWLQJYDFDQWEHFDXVH
WKH\DUHRZQHGE\LQYHVWRUVZKRKDYHQRLQWHQWLRQRIOLYLQJLQWKHVHXQLWV
Ɣ QHZFRQGRVZLOOEHXVHGDVFRPPHUFLDO³VKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV´LQVWHDGRIDVUHVLGHQWLDOXVH
Ɣ QHZFRQGRVZLOOEHXVHGDV³FRUSRUDWHUHQWDOV´LQVWHDGRIDVUHVLGHQWLDOXVHDQG
Ɣ RWKHUEXLOGLQJVZLOOEHXVHGDV³VWXGHQWKRXVLQJ´LQVWHDGRIUHVLGHQWLDOXVH
7KHLQDGHTXDF\RIWKH'(,5LVWKDWLWVWXGLHVWKHLPSDFWVRIUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWDVWKRXJKLW
ZLOOEHXVHGIRUUHVLGHQFHV7KHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIFRUSRUDWHUHQWDOVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV
DQGRWKHUFRPPHUFLDOXVHVDUHGLIIHUHQWIURPUHVLGHQWLDOXVHV:LWKRXWVXIILFLHQWFRQWUROVDQG
HQIRUFHPHQWWKHUHLVQRZD\WRHQVXUHWKDWQHZKRXVLQJWKDWLVLQFHQWLYL]HGWREHEXLOWXQGHU
WKLVQHZODQGXVH3ODQZLOOEHXVHGDVKRXVLQJ

 7KH03URMHFW0XVWEH,QFOXGHGLQWKH'(,5$QDO\VLV

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.10
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.10
CU-2
CU-2



KWWSZZZWKHJOREHDQGPDLOFRPUHDOHVWDWHYDQFRXYHUGDUNZLQGRZVLOOXPLQDWHSUREOHPVLQ
YDQFRXYHUVUHDOHVWDWHPDUNHWDUWLFOH

KWWSVZZZQ\WLPHVFRPQ\UHJLRQVWUHDPRIIRUHLJQZHDOWKIORZVWRWLPHZDUQHU
FRQGRVKWPO

KWWSZZZDQWLHYLFWLRQPDSSLQJSURMHFWQHWYDFDQWKWPO
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7KH'(,5KDVPRYHG0IURPEHLQJ³3ODQLQGXFHGJURZWKWRFXPXODWLYHJURZWK´SHUIRRWQRWH
RQS,97KHSUREOHPLVWKDW0LVWKHODUJHVWVLQJOHGHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKHERXQGDULHVRIWKH
&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHD,WFUHDWHGQHZUXOHVIRUGHYHORSPHQW LWVRZQ6SHFLDO8VH'LVWULFW WKDW
ZHUHEDVHGRQUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURPDGUDIWYHUVLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.10
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.10
)XUWKHUPRUHQHZGHYHORSPHQWLQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ$UHDLVEHLQJSURSRVHGLQWKLV3ODQDW
DVFDOHWKDWLVFRQYHUVHO\GULYHQE\WKHVFDOHRIGHYHORSPHQWWKDW3ODQQLQJSXVKHGWRDSSURYH
IRU0:LWK0EHLQJWKHODUJHVWVLQJOHGHYHORSPHQWLQ&HQWUDO6R0DWKH\PXVWEHFRQVLGHUHG
WRJHWKHULQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ7KH\KDYHOLQNHGQRWGLVVRFLDWHGDVVHSDUDWHFXPXODWLYH
LPSDFWV0LVQRWEXLOWDQGLWVFRQVWUXFWLRQWLPHOLQHLVQRWFOHDU0VKRXOGEHVWXGLHGDVD
SULQFLSDOFRQWULEXWRUWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ7KHRPLVVLRQRI
DQ\DQDO\VHVRIWKHLPSDFWVRIWKH0SURMHFWLQWKH'(,5LVDFULWLFDOIODZRIWKH'(,5
 7KH,PSDFWVRI1HZ2IILFH6SDFHDQG/DFNRI/RFDO+LULQJ5HTXLUHPHQWVDUH1RW
3URSHUO\3UHVHQWHGRU6WXGLHGLQWKH'(,5

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.11
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.11

7KH'(,5LVLQDGHTXDWHRQWKHJURXQGVWKDWLWGRHVQRWLQFRUSRUDWHDOOWKH&LW\¶VSROLFLHVZLWK
UHVSHFWWRRIILFHVSDFHGHYHORSPHQWFRQWUROV3DJH,,,RIWKH'(,5GHWDLOVWKH&LW\¶VSLSHOLQH
RIRIILFHGHYHORSPHQWVZLWKUHVSHFWWR3ODQQLQJ&RGH6HFWLRQZKLFKFDSVODUJHRIILFH
FRQVWUXFWLRQDWVTXDUHIHHWSHU\HDU7KHZD\WKDWWKLVVHFWLRQ,,,&LVSUHVHQWHGLV
XQFOHDUVLQFHWKHUHLVDGGLWLRQDORIILFHVSDFHGHYHORSPHQWWKDWLVQRWVXEMHFWWRWKLVFDS
EHFDXVHWKHFDSRQO\DSSOLHVWR³ODUJHRIILFH´)XUWKHUPRUHWKLVVHFWLRQRIWKH'(,5IDLOVWR
LQFRUSRUDWHWKHYRWHUDSSURYHG3URSRVLWLRQ2SDVVHGLQ1RYHPEHURIZKLFKVLJQLILFDQWO\
LQFUHDVHGWKHODUJHRIILFHFDSWRLQFOXGHDQLQFUHDVHGDPRXQWRIRIILFHVSDFHDWWKH6KLS\DUG
7KH3ODQLVIRFXVHGRQFRQVWUXFWLQJDPDVVLYHDPRXQWRIQHZRIILFHVSDFHDQGHVVHQWLDOO\
PDNHV6R0DDVHFRQG)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFW WKLVLVWUXHIRUDOOWKH3URMHFW$OWHUQDWLYHVDVZHOO 7KH
'(,5¶VODFNRIFODULW\RQKRZLWZLOOFRPSO\ZLWK3URS0UHTXLUHPHQWVHVSHFLDOO\LQOLJKWRIWKH
SDVVDJHRI3URSRVLWLRQ2LVDFULWLFDOIODZ

PP-6
PP-6

*LYHQWKHLQWHQVLW\RIQHZKLJKHQGRIILFHVSDFHWKDWLVEHLQJSURSRVHGWKHIDFWWKDW³ORFDOKLULQJ
DQGWUDLQLQJJRDOV´DUHVWLOOLQWKHVHFWLRQRIWKH'(,5FDOOHG³$UHDVRI&RQWURYHUV\DQG,VVXHVWR
EH5HVROYHG´ S6 LVQRWRQO\RIIHQVLYHWRWKHFRPPXQLW\EXWLVSRWHQWLDOO\YHU\GDPDJLQJ
HQYLURQPHQWDOO\:LWKWKLVDSSURDFK3ODQQLQJLVVD\LQJWKDWQHZMREVLQ6R0DZLOOEHIRUSHRSOH
ZKRDUHQRWFXUUHQWUHVLGHQWVZKLFKLQGLFDWHVDQLQPLJUDWLRQRIQHZSHRSOH3ODQQLQJLVDOVR
VD\LQJWKDWFXUUHQWUHVLGHQWVRI6R0DZLOOKDYHWRPRYHVRPHZKHUHHOVHWRILQGZRUN:KDWDUH
WKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVRIDOOWKLVIRUFHGPLJUDWLRQ"7KLVLVQRWDQDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5$OVRDV
QHZPRUHDIIOXHQWSHRSOHPRYHLQWR6R0DGLVSODFLQJFXUUHQWUHVLGHQWVZKROLYHDQGZRUNLQ
6R0DKRZPXFKIDUWKHUZLOOWKRVHGLVSODFHGZRUNHUVKDYHWRWUDYHODQGZKDWLVWKHUHVXOWLQJ
HQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFW"$JDLQWKLVLVQRWDQDO\]HGLQWKH'(,5

 &RQVLGHUDWLRQRI&RQWLQXHG3'58VHVLQ&HQWUDO6R0DLV,QDGHTXDWH

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.12
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.12
PD-5
PD-5
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3DJH6RIWKH'(,5FOHDUO\LQGLFDWHVWKDW3ODQQLQJKDVQRWFUHDWHGDQDFWXDOSODQIRU
3URGXFWLRQ'LVWULEXWLRQDQG5HSDLU 3'5 XVHVLQLWVYLVLRQIRU&HQWUDO6R0D7KLVKDV
KLVWRULFDOO\EHHQRQHRI6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VPRVWLPSRUWDQWDUHDVIRU3'5XVHVZKLFKHQVXUHGD
GLYHUVLILFDWLRQRIWKHHFRQRPLFEDVHRIWKHFLW\DQGMRERSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUSHRSOHZLWKWUDGH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.12
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.12
FUHGHQWLDOVQRWMXVWDGYDQFHGXQLYHUVLW\GHJUHHV

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

7KH'(,5LQGLFDWHVWKDWLWLVUHPRYLQJ³SURWHFWLYH]RQLQJ´IRU3'5EXWWKHUHLVQRFRPSOHWH
UHSRUWRIKRZPXFK3'5KDVEHHQORVWVLQFHWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKH(DVWHUQ6R0D3ODQ
ZKLFKZDVLQSDUWLQWHQGHGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVWWKHORVVRI3'5&UHDWLQJ³LQFHQWLYHVWRIXQG
EXLOGDQGSURWHFW3'5XVHV´LVSUREOHPDWLFVLQFHIHDWXUHVWKDWDSSHDUWREHLQFHQWLYHVWRGD\
ZLOOTXLFNO\QRWEHLQFHQWLYHVWRPRUURZGHSHQGLQJRQODQGXVHILQDQFLDODQGFDSLWDOL]DWLRQ
PDFURFRQGLWLRQVWKDWDUHGULYLQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWPDUNHWDWDQ\SDUWLFXODUWLPH
7KHUHDUHPDQ\LQQRYDWLYHPL[HGXVHEXLOGLQJW\SHVEXWWKHSURVSHFWRI³UHTXLUH LQJ 3'5
VSDFHDVSDUWRIODUJHFRPPHUFLDOGHYHORSPHQWV´VHHPVWREHDOLPLWHGDSSOLFDWLRQ,WZRXOGEH
LPSRUWDQWWRXQGHUVWDQGZKDWSUHFHGHQWWKHUHLVIRUVXFKDPL[RIXVHVLQQHZGHYHORSPHQWV
DQGKRZOLNHO\LWZRXOGEHWRKDYH3'5RQWKHJURXQGOHYHORIDODUJHFRPPHUFLDOWRZHU:KDW
NLQGRI3'5ZRXOGLWEH":KRZRXOGEHHPSOR\HG"
)RUDOO3'5ZHDUHFRQFHUQHGWKDWWKHUHEHLQFUHDVLQJMRERSSRUWXQLWLHVIRU6R0DUHVLGHQWV
DQGGLYHUVLILFDWLRQRI6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VHFRQRP\7KLVZLOOSURWHFW6DQ)UDQFLVFRDJDLQVW³ERRP
DQGEXVW´F\FOHVLWZLOOHQVXUHWKDWWKHUHLVOHVVUHJLRQDOLPSDFWRQWKHHQYLURQPHQWWKDWFRPHV
ZKHQVHFWRUVRIWKHHFRQRP\DUHVHJUHJDWHGJHRJUDSKLFDOO\DQGZLOOWKHUHIRUHUHVXOWLQOHVV
³9HKLFOH0LOHV7UDYHOHG´
7KH3ODQFDOOVIRUDGGLQJWHFKQRORJ\MREVWR6R0D\HWWKHVHMREVDUHODUJHO\LQDFFHVVLEOHWR
H[LVWLQJFRPPXQLW\UHVLGHQWV6R0DQHHGVDGLYHUVLW\RIMREW\SHVLQWKHQHLJKERUKRRGWKDWDUH
QRWRQO\DFFHVVLEOHWRFRPPXQLW\UHVLGHQWVEXWSURYLGHDOLYLQJZDJHWKDWFDQVXSSRUWZRUNHUV
WRVWD\LQWKHQHLJKERUKRRG7KLVLVKLJKOLJKWHGHVSHFLDOO\LQWKHW\SHVRIMREVSURYLGHGE\
SURGXFWLRQGLVWULEXWLRQDQGUHSDLUEXVLQHVVHVWKDWSURYLGHMREVIRUZRUNLQJFODVVUHVLGHQWVDQG
DUHMREVWKDWFDQQRWDIIRUGWREHORVW3'5EXVLQHVVHVDOVRSURYLGHHVVHQWLDOVXSSRUWWRRWKHU
LQGXVWULHVDQGVHFWRUVVRVKRXOGEHSUR[LPDWHWRWKRVHRWKHUIXQFWLRQVIRUWKHPWREHYLDEOHDQG
HIIHFWLYH0RUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIFRQWLQXHG3'5XVHLVUHTXLUHGLQWKH'(,5
 7KHUHLV1R3URRIWKDWWKH3ODQZLOO$FFRPSOLVKLWV*RDORI$OOHYLDWLQJ+RXVLQJ
3ULFHVRU0DLQWDLQLQJD'LYHUVLW\RI5HVLGHQWV

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.13
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.13

7KH3ODQVWDWHVDVRQHRILWVPDLQJRDOVDFFRPPRGDWLQJKRXVLQJGHPDQGDQGDGGUHVVLQJVXFK
GHPDQGWRDOOHYLDWHKRXVLQJSULFHV7KH3ODQKRZHYHUGRHVQRWSURYLGHDQ\VWXGLHVRUILJXUHV
WKDWVXSSRUWWKHFODLPWKDWQHZGHYHORSPHQWZLOOGULYHGRZQKRXVLQJFRVWV$VDUHVXOWWKHJRDO
RIWKH3ODQRIPDLQWDLQLQJWKHGLYHUVLW\RIUHVLGHQWVKHUHLQWHUPVRIVRFLRHFRQRPLFPDNHXS
DSSHDUVHPSW\7KH3ODQZRXOGFDXVHDJUHDWHULQFUHDVHLQWKHQXPEHURISHRSOHOLYLQJDQG
ZRUNLQJLQWKHDUHDWKDQZRXOGEHVHHQZLWKRXWWKH3ODQDVVKRZQLQWKH'(,5$VWKH'(,5
VWDWHVRQSDJH9³ZKDWHIIHFWGHYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQZRXOGKDYHRQKRXVLQJ
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OC-1
OC-1

DIIRUGDELOLW\LVDPDWWHURIFRQVLGHUDEOHFRQWURYHUV\´DQGWKDW³WKHLQIOX[RIUHDOHVWDWH
LQYHVWPHQWDQGKLJKHULQFRPHUHVLGHQWVPD\LQFUHDVHJHQWULILFDWLRQRIDQHLJKERUKRRGZLWK
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.13
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.13
GLVSODFHPHQWRIKRXVHKROGVEHLQJDQHJDWLYHRXWFRPH´

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

)XUWKHUVWXG\PXVWEHGRQHUHJDUGLQJZKDWHIIHFWVQHZKRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWZLOOKDYHRQ
KRXVLQJSULFHVLIWKH3ODQLVVHULRXVDERXWLWVFRPPLWPHQWWRPDLQWDLQLQJDGLYHUVLW\RIUHVLGHQWV
LQWKHDUHD,IQHZKRXVLQJGHYHORSPHQWXQGHUWKH3ODQWKHPDMRULW\RIZKLFKLVPDUNHWUDWH
FDQQRWEHSURYHQWREULQJGRZQKRXVLQJSULFHVWKH3ODQZLOOWKHQRQO\ZRUNWRH[DFHUEDWHWKH
JHQWULILFDWLRQDQGGLVSODFHPHQWFULVLVLQWKHDUHD6WXGLHVPXVWEHGRQHWRDGGUHVVWKHVHIDFWVLI
WKH3ODQLVWRPRYHIRUZDUGLQPHHWLQJLWVFRUHJRDOVHVSHFLDOO\DVWKH\UHODWHWRDIIRUGDELOLW\
DQGPDLQWDLQLQJDGLYHUVLW\RIUHVLGHQWV
 7KH3ODQ&RQWLQXHVWR3URYLGHDQ,QDGHTXDWH$PRXQWRI2SHQ6SDFHLQ6R0D%\
5HO\LQJRQ32326

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.14
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.14

7KH6R0DLVWKHPRVWRSHQVSDFHGHILFLHQWQHLJKERUKRRGLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR DORQJZLWKWKH
QHLJKERULQJ7HQGHUORLQ,QVWHDGRISURYLGLQJVXIILFLHQWJUHHQDQGSXEOLFO\DFFHVVLEOHRSHQ
VSDFH3ODQQLQJKDVEHHQGHIDXOWLQJWRSURYLGLQJQHZRSHQVSDFHIRU6R0DWKURXJK3ULYDWHO\
2ZQHG3XEOLF2SHQ6SDFHV 32326 32326KDYHDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQWKHFRPPXQLW\IRU
PDQ\UHDVRQV
Ɣ 7KHVHVSDFHVDUHQ¶WWUXO\RSHQWRWKHSXEOLFDFWLYLW\LVGLVFRXUDJHGDQGKRXUVDUH
OLPLWHG
Ɣ 32326DUHQRWSURWHFWHGE\WKH3URSRVLWLRQ.6KDGRZ2UGLQDQFHEHFDXVHWKH\DUHQRW
RSHQVSDFHVRZQHGE\WKH&LW\¶V5HFDQG3DUN'HSDUWPHQW
Ɣ %HFDXVHWKHUH¶VQR3URS.SURWHFWLRQLW¶VGLIILFXOWWRHVWDEOLVKDVWDQGDUGRIVKDGRZ
SURWHFWLRQIRUWKHVHRSHQVSDFHVEHFDXVH&(4$LVQRWVSHFLILFRQWKLVPDWWHU
Ɣ 7KHVHVSDFHVGRQRWUHSUHVHQWWKHW\SHRIRSHQVSDFHWKDWLVSXEOLFDQGDFFHVVLEOHIRU
XVHE\\RXWKIDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUV OLNHDSXEOLFSDUN DQG
Ɣ 32326RYHUO\UHJXODWHWKHW\SHVRIDFWLYLWLHVDOORZHGDQGKDYHUHVWULFWLYHKRXUVWKDW
OLPLWDFFHVV


RE-1
RE-1

6R0DKDVVXFKDODFNRISODFHVIRUSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDQGWUXO\DFFHVVLEOHRSHQVSDFHVWKDW
WKHUHPXVWEHDFOHDUSODQIRUFUHDWLQJQHZSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHVWKDWDUHRZQHGDQGPDQDJHGE\
5HFDQG3DUN

 7KH3ODQ'RHV1RW$GGUHVVWKH6WDELOL]DWLRQRI6R0DEDVHG1RQ3URILW
2UJDQL]DWLRQV

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.15
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.15

7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQKDVQRSURYLVLRQIRUVWDELOL]LQJQRQSURILWRUJDQL]DWLRQVLQWKH
QHLJKERUKRRG$VVWXGLHGE\6XSHUYLVRU.LP02+&'DQGWKH1RUWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD&RPPXQLW\
KWWSGHIDXOWVISODQQLQJRUJSXEOLFDWLRQVBUHSRUWVOLEUDU\BRIBFDUWRJUDSK\2SHQ6SDFH0DSSGI 
KWWSVISODQQLQJRUJSULYDWHO\RZQHGSXEOLFRSHQVSDFHDQGSXEOLFDUWSRSRV




SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page



OC-1
OC-1

/RDQ)XQGWKHHVFDODWLRQLQSURSHUW\YDOXHVDQGWKHODFNRIFRPPHUFLDOUHQWFRQWUROKDVSXW
QRQSURILWRUJDQL]DWLRQVDWLPPLQHQWULVNRIGLVSODFHPHQW
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.15
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.15
%\HQFRXUDJLQJWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDVHFRQGILQDQFLDOGLVWULFWFRPPHUFLDOUHQWVZLOOEHFRPH
LQFUHDVLQJO\PRUHH[SHQVLYHSODFLQJQRQSURILWRUJDQL]DWLRQVHYHQPRUHDWULVN/RZLQFRPHDQG
LPPLJUDQWFRPPXQLWLHVLQ6R0DUHO\RQPDQ\RIWKHVHQRQSURILWRUJDQL]DWLRQVIRUEDVLFVHUYLFHV
DQGWREHDEOHWRVXUYLYHLQWKHFRPPXQLW\:LWKRXWWKHVHRUJDQL]DWLRQV6R0DUHVLGHQWVZLOOEH
IXUWKHUDWULVNIRUGLVSODFHPHQW

(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

$VQRWHGHOVHZKHUHLQWKLVOHWWHUGLVSODFHPHQWGRHVUHVXOWLQHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWV7KHUHIRUH
WKH'(,5LVGHILFLHQWLQWKDWLWGRHVQRWUHFRPPHQGVWUDWHJLHVIRUVWDELOL]LQJQRQSURILW
RUJDQL]DWLRQVLQ6R0D
 7KH'(,5'RHV1RW$GHTXDWHO\6WXG\WKH+HDOWK,PSDFWVIURP,QFUHDVHG1RLVH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.16
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.16
'HJUDGHG$LU4XDOLW\3HGHVWULDQ6DIHW\+D]DUGVDQG,QFUHDVHG:LQG6SHHGV

WI-8
WI-8

2QSDJH9VHFWLRQ9%³:LQG´LWVD\VWKDW³6XEVHTXHQWIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWDQWLFLSDWHG
XQGHUWKH3ODQFRXOGDOWHUZLQGLQDPDQQHUWKDWVXEVWDQWLDOO\DIIHFWVSXEOLFDUHDV´
2UJDQL]DWLRQVWKDWZRUNZLWKVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVLQ6R0DDUHFRQFHUQHGWKDW
DQ\LQFUHDVHLQZLQGVSHHGVFDXVHGE\WKHKHLJKWVDQGEXONRIWKHSURSRVHGEXLOGLQJVLQ
&HQWUDO6R0DZLOOFDXVHDKDUGVKLSDQGLQMXU\WRVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVDWERWK
SXEOLFRSHQVSDFHVDQGLQWKHSXEOLFULJKWVRIZD\

1RLVHLQ6R0DLVDOUHDG\WKHZRUVWLQWKH&LW\$Q\LQFUHDVHLQQRLVHOHYHOVIURPFRQVWUXFWLRQ O-SOMCAM-Cabande.17
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.17
LQFHQWLYL]HGE\WKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ S9,VD\VLWZRXOGEH³VLJQLILFDQW´DQGWKDW0LWLJDWLRQ
NO-1
NO-1
0HDVXUH012D³ZRXOGEHLQVXIILFLHQWWRUHGXFHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQUHODWHGQRLVHLPSDFWVWRD
OHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWOHYHO´RQS9, 1RLVHOHYHOVHVSHFLDOO\IURPFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLW\KDYH
QRWEHHQVWXGLHGLQWKH'(,5$OVRDIWHUFRQVWUXFWLRQWKHGHJUDGHGDLUTXDOLW\IURPLQFUHDVHG
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.18
WUDIILFLQFUHDVHGLGOLQJIURPYHKLFOHVVWXFNLQWUDIILFRULQFUHDVHGULGHKDLOLQJYHKLFOHVRUIURP O-SOMCAM-Cabande.18
LQFUHDVHGWUXFNWUDIILFZLOODOOKDYHGHWULPHQWDOLPSDFWV
AQ-1
AQ-1
:HDUHDOVRFRQFHUQHGDERXWWKHYXOQHUDELOLW\RIVHQLRUVDQGSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVZKLOH
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.19
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.19
ZDONLQJLQWKHQHLJKERUKRRGWRLQMXU\IURPYHKLFOHFROOLVLRQV3URYLGLQJVLGHZDONH[WHQVLRQVPD\
TR-9
TR-9
KHOSLQVRPHDUHDVEXWWKHH[WHQWRILQFUHDVHLQDXWRPRELOHWUDIILFLVXQGHUUHSRUWHGLQWKH
'(,5DQGWKHSRWHQWLDOLQFLGHQWVRISHGHVWULDQLQMXULHVIURPDXWRPRELOHVLVDOVRXQGHU
HVWLPDWHG7KHVHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVDUHQRWVXIILFLHQWO\VWXGLHGLQWKH'(,5
&RQFOXVLRQ3UHSDUDWLRQRIWKH'(,5'LG1RW6XIILFLHQWO\$OORZIRU3XEOLF,QSXW

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.20
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.20
GC-3
GC-3

KWWSVZZZQFFOIRUJQSGPLWLJDWLRQ
KWWSVVIJRYOHJLVWDUFRP9LHZDVK["0 ) ,'  *8,' &))&($&$&((
')

KWWSGHIDXOWVISODQQLQJRUJSXEOLFDWLRQVBUHSRUWVOLEUDU\BRIBFDUWRJUDSK\1RLVHSGI 
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O-SOMCAM-Cabande.21
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.21

7KH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5LVLQDGHTXDWHDQGVKRXOGEHUHYLVHGZLWKWKHDGGLWLRQDOVXJJHVWHG
VWXGLHVDQGUHFLUFXODWHGWRDGGUHVVWKHFULWLFDOIODZVZHRXWOLQHGDERYH*RLQJIRUZDUGD
YHUVLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQWKDWFUHDWHVDIDPLO\IULHQGO\QHLJKERUKRRGZRXOGEH
620&$1¶VSUHIHUUHGDOWHUQDWLYH:HDUHUHFRPPHQGLQJWKDW3ODQQLQJVWXG\DQHZDOWHUQDWLYH
WKDWVXSSRUWVJURZWKRI6R0DLQDZD\WKDWVXSSRUWVWKHQHHGVRIFXUUHQWDQGIXWXUH\RXWK
IDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUV1RQHRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVFXUUHQWO\RXWOLQHGLQWKHSODQVXSSRUWVWKLVYLVLRQ
RUWKHVHQHHGVDQGLQVWHDGZLOOUHVKDSH6R0DWREH6DQ)UDQFLVFR¶VVHFRQG)LQDQFLDO'LVWULFW
ZLWKOLWWOHUHJDUGWRWKHSURWHFWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWRIH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWVVPDOOEXVLQHVVHV
QRQSURILWVDQG3'5VSDFHV

GC-5
GC-5
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.22
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.22
AL-1
AL-1

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.23
7KHSUHSDUDWLRQRIWKLV'(,5GLGQRWDGHTXDWHO\DOORZIRULQFRUSRUDWLRQRIFRPPXQLW\LQSXW)RUO-SOMCAM-Cabande.23
H[DPSOHWKHERXQGDULHVRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQFKDQJHGVLJQLILFDQWO\GXULQJDQGWKH
GC-3
GC-3
SXEOLFZDVQRWVXIILFLHQWO\QRWLFHG'HVSLWH620&$1¶VKLVWRU\LQHQJDJLQJZLWKDGLYHUVHDQG
ODUJHFRQVWLWXHQF\LQ6R0D620&$1ZDVQRWSURYLGHGDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRSDUWLFLSDWHLQ
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.24
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.24
72'&2¶V³FRPPXQLW\DOWHUQDWLYH´DQGWKHUHIRUHZHFDQQRWHQGRUVHWKLVDOWHUQDWLYH:KLOHWKH
AL-1
AL-1
0LG5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHKDVLQWULJXLQJHOHPHQWVLWGRHVQRWFRPHFORVHWREHLQJDYLVLRQWKDWZH
FDQHPEUDFH7KHFKDQJHVLQERXQGDULHVWKHEULHISXEOLFFRPPHQWRQWKHSXEOLVKHG'(,5DOO
PDNHLWLPSRVVLEOHIRUWKH620&$1LWVPHPEHUVDQGWKHODUJHU6R0DFRPPXQLW\WR
DGHTXDWHO\DVVHVVWKH3ODQRUDQ\RILWVSURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHV
$VDSXEOLFGLVFORVXUHGRFXPHQWWKH&HQWUDO6R0D'(,5LVZKROO\LQVXIILFLHQWDQGDQHZ
DOWHUQDWLYHVKRXOGEHVWXGLHGWKDWIXOO\VXSSRUWVIDPLOLHVDQGVHQLRUVLQ6R0DDQGWKH'(,5
VKRXOGEHUHFLUFXODWHGIRUSXEOLFLQSXWDQGUHYLHZ

O-SOMCAM-Cabande.25
O-SOMCAM-Cabande.25
GC-5
GC-5

Sincerely,
$QJHOLFD&DEDQGH
620&$1
2UJDQL]DWLRQDO'LUHFWRU
-RVHSK6PRRNH
620&$1
%RDUG&KDLU
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O-SPG

O-SPG.1
O-SPG.1
PD-1
PD-1

O-SPG.1
O-SPG.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-SPG.1
O-SPG.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-SPG.1
O-SPG.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)
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 WK 6WUHHW ,QLWLDO ,PSDFW 6FUHHQLQJ $QDO\VLV
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&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5&RPPHQWV–%UDQQDQ6WUHHWDQG
)RXUWK6WUHHW'HYHORSPHQWV
2XU)LOH1R

'HDU0V*LEVRQ
2XU RIILFH UHSUHVHQWV 7LVKPDQ 6SH\HU WKH GHYHORSHU RI ERWK D SURSRVHG PL[HGXVH
RIILFHUHWDLODQGUHVLGHQWLDOproject at 598 Brannan Street (the “%UDQQDQ3URMHFW”)DQG
residential project at 655 Fourth Street (the “)RXUWK3URMHFW”)LQWKHSURSRVHG&HQWUDO
6R0D3ODQDUHD
This letter contains comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“'(,5”)
IRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQSXEOLVKHGRQ'HFHPEHU7KHFRPPHQWVDUHDUUDQJHG
EHORZE\'(,5VHFWLRQDQGSDJHQXPEHU
&KDSWHU,,3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ

3DJH &RPPHQW
,,

The first full paragraph on this page states “the project would allow for…fLYH
IRRWEXLOGLQJV DQGDERXWDKDOI DGR]HQEXLOGLQJVRIIHHW LQ KHLJKWLQWKHDUHD
south of Harrison Street…”

O-Tishman.1
O-Tishman.1
PD-2
PD-2

/LVD*LEVRQ
$FWLQJ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH

,QGLVFXVVLQJDOORZDEOHGHYHORSPHQWKHLJKWVLQWKLVDUHDWKH'(,5VKRXOGDGGUHVV
GUDIW &HQWUDO 6R0D 3ODQ ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ 0HDVXUH , which states that “An
DGGLWLRQDO  IHHW RI KHLJKW PD\ EH SHUPLWWHG RQ VLWHV ZKHUH VXFK IOH[LELOLW\ LQ
KHLJKWZRXOGIDFLOLWDWHWKHSURYLVLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGRUSXEOLFSDUNVDQG
UHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHVEH\RQGZKDWZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHUHTXLUHGE\WKH3ODQDVORQJ
DV WKDW DGGLWLRQDO KHLJKW GLG QRW LQFUHDVH WKH RYHUDOO DPRXQW RI GHYHORSPHQW
RWKHUZLVHHQDEOHGE\WKH3ODQRUFDXVHQHZVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRZLQGDQG
shadow.” This could be done by referencing the DEIR discussion in Objective 8
ZKLFKRFFXUVRQSDJH,,,WLVIHDVLEOHIRUWKH%UDQQDQ3URMHFWPD\LQFOXGH
EXLOGLQJVXSWRIHHWLQKHLJKWDORQJ%UDQQDQ6WUHHWDQGXSWRIHHWLQKHLJKW
DORQJ%U\DQW6WUHHW

O-Tishman.1
O-Tishman.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

,QDGGLWLRQWKHGUDIW3ODQLGHQWLILHVDWOHDVWDUHDVVRXWKRI+DUULVRQWKDWZRXOGEH
]RQHG &6  7KHVH DUHDV LQFRUSRUDWH PXOWLSOH SDUFHOV DQG PDQ\ WKHUHIRUH
contain he capacity for development of more than the “half a dozen” buildings of
IHHWRUOHVVWKDWWKH'(,5LQGLFDWHV
&KDSWHU,,,3ODQVDQG3ROLFLHV

3DJH &RPPHQW
,,, 5HFUHDWLRQ DQG 2SHQ 6SDFH (OHPHQW  7KH VHFRQG WR ODVW SDUDJUDSK RQ WKLV SDJH
states that Plan height limits are intended to protect, “insofar as is feasible, a
SRWHQWLDO SDUN VLGH LGHQWLILHG LQ WKH 3ODQ RQ WKH EORFN ERXQGHG E\ )RXUWK )LIWK
Bryant, and Brannan Streets.” ,W VKRXOG EH QRWHG WKDW WKH SUR[LPLW\ RI QHDUE\
H[LVWLQJ EXLOGLQJVDQGGHYHORSPHQW DQWLFLSDWHG XQGHUWKH3ODQ IRU DGMDFHQW SDUFHOV
ZLOOQHFHVVDULO\UHVXOWLQVXEVWDQWLDOVKDGRZWRWKLVSURSRVHGSDUNVLWH
,,, 7KH ILUVW SDUDJUDSK RQ WKLV SDJH LGHQWLILHV  %UDQQDQ 3URMHFW as a “700,000
VTXDUHfoot building.” This should be revised to reflect the project’s description,
VXEPLWWHGLQFRQQHFWLRQZLWKWKHFXUUHQWHQYLURQPHQWDOHYDOXDWLRQDSSOLFDWLRQ7KH
%UDQQDQ3URMHFWLVDQWLFLSDWHGWRFRQWDLQDSSUR[LPDWHO\VTXDUHIHHWRI
RIILFH
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6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
)HEUXDU\
3DJH
&KDSWHU,9$–(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV

3DJH &RPPHQW
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6XEVHTXHQW'HYHORSPHQW3URMHFWV
7KH%UDQQDQ3URMHFWGHVFULSWLRQVKRXOGEHDPHQGHGWRUHIOHFWGHYHORSPHQWRI
 VTXDUH IHHW RI RIILFH DQG  VTXDUH IHHW RI JURXQG IORRU FRPPHUFLDO
DUHD 5HWDLO  3'5  DQG  VTXDUH IHHW RI UHVLGHQWLDO DSSUR[LPDWHO\ 
GZHOOLQJXQLWV 7KHSURSRVHGSDUNDUHDVKRXOGEHDPHQGHGWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\
VTXDUHIHHW

O-Tishman.4
O-Tishman.4
OV-1
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7KH  )RXUWK 3URMHFW VKRXOG EH DPHQGHG WR UHIOHFW GHYHORSPHQW RI WZR WRZHUV
H[WHQGLQJWRDKHLJKWRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\IHHWZLWKEHORZJUDGHSDUNLQJ
&KDSWHU,9–(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
6HFWLRQ'7UDQVSRUWDWLRQDQG&LUFXODWLRQ

3DJH

&RPPHQW

*HQHUDO 7KH%UDQQDQ3URMHFWZLOOUHTXLUHRQVLWHORDGLQJDFFHVVLEOHIURP:HOVK6WUHHW
GXHWRWKHIDFWWKDWVXFKDFFHVVLVQRWGHVLUHGDORQJ%UDQQDQRUWK6WUHHWV&XUUHQW
SDUDOOHO SDUNLQJVSDFHV DQGDOVR SHUSHQGLFXODUSDUNLQJWKDWLV REVWUXFWLQJRQWKH
SXEOLFULJKWRIZD\ XWLOL]HGRQ:HOVKZLOOQHHGWREHHOLPLQDWHGLQRUGHUWRDOORZ
room for truck turning radius to and from the project’s proposed loading access
SRLQWVDQGVLGHZDONZLGHQLQJDORQJ:HOVKDVSURSRVHGE\WKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
This should be acknowledged within the DEIR’s discussion of parking and loading
LPSDFWVIRUWKHDUHD
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O-VEC

February 13, 2017

Lisa M. Gibson
Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
via Lisa.Gibson@sfgov.org
Re: Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR, Case Number: 2011.1356E
This letter is the Veterans Equity Center's response to matters contained therein Central
SoMa Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereafter “DEIR”), as referenced above. The
Veterans Equity Center (VEC) has served thousands of residents through core services and
programs for multiple decades in the South of Market (SoMa) community. Some of these core
services and programs have included community services (social services assistance, education,
computer literacy, program/activities, translation services, public benefits assistance, etc.),
immigrant services (legal clinic counseling and services, food assistance program in partnership
with the SF Food Bank and assistance from the ARC of SF), Mano Po (intergenerational
internship between youth/students and seniors in conjunction with the Student Action for
Veterans Equity (SAVE)), and BiSHoP (tenant counseling, education, housing services including
application completion and case management, referrals, etc.). BiSHoP has continued to be a
critical program specifically focused on the housing needs of priority populations in San
Francisco, primarily of whom live and/or work in the SoMa community, by providing housing
education, direct services, referrals, and tenant counseling.
We, at the VEC, have watched our neighborhood change slowly during these years and
are deeply concerned about the rapid changes and significant impacts proposed by a multitude of
projects. The Central SoMa Plan proposed for an area generally bounded by Market Street,
Townsend Street, 2nd Street and 6th Street, as outlined in the DEIR, identifies neighborhood
strengths, challenges, and possible mitigation tools; however, after review of said DEIR,
participation in community meetings hosted by the Planning Commission, and extensive
communications with other community based organizations, VEC finds that the DEIR has certain
inadequacies requiring further assessment or analysis and has additional questions and concerns
regarding the plan area that we hope the Planning Department can address.
A. Open Space
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O-VEC.1
O-VEC.1
RE-1
RE-1

VEC recognizes that the only public park within the Plan Area is South Park and so the
creation of new public open space is limited, especially in anticipation of the increased number
of residents in the Plan Area. Thus, the Plan looks to the inclusion of POPOS to “ensure that new
buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city” (II-17). VEC requests that the
Planning Department releases the regulations of Planning Code Sections 135 and 138 in a
manner that is easily accessible for local residents and workers to understand. This will provide
the opportunity for community members to understand what the current regulations are and
engage in further discussion to provide input on additional design guidelines for future POPOS
within the Plan Area. For example, some existing community discussions around POPOS have
included: more accessible operational standards especially standards of accessibility for people
with disabilities; additional amenities such as children’s play areas; game tables and seating;
open air cafés, kiosks, or food service in adjacent retail spaces1. We want to ensure that should
future developers opt to create POPOS, that these forms of open space are of high quality,
accessible, and help address the lack of recreational open space in the South of Market. Lastly,
we ask the Planning Department to extend Proposition K shadow analysis to POPOS. Shadows
impact the quality and accessibility of open space and we look to the Planning Department to
address these concerns especially if it is recommended that POPOS be used to address the
limited open space in the Plan Area.

O-VEC.1
O-VEC.1
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-VEC.2
O-VEC.2
SH-3
SH-3

B. Youth and Family Zone
It is stated that the current “plan proposes no change to the SoMa Youth and Family Zone
SUD” (IV.A-7). The Planning Department should consider the expansion of the Youth and
Family Zone SUD especially to support the efforts of community organizations and the SoMa
Stabilization Fund to stabilize the families that live in the district. Bessie Carmichael/Filipino
Education Center was ranked number 5 in the “most dangerous elementary school zones in
California” according to study derived from data from the CA Highway Patrol SWITRS &
California Department of Education. Additionally, according to Hamilton Family Services, 116
of 640 students at Bessie Carmichael (K-8) are homeless (2014). Conditional use authorization is
essential in creating a safe and livable environment for these youth and families. We are also
looking to expand the district to include seniors as we have many SRO’s and senior housing
within the plan. While the Plan stresses housing and jobs, we are also requesting that the Central
SoMa Plan support these efforts to expand the SUD for existing and future youth, families, and
seniors.
C. SoMa Pilipinas

1

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/plans/pops/pops-plaza-standards.page
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O-VEC.3
O-VEC.3
PM-5
PM-5

VEC is a member of SoMa Pilipinas: San Francisco’s Filipino Cultural Heritage District.
With our participation in the creation of the cultural heritage district, we have advocated for the
preservation of community cultural assets such as services targeted for immigrants, seniors, and
families. While all these assets are not necessarily considered “historical resources,” we
appreciate the Plan’s recognition of the Gran Oriente as a historic resource with potential future
landmark status (IV-C-28). We also seek the recognition of the following community assets
located within the Plan Area: 6th Street Lodginghouse Historic District, Filipino Education
Center (824 Harrison), Philippine Heroes Square (Lapu Lapu Street, Bonifacio Street, Mabini
Street, Tandang Sora Street, Rizal Street), San Lorenzo Ruiz Center (50 Rizal Street), and
Bindlestiff Studio (185 6th Street). Having these properties designated as historic resources could
potentially prevent “substantial adverse change” (IV.C-50) of these spaces which are frequented
and cherished by many members of the Filipino American community in San Francisco and the
larger Bay Area.
VEC also has concerns regarding impact standards and mitigation measures relating to
historical resources and cultural heritage assets. While we recognize that “intangible cultural
heritage assets” are not necessarily regulated as historical resources under CEQA (IV.C-48) and
that “projects that comply with the [Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties] can be exempted from CEQA review” (IV.C-49), we urge the Planning
Department to regulate future projects within the Plan Area so that they comply with the vision
of SoMa Pilipinas and support existing assets within the cultural district (as mentioned
previously). In terms of the mitigation measures that were outlined in the Draft EIR towards
reducing the impact towards historical resources such as documentation or oral histories, we
request that there be a deeper conversation about how future projects could also work with SoMa
Pilipinas groups and residents to limit “significant and unavoidable” (IV.C-60) changes to
historical resources and the cultural heritage of the district.

O-VEC.4
O-VEC.4
CP-5
CP-5

O-VEC.5
O-VEC.5
CP-2
CP-2

D. Transportation
Much of the analysis focused on the present and future impacts of transportation within
the Plan Area is in accordance with the outdated San Francisco Planning Department’s 2002
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (IV.D-1). However, these
guidelines do not include analysis of TNC vehicles (e.g. Lyft, Uber, etc.) or private transit buses
(e.g. Chariot). We request that the Planning Department provide a study and deeper analysis on
the impact of these alternate vehicle transportation within the Plan Area. The plan should include
proposals for regulations for these types of transportation and identify additional passenger
loading/unloading zones within the plan area that will prevent congestion and be safe for
pedestrians and drivers.
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E. Office Space and Housing
Office:
The DEIR indicates that Central SOMA Plan corresponds to the Plan Bay Area’s
planning in which it estimates “approximately 92,000 additional housing units and 191,000
additional jobs would be added in San Francisco by 2040” (II-4), however Plan Bay Area also
indicates it “also does not mandate any changes to local zonings, general plans and project
review”2. VEC is very concern that this plan will create a second Financial District and that
much of the regional growth will be very much concentrated within the area plan, from 2nd St to
6th St, rezoning of, including but not limited, to residential areas into office developments. The
DEIR did not mention how the rezoning will impact the residential areas into office
developments as seen in Figure II-3 where there are areas specifically starting from 3rd St and
Folsom St to 6th St and Folsom St are homes to our clientele e.g the San Lorenzo Ruiz Center.
The DEIR did not also map the current affordable housing buildings within the area plan. This
analysis should be included in the DEIR and how those current residents will be impacted into
the rezoning of this area. Although the DEIR briefly addresses that the Central SOMA Plan will
conflict with East SoMa Plan, it did not resolve the proposed high-rise developments of the
proposed area plan to mid-rise residential plan of Eastern Neighborhood Plan, such transitions
should be addressed in how will this affect the character of the neighborhood.
Moreover, the DEIR fails to address the total amount of square footage of office
developments within this plan and whether this is in accordance of Prop M aka Office
Development Annual Limit. Although the DEIR briefly addresses the Prop M limitation, we
request that the Planning staff addresses how Plan Bay Area affects the current city’s legislation
in place.

O-VEC.7
O-VEC.7
OC-1
OC-1

O-VEC.8
O-VEC.8
LU-4
LU-4

O-VEC.9
O-VEC.9
PP-6
PP-6

Housing:
The DEIR mentions that the Plan will address the housing needs by meeting “at least
33% of new housing to very low, low and moderate income” (II-13) yet it fails to include
analysis of State Density Bonus Program which will allow for developments to increase heights
without guaranteeing that additional affordable housing units will be built on-site. For example,
the 333 12th St. development by Panoramic Interests was the first to use State Density Law
without providing additional affordable units, settling to 13.5% instead of 18%, in accordance to
Prop C which was passed last year. Although this development was outside the proposed Central
SOMA Plan, the decision by Planning Commission last December set a precedent to upcoming
2

http://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/0-Introduction.pdf
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O-VEC.10
O-VEC.10
PD-10
PD-10

developments adjacent to this area plan. In this proposed plan, how will the State Density Bonus
Program effect construction of new residential developments?
Moreover, South of Market is home to many seniors and people with disabilities. Many
senior services are also located in the neighborhood and serve many senior and people with
disabilities who may not reside within the area plan. According to Assessment of the Needs of
San Francisco Seniors and Adults with Disabilities, by San Francisco Human Services Agency
Planning Unit, while “the median market rate for one bedroom apartment is $3,880 per month
($46,560 per year), the median household income for a single senior is around $22,000” and
“adults with disabilities living alone report a median annual income closer to $12,000”. The
DEIR rarely mentions seniors and people with disabilities when it comes to their housing needs
and fails to map potential sites for senior housings that are close to transit systems and services
in proximity to the area plan.

O-VEC.10
O-VEC.10
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

O-VEC.11
O-VEC.11
PH-2
PH-2

Although DEIR mentioned numerous areas of controversies that need to be resolved such
as potential displacement to residences and businesses or its socioeconomic impacts, it did not
exactly incorporate the potential socioeconomic impacts to be preventative. As the DEIR
explains that the Central SoMa Plan is in accordance to Plan Bay Area goals, there are situations
in the neighborhood that are already problematic and that Central SOMA Plan may fail to
address the exacerbating displacement and affordability crisis. For example, South of Market are
already seeing conversions of SROs into co-op for housing for tech workers. The DEIR fails to
address the practices or scenarios that are already prominent in the neighborhood that leads to
greater displacement and homelessness.The DEIR also did not address the issue of homelessness
where there is a shelter within the area plan (i.e MSC South) and some encampments within the
area plan. The DEIR should provide study of where people live or stay and how will they be
affected by this proposed area plan.

O-VEC.12
O-VEC.12
OC-1
OC-1

O-VEC.13
O-VEC.13
OC-4
OC-4

ENVIRONMENTAL
F. Combined Sewer System
Central SoMa’s combined sewage and stormwater drainage system falls within the
largest, overused Channel Drainage Basin (covering the Tenderloin, all of SoMa, the Mission,
Potrero Hill, Haight, parts of Pacific Heights, the Panhandle, Castro and lower Richmond) .
Although the analysis of the drainage system’s treatment facilities were very detailed, our
concern is that many of the plans to upgrade the system by SFPUC were planned to happen as a
result of the growth projected by Eastern Neighborhoods in 2012. Much of the analysis of the
millions of gallons per day was based off of a 10 year PUC study that did not capture the density
of growth over the past five years nor the fact that we have been in a drought. As a result, the
5

O-VEC.14
O-VEC.14
HY-1
HY-1

review of the plan’s impacts on sewage and stormwater drainage were said to be less than
significant DURING DRY WEATHER. However, during wet weather months, the overflow and
its effects on the water treatment capacity are significant. When the wastewater treatment facility
is past capacity, sewage/stormwater is strained, mixed with chemical disinfectants and released
into the Bay. We would like to see a full analysis of this process, based on the frequency of how
often this occurs (how many days per months) during wet weather months and what are the
environmental impacts of these waste disinfectants. We would also like to have a detailed
cumulative projected analysis of the millions of gallons per year generated annually by
construction related projects, and how much that amount (what %) contributes to the overall
projected analysis.

O-VEC.14
O-VEC.14
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

G. Water Level
The DEIR identifies that nearly ѿ of the plan area will be inundated with 3-8 feet of
water due to sea level rises. However, the SFPUC is undergoing a plan to address sea level rises
that will not be complete until 2018. The idea is to add an adaption plan. However, the Central
SoMa plan will begin facilitating new development as soon as it is adopted. We feel as if the
impact of the sea level rising between 5th and 6th Street (halfway in the middle of the entire
neighborhood) has significant impact that should be studied prior to the adoption of this plan.
Many of the community benefits of affordable housing, open space and neighborhood retail were
projected to occur in this area, and with rising flood levels, the cost burden on our community
would be tremendous.

O-VEC.15
O-VEC.15
HY-2
HY-2

H. Noise
The DEIR states that 74% of the South of Market neighborhood has unhealthy decibel
levels ranging in excess of 70 db. Due to an increase of intensity of traffic and construction, the
Central SoMa Plan would increase that percentage to 83-86% of the South of Market. Some
suggestions to alleviate these impacts are to stay indoors. This measure conflicts with the effort
to have workers and residents walk to public transportation. SoMa Street grids are some of the
largest blocks in the nation. As a result, in order to access parks, schools, businesses or transit,
stakeholders are expected to walk nearly twice as long as the rest of the city’s neighborhood
blocks. And although there are efforts to decrease car ownership and usage, the Environmental
Review is silent on the glut of Uber, Lyft and other pick up services that have saturated the
Central SoMa region. The SoMa neighborhood also has nearly 50% of the major construction
projects within San Francisco. However, the annual measurement of these construction related
noises is not measured cumulatively. Lastly, sounds resonating off of the high rises along Rincon
Hill, Transbay and Moscone Plan Areas should also be further analyzed, as Central SoMa
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O-VEC.16
O-VEC.16
NO-2
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O-VEC.17
O-VEC.17
NO-1
NO-1
O-VEC.18
O-VEC.18
NO-2
NO-2

O-VEC.18
O-VEC.18
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

developments will be occurring under very different landscape conditions than previous
construction.
I. Air Quality
With the implementation of the current Central SoMa Plan, Environmental Review
identifies that nearly the entire SoMa neighborhood will be under the Air Pollutant Exposure
Zone (APEZ). This means residents, visitors and workers will be exposed to harmful air
particles, gases and heavy metals that have been proven to cause cancer, asthma and other
chronic health impacts. Although staff have identified that many of the impacts will be
significant and avoidable, efforts to mitigate negative impacts have been focused on vehicular
patterns, speed of travel and reduction of parking. In many new high rise developments,
exposure to pollutants can be filtered out. However, for low income residents, small businesses,
nonprofits, park and school users, these mitigations will be out of reach. Planning needs to look
at mitigation efforts that help the entire community. This should include frequent and accessible
educational efforts by air quality professionals, funding for health screenings and treatments, and
capital funds for filtering systems to be added to older developments and public facilities.
We request that these areas raised here be addressed with proper mitigation measures,
identified in the DEIR. We look forward to working together to reach an amenable resolution, in
the most efficient and timely manner. Please feel free to contact us, if you seek further
discussion or comments.
Thank you for your time and attention to these matters.

Sincerely,
Chris Durazo, Theresa Imperial and Caroline Calderon
Bill Sorro Housing Program
Veterans Equity Center
1010 Mission Street, Suite C
San Francisco, CA 94103
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O-YBNC-Elberling

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium
c/o 230 Fourth St. San Francisco, CA 94107
A Council of the Yerba Buena Neighborhood’s Residents and Community Organizations

,6$,%621
&7,1*19,5210(17$/ (9,(:)),&(5
!$15$1&,6&2(3$570(172),7</$11,1*
 ,66,21!75((7
!$15$1&,6&2   


(%58$5<  

(175$/!/$1 


"+,6 ,6/(*$//<,1$'(48$7(3(5)257+()2//2:,1*5($6216

 2721/<'2(6,7)$,/72(9$/8$7(7+(!?6352-(&763(&,),&$1'&808/$7,9(!287+2)$5.(7
O-YBNC-Elberling.1
O-YBNC-Elberling.1
:,'(,03$&762)?62)7+286$1'62)1(:5(6,'(176$1':25.(56218%/,&!(59,&(6$6
'(7$,/(',1285200(172)$18$5< ,77+(5(%<$/62)$,/672,'(17,)<7+26(,03$&76$6
PS-2
PS-2
&808/$7,9(/<!,*1,),&$17$1'7+(1352326(,7,*$7,21($685(6$65(48,5('%<

1<&203(7(17$1$/<6,6:,//&21),507+$71(:!5(6,'(17+286(+2/'6$1':25.(56:,//
O-YBNC-Elberling.2
O-YBNC-Elberling.2
$'''(0$1')25+81'5('6,)1277+286$1'62)1(:&+,/'&$5(6/276$1'7+$7,1)$&77+(
(;,67,1*6833/<2)&+,/'&$5()$&,/,7,(6,6$/5($'<.12:172%(,168)),&,(17)257+(&855(17!
PS-1
PS-1
3238/$7,216$,7,*$7,21($685(285"20081,7</$1352326(67+$763$&()25
1(:&+,/'&$5()$&,/,7,(6:,7+5(48,5('287'225$5($%(5(48,5('72%(,1&/8'(',1$//1(:2)),&(
'(9(/230(176216,7(6%,**(57+$121($&5(

&203(7(17$1$/<6,6:,//&21),507+$7(;,67,1*38%/,&5(&5($7,21)$&,/,7,(6$5(,168)),&,(17)25 O-YBNC-Elberling.3
O-YBNC-Elberling.3
7+(&808/$7,9(1(('62)&855(173/86)8785(!+286(+2/'6(63(&,$//<,1'225)$&,/,7,(6
RE-2
RE-2
"+(5(,612:-86721(12&+$5*(38%/,&,1'225%$6.(7%$//)$&,/,7<1238%/,&6:,00,1*322/
$1'1227+(538%/,&5(&5($7,21)$&,/,7,(62)27+(5&200217<3(6$1<'2(;,67,135,9$7(
&/8%6,1!%877+(6($5((;3(16,9($1'621275($/,67,&$//<$9$,/$%/(72$//&855(17$1'
)8785(+286(+2/'6"+(5(,6$/62,168)),&,(17,7<)81'66(7$6,'(72%8,/'68&+)$&,/,7,(6,17+(
)8785(6$,7,*$7,21($685(6285"20081,7</$1352326(67+$763$&()2568&+
1(:38%/,&5(&5($7,21)$&,/,7,(6%(5(48,5('72%(,1&/8'(',1$//1(:2)),&('(9(/230(176
:+(5()($6,%/($1'25$6$35,25,7<&5,7(5,$)25',6&5(7,21$5<$//2&$7,212)5232)),&(
$//2&$7,216$1'7+$77+(352326('20081,7<$&,/,7,(6,675,&7$87+25,=('6&23(,1&/8'(
)81',1*2)&216758&7,21$1'23(5$7,212)12)((38%/,&5(&5($7,21)$&,/,7,(6$1<:+(5(,1!287+
2)$5.(7127-867(175$/!

#+$767$1'6287)5207+(!$1',76 ,67+$77+((3$570(17&/$,06,7:$176$)$0,/<
O-YBNC-Elberling.4
O-YBNC-Elberling.4
)5,(1'/<!$15$1&,6&2%877+$7,7'2(61?75($//<0($1,7>:21?7'2:+$7,77$.(6720$.(7+$7
PM-1
PM-1
+$33(1,15($//,)(&7,216>25/$&.7+(5(2)>63($.)257+(06(/9(6)$5/28'(57+$1:25'6

2+1/%(5/,1*
+$,5
&
!86$15$1'7$:/(<

O-YBNC-Light-1

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium
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A Council of the Yerba Buena Neighborhood’s Residents and Community Organizations

-7%-&732
'8-2+2:-6321)28%0"):-);**-')6
#%26%2'-7'3)4%681)283*-8= 0%22-2+
 -77-32#86))8
#%26%2'-7'3   


%29%6=   

")286%0# 0%2"  


$&$$  % (#. $ $%#%!# %% $ !#$,%# #
O-YBNC-Light-1.1
O-YBNC-Light-1.1
"&%- ' &%#%&#(*% #% $!#$%$%! $$ #
PD-4
PD-4
* ( $ %%#$%#% &#$%-

&# /46&# /47#$&%!%% $"&$ %%#%'$-*
$ (% /(*%( /(*!# ! $$,&%#% #% $$$-'% !)%*
$ ! %$!# ! $,##!$#%  $ %#*!#$%%
$%#!%$-$%$,% #% $ &$ !%,# &!,%
%$'$ &%* #% - %#"&#$%##% $$%'# &$$% $, !#%,
$%# &%$  #% %%$ &#*$&#+$*% &#$%#!$-

•              - %$ %#(%%
O-YBNC-Light-1.2
!% %#%%#%'$$%%#$% , (% ' #'1 2 O-YBNC-Light-1.2
TR-6
TR-6
$&#-
• 5/(* !% &$%#*$ ($%  %%&#$&#%!# ! $!-&##%*,
% #! #%   %%&#$ &$% % %!!)0($ %$$
% '#* 0$#%# &,#*#,% % ##% -% $
#!$%!!) *$ (%!*$$, %%$#'!%% %%
%#$% -             
             
           
• *# /#!$"&&$ &$ ($#! #!# ! $,$ %
%#$$* !#-$$ &&!%$%  $% ,(
$ $$(#$&%#$ $%  %#$(#$&%#& $% ,
! %$%#%#!."&& % $-

!# ! $$%  $  (#% %$$% (%&#! O-YBNC-Light-1.3
O-YBNC-Light-1.3
$!* %!%$-% &%%%,( %&#$%(%$ % !!%  &#
PD-4
PD-4
 # -

#*,
 %,  ,#% #  &%* 

I-Brennan

1LFROH%UHQQDQ

,ZRXOGOLNHIRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQWRLQFOXGHPRUHKRXVLQJ,DSSUHFLDWHWKHQXPEHURIMREVWKH
SODQSHUPLWVDQG,WKLQNWUDQVLWRULHQWHGGHQVHKRXVLQJZRXOGEHDJUHDWFRPSOLPHQWWRWKRVHMREV
,ZDQWPRUHKRXVLQJDWDOOLQFRPHOHYHOV3OHDVHFRQVLGHUDGGLQJPRUHKRXVLQJWRWKHSODQRU
FUHDWLQJDQDOWHUQDWLYHSODQWKDWDOORZVIRUPRUHGHQVHLQILOOKRXVLQJ
,ZRXOGDOVROLNHWRVHH$QQLH6WUHHWFORVHGWRFDUVDJDLQ,WZDVQLFHUWKDWZD\DQGWKHRQO\SHRSOH
LPSHGHGZHUHSHRSOHZKRLQH[SOLFDEO\FKRVHWRGULYHSULYDWHYHKLFOHVLQWRWKHKHDUWRIWKHFLW\IRU
RIILFHMREVWKDWDUHRQWRSRI%$57DQG0XQL7KHVLGHZDONVDUHFURZGHGDQGZLOOJHWPRUH
FURZGHGDVWKH7UDQVED\7HUPLQDOFRPHVLQWRXVHVRPRUHSHGHVWULDQVSDFHVDUHDQLPSRUWDQW
SULRULW\IRUPHDQGWKHPDQ\RWKHU'UHVLGHQWVZKRGRQ WRZQFDUVRUSUHIHUWRJHWDURXQGZLWKRXW
WKHP3OHDVHGRQRWVDFULILFHWKHSHGHVWULDQHOHPHQWVRIWKHSODQZKHQLIFRPSURPLVHVQHHGWRWREH
PDGHDERXWVSDFHDOORFDWLRQV



I-Brennan.1
I-Brennan.1
AL-1
AL-1
I-Brennan.2
I-Brennan.2
PD-7
PD-7

I-Camp

On Feb 13, 2017, at 3:30 PM, Daniel Camp <dwcamp89@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello,
My name is Daniel, and I wanted to quickly send in my comments on the Central SOMA Plan. I am a San
Francisco resident who works in SOMA. While I appreciate that the current plan seeks to accommodate
the rapid job growth the Bay Area has seen in recent years with a large mount of new office space, I am
extremely concerned about the lack of housing relative to said job growth.
If we choose to accommodate a large amount of jobs/office space in this area, we MUST also build new
housing for the workers to live in. Failing to do so will only increase housing costs in the immediate area
(which are already extremely expensive), and force workers + existing residents to seek housing in other
areas. Every person who is displaced from the housing market in this area will be one more body
clogging our mass transit systems or freeways; this plan in its current form is socially and
environmentally irresponsible.
In summary, I support keeping the amount of jobs/office space the same, but strongly urge you to
increase the number of housing units. The EIR for the Central SOMA Plan should analyze an alternative
scenario that include more housing.
Thank you,
Daniel Camp

I-Camp.1
I-Camp.1
AL-1
AL-1

I-Cerles

0DUW\&HUOHV-U

7KHUHDUHWRRPDQ\UHVWULFWLRQVRQEXLOGLQJPDUNHWUDWHKRXVLQJ7KHRQO\ZD\WKDW6DQ
)UDQFLVFRZLOOORVHWKHGLVWLQFWLRQRIKDYLQJWKHKLJKHVWUHQWVLQWKHFRXQWU\LVLIZHDOORZ
PDUNHWUDWHKRXVLQJWREHEXLOWXQDEDWHG+RZHYHUWKLVSODQVHHPVWRLJQRUHWKDWIDFWDQG
PDNHVGHYHORSHUVMXPSWKURXJKKRRSVDVZHOODVLQFUHDVHVWKHFRVWRIEXLOGLQJKRPHVD
FRVWZKLFKWKHGHYHORSHUVWKHQSDVVRQWRUHQWHUVLQWKHIRUPRIKLJKHUUHQW7KH3ODQQLQJ
'HSDUWPHQWZKLFKKDVSODQQHGWRPDNHVXUH6DQ)UDQFLVFRKDVWKHKLJKHVWFRVWRIOLYLQJ
LQWKHFRXQWU\LVWUXO\GRLQJDGLVVHUYLFHWRDOOWKHQDWLYH6DQ)UDQFLVFDQVZKRFDQQRW
TXDOLI\IRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJEXWFDQQRWDIIRUGWKHKLJKHVWUHQWVLQWKHFRXQWU\6KDPHIXO


I-Cerles.1
I-Cerles.1
PM-6
PM-6

I-Domalewski

From: Armand Domalewski <armanddomalewski@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 4:56 PM
To: Jon Schwark
Cc: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Breed,
London (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Peskin,
Aaron (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman
(BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC)
Subject: Re: [sfbarentersfed] Central SoMa Plan EIR Comments

Planning Department Staff, Members of the Planning Commission, and BOS,
My name is Armand Domalewski. I live in the Tenderloin; every day I witness the human price
of generations of bad city planning. Folks who might have afforded to cling onto an SRO with
their social security checks just a few years ago are rotting on our street, and the lucky ones
amongst us who can go to sleep with a roof above our head and food in our bellies are live in
the constant fear that we are just one bad week away from joining our neighbors in the street.
You don't need me to tell you that, despite recent progress, the housing situation in San
Francisco is bad.
Really bad.
What you do need me to tell you, apparently, is that the zoning changes you are proposing
represent a continuation of the dangerous thinking that lead us to where we are today. For
decades, we have approved more office space than housing---we have encouraged the gap to
grow and grow, to the point that displacement is wrecking the community that I love and traffic
is ensnaring the streets we adore.
Enough is enough. Add more housing to this plan.
Thank you,
Armand Domalewski
925-212-3562

I-Domalewski.1
I-Domalewski.1
AL-1
AL-1

$QJHOR)HUUR
WK 6WUHHW
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$

I-Ferro, A

-DQXDU\
&RPPLVVLRQHU5RGQH\)RQJ
3UHVLGHQWRI3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ
0LVVLRQ6WUHHWWK)ORRU
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
6XEMHFW&RPPHQWVRQ'(,5IRU&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
'HDU&RPPLVVLRQHU)RQJ
, RZQ SURSHUWLHV RQ 6L[WK 6WUHHW EHWZHHQ %U\DQW DQG %UDQQDQ 6WUHHWV DQG JHQHUDOO\
VXSSRUW KHLJKW LQFUHDVHV DQG PRUH LQWHQVLYH XVH RI WKH &HQWUDO 6R 0D 3ODQ DUHD
+RZHYHU UHYLHZ RI WKH SURSRVHG SURMHFW V ODQG XVH DQG KHLJKWEXON OLPLWDWLRQV UHIOHFW
VHYHUDOSURSRVHGSURMHFWV$QH[DPSOHRIWKLVLVWKHSURSRVDOWRUHFODVVLI\WKHKHLJKWEXON
DQGXVHGLVWULFWRIWKH)ORZHU0DUNHWVLWHIURP;WR&6DQG&6ZKLOHWKH
KHLJKW RI WKH DGMDFHQW SDUFHOV LV SURSRVHG WR EH OLPLWHG WR   DORQJ 6L[WK DQG %U\DQW
6WUHHWVDQGWKHSDUFHODWWKHQRUWKZHVWFRUQHURI%U\DQWDQG)LIWK6WUHHWLVSURSRVHGWR
EHFKDQJHGWR 
7KH]RQLQJIRUWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQERXQGHGE\6HFRQG7RZQVHQG6L[WKDQG%U\DQW
6WUHHWVLVSURSRVHGWREHUHFODVVLILHGDV082ZKLFKDOORZVKRXVLQJH[FHSWIRUWKHORWV
DGMDFHQWWRWKHSURSRVHGPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWRQWKH)ORZHU0DUNHWVLWHZKLFKZRXOG
EHUHFODVVLILHGWR:082WKDWGRHVQRWDOORZKRXVLQJ6HHVHFWLRQ7KHORFDWLRQ
RIWKHORWVSURSRVHGWREH]RQHG:082DUH FORVHWRWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\FXUUHQWO\XQGHU
FRQVWUXFWLRQ7KHVHORWVDUHZLWKLQWZREORFNVRI0XQL/LQH %D\VKRUH ZLWKLQ
WRWZREORFNVIURP0XQL/LQH 7RZQVHQG DQG0XQL/LQH 3RON ZLWKLQRQH
KDOIEORFNRIWKHHDVWERXQGDQGRQHEORFNIURPWKHZHVWERXQG0XQL/LQHV %U\DQW 
DQG 9DQ1HVV   &LW\ VSODQQLQJSROLF\ HQFRXUDJHVQHZKRXVLQJLQORFDWLRQVZLWK
HDV\DFFHVVWRPXOWLSOHWUDQVLWOLQHVWKHFKDQJHWR:082FRQWUDGLFWVWKDWSROLF\
,DQGRWKHUSURSHUW\RZQHUVLQWKHDUHD UHTXHVWDQHZDOWHUQDWLYHZLWKWZRYDULDQWVWREH
LQFOXGHGLQWKH(,57KLVDOWHUQDWLYHZLOO
Variant 1
x



,QFUHDVHWKHKHLJKWRI%ORFNORWVWR
DQG  '()*+ RQWKHVRXWKVLGHRI%U\DQW
6WUHHWRUIURQWLQJRQ6L[WK6WUHHWDQGRU0RUULV6WUHHWIURPWKHH[LVWLQJ;RU
;WR 
:KHQWKH&HQWUDO6XEZD\LVFRPSOHWHG

I-Ferro,
I-Ferro, A.1
A.1
PD-3
PD-3

I-Ferro,
I-Ferro, A.2
A.2
PP-9
PP-9

I-Ferro,
I-Ferro, A.3
A.3
AL-1
AL-1

&RPPHQWVRQ&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ'(,5
-DQXDU\
3DJH RI

x

5HFODVVLI\RIWKHHQWLUHEORFNRIDQGORWVDQGRIEORFNWR082

x

'HFUHDVHWKHSURSRVHG&6WR&6 LQ%ORFNVRWKDW WKHKHLJKWRIWKH
WDOOHU EXLOGLQJV ZLOO LQFUHDVH DV WKH\ JHW FORVHU WR WKH &DO7UDLQ 6WDWLRQ RQ
7RZQVHQG 6WUHHW  7KLV FKDQJH ZLOODOORZIRUWDOOEXLOGLQJVRQ7RZQVHQG6WUHHW
EHWZHHQ)RXUWKDQG6L[WK6WUHHWVWKDWRYHUORRNWKH&DOWUDLQVWDWLRQDQG

x

,QFRUSRUDWH1&7]RQLQJDORQJ)RXUWK6L[WKDQG)ROVRP6WUHHWV

Variant 2
7KLV9DULDQWZLOOEHWKHVDPHDV9DULDQWH[FHSWWKDWWKH&6SRUWLRQRIWKH
IORZHU0DUWVLWHZRXOGUHPDLQ
)LQDOO\ UHVLGHQWLDO EXLOGLQJV XS WR   KLJK XQGHU WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RGH DUH OHVV FRVWO\ WR
FRQVWUXFWWKDQKLJKULVHVWUXFWXUHVUHVXOWLQJLQQHZKRXVLQJXQLWVWKDWDUHPRUHDIIRUGDEOH
7KDQN\RXIRU\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
6LQFHUHO\\RXUV

$QJHOR)HUUR3URSHUW\2ZQHUDW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW
WK 6WUHHW%ORFN/RW

I-Ferro,
I-Ferro, A.3
A.3
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

I-Goldstein

-26+8$*2/'67(,1

7KRXJKQRWGLUHFWO\UHODWHGWRDQ\LPSDFWRIWKHSODQ,WKLQNWKHFLW\VKRXOGHLWKHUQDPHRU
UHTXHVWWKDWRQHRIWKH32326LQWKHDUHDEHQDPHGDIWHU-DFN.HURXDF7KHUHDUHDQXPEHU
RIORFDWLRQVLQWKHFLW\QDPHGIRUKLPEXW,WKLQNRQHDUHDWKDWKDVHVFDSHGPXFKQRWLFHLQ
WKLVUHVSHFWLVWKHDUHDDURXQGWKH&DOWUDLQ6WDWLRQ.HURXDFZRUNHGDVDEUHDNPDQIRU
6RXWKHUQ3DFLILFRQWKHWUDLQVWKDWZRXOGHYHQWXDOO\EHFRPH&DOWUDLQ0DQ\ORFDWLRQVLQRU
DURXQGWKHSODQQLQJDUHDDUHH[SOLFLWO\PHQWLRQHGLQKLVSRHP2FWREHULQWKH5DLOURDG
(DUWK7KH%OX[RPH6W/LQHDU3DUNDQGVXJJHVWHG32326DWWKDQG7RZQVHQGVHHP
LGHDOORFDWLRQVWRQDPHDIWHU0U.HURXDF


I-Goldstein.1
I-Goldstein.1
GC-9
GC-9

I-Hestor-1

SUE C. HESTOR
Attorney at Law
870 Market Street, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94102
office (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021
hestor@earthlink.net
February 13, 1017
Michael Jacinto
Environmental Review
1650 Mission St #400
San Francisco CA 94103

Lisa Gibson
Acting ERO Environmental Review
1650 Mission St #400
San Francisco CA 94103

Comments Central SoMa Plan DEIR - 2011.1356E
I have forwarded comments submitted 2/12/17 by James Whitaker to the Federal Transit
Administration, Region 9 on the DEIS/DEIR for the Transbay Transit Center Program. Since the area for
Transit Center work overlaps with the area of the Central SoMa Plan DEIR, I have mailed it separately
with my additional comments.
The issues raised by Mr. Whitaker should also be addressed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR:
Construction effects of improvements to existing residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists, in
particular on air quality, pedestrian and bicyclist hazards during construction of Central SoMa
projects and related "improvements."

I-Hestor-1.1
I-Hestor-1.1
CU-3
CU-3

Impacts that will spill over into the Central SoMa Plan Area from cut-and-cover construction
methods on the soil, the structures, traffic intersections, sidewalks and businesses. I note that
the area of most intensive proposed activity and increased height is just north of the CalTrain
yard along Townsend St.

I-Hestor-1.2
I-Hestor-1.2
GC-4
GC-4

Soil impacts for the SoMa Plan Area is mostly on land created by filling San Francisco Bay. The
bay went deep into what is now the South of Market. The high water table there caused land
failures and sand boils in Loma Prieta. Fatal injuries occurred. The area of the Millennium tower
is similar fill. Because that building was not anchored to bedrock, resulting problems tilted the
building. Adjacent soil was dewatered for construction of nearby Transit Center buildings.
What will be the impacts of trenching along Brannan cited by Whitaker for the projects
anticipated under the Central SoMa Plan. What are impacts on existing buildings north of
Brannan? Please include analysis of groundwater table draw down related to tunneling.

I-Hestor-1.3
I-Hestor-1.3
GE-1
GE-1

What are the impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists related to the goals of Vision Zero to reduce
hazardous walking and biking conditions - both to persons heading to the CalTrain station and to
the nearby office and residential areas?

I-Hestor-1.4
I-Hestor-1.4
TR-9
TR-9

Are noisy operations to be banned at times existing residents, or new residents coming into the
area, i.e. no night time noise.

I-Hestor-1.5
I-Hestor-1.5
NO-1
NO-1

1

Additional Sue Hestor comments
There have been a series of prior planning and actions south of Market covering the same area of the
Central SoMa Plan. The Project Description "Plan Vision" text in II omits mentioning AND fails to show
them on a map. Please include in THIS EIR a description of each of the plans (and one intervening
implementation). What was goal of the rezoning or plan? Effective date? MAP of resulting heights and
zoning classifications. Each planning process occurred with several years of public involvement. Provide
approximate start and end dates of each public planning process. And date of adoption of
plan/rezoning. Figure II-1 should be used as model to show area.

I-Hestor-1.6
I-Hestor-1.6
PP-5
PP-5

Downtown Plan - changed zoning south of Market from industrial and light industrial
Subsequent rezoning of south of Market - staffed by Susana Montana and Paul Lord
(several year process fine-tuned South of Market to allow PDR and artist uses in former
industrial warehouses, provide space for non profits serving residents and support
existing, mostly low-income and family, housing)
Late 90s explosion of commercial live/work projects. 5000 total units in industrial areas, over
1000 units in Central SoMa Plan area. Over 5 years of project approvals - bridge
between Subsequent rezoning above and decision to commence Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan. NO AFFORDABLE HOUSING BECAUSE LIVE-WORK NOT
HOUSING - Commercial use REQUIRED. 1:1 parking. NSRs which limited occupancy and
use -required commercial tenancy and annual business registration. No attempt made
to build out residential neighborhoods.
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan - Please show boundaries map East SoMa and West SoMa on map.
Western SoMa Plan - Please show boundaries on map.
Where Central SoMa EIR refers to Eastern Neighborhoods or Western SoMa Plan, please cite to specific
page of that Area Plan so others can find and review. e.g. II-3 para 2 of Background refers to pending
development of Central Subway related to THIS Central SoMa Area Plan and EIR. Provide reference to
page in Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. Similar in Western SoMa Plan which occurred after EN had already
been adopted.

I-Hestor-1.7
I-Hestor-1.7
PP-8
PP-8

Based on the lengthy multi-year planning processes - particularly the lengthy time spent planning
Western SoMa Plan which fine-tuned protections for existing residents AND JOBS - an observer might
think that Planning was waiting for the Western SoMa planning process to END. So that it might be
ripped to shreds and discarded after members of the public, who worked years on Eastern
Neighborhoods then Western SoMa Plans, were burned out and went away. And another high-rise
district, on bay fill, could be created to benefit developers of offices and market-rate housing.

I-Hestor-1.8
I-Hestor-1.8
GC-12
GC-12

11-4 discusses housing goals in regional plans. Do these goal numbers include San Francisco
providing/building housing for reverse commuters from Silicon Valley - Santa Clara and San Mateo
county? There has been an explosion of reverse commuters renting or buying San Francisco housing
because inadequate housing is being provided on the Peninsula for the expansion of commercial space.
Unlike San Francisco - which for over 30 years has required commercial developers to fund housing
construction because the PUBLIC pushed Planning to impose housing and transit fees - San Mateo and
Santa Clara have chosen to let commercial developers off the hook.

I-Hestor-1.9
I-Hestor-1.9
PP-2
PP-2

I-Hestor-1.10
I-Hestor-1.10
GC-1
GC-1

Project Objectives II-5. In light of previous planning efforts, please discuss how successful the various
rezonings have been in attaining their stated objectives. Specifically in regard to stabilizing and
2

expanding residential communities (Youth and Family Zone in EN). Expanding commercial work space
for artists in post Downtown Plan south of Market zoning. Expanding transit routes (including on 2-way
Folsom PLUS new Muni lines in south of Market). Stabilizing jobs and services in Eastern Neighborhoods
and Western SoMa Plans while maintaining housing for wide range of incomes.

I-Hestor-1.10
I-Hestor-1.10
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

South of Market rezoning after Downtown Plan adoption had unexpected result in approval of over
5,000+ units of commercial live/work several years later in late 1990s in areas historically zoned for light
industry. The South of Market rezoning had made legal conversion or construction of new live/work. In
reaction to community pushback on what was perceived as upper end HOUSING, Planning took aAn
important interim step. The Commission/Department developed and imposed NSRs on most live/work
units. Nearly all of the units and NSRs were in the Southeast Quadrant. The quadrant leader should
have access to and knowledge of the NSRs and how compliance has been monitored. Except for a very
small area of the South of Market, new housing required a Conditional Use. Because live/work was a
PERMITTED commercial use it did not require CU approval nor provide any affordable housing.

I-Hestor-1.11
I-Hestor-1.11
LU-5
LU-5

Over 1000 of the total 5,000 live/work units were built in the Central SoMa Plan Area. Many had NSR
conditions which addressed concerns about new residents of commercial spaces coming into an light
industrial area where there were existing PDR and other uses which would have some conflicts with new
live/work residents. NSRs designed to head off conflicts.
Requested mitigation measure to notify of pre-existing mixed use nature of Central SoMa.
The Department should have in its files the language of the NSRs PLANNING imposed on live/work
projects. To expand uses and heights into areas that have uses and occupants that are PDR, industrial,
services for low and moderate income people, a mitigation measure to ensure protection of legal preexisting uses is needed. Given experience with live/work NSRs, the NSRs need to be signed AND
RECORDED by each succeeding owner or resident of a new building - at a minimum market rate housing
and commercial office. The RECORDED NSR should advise signer that they are moving into an area
that had been for decades has been zoned for industrial use. That non-profit agencies had been owners
and occupants of Central SoMa for decades so that low income persons and nearby areas could be
served. That THEY, residents of new market rate housing and occupants of office buildings, are the
interlopers. In my words, they should not bitch about others who have already been operating legally in
the area as a permitted use. Imposition of a mitigation measure that must be signed AND RECORDED by
successive condo owners, and required to be signed by office tenants, would allow mixed uses to
continue, along with long term residential tenancies by lower income people.
I specifically refer to the language imposed on the project at 1000 Pennsylvania (AB 4224, Lot 42) which
acknowledges the presence of industrial uses in that industrially zoned area with an aim to protect the
uses. Language based on the following should be required:
The property owner and all successors in ownership of (office building, market rate housing, etc)
shall disclose in writing, and require a signed AND RECORDED acknowledgment therefor and, for
tenants, such disclosure shall be included in the signed lease agreement that:
(A)
the project was built on property which was zoned (here need history of zoning back to
industrial zoning pre-downtown Plan, and what uses were permitted up to Central SoMa Plan
zoning) and that property, when approved for the subject project, was surrounded by a mixture
of residential, commercial (including nighttime entertainment) and industrial uses;
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(B)

that industrial use and the jobs they generate are important to San Francisco;

I-Hestor-1.11
I-Hestor-1.11
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

(c)
that the nature of industrial use is often noisy, odorous, and operate at all hours of the
day or night, on all days of the year, and often locate in industrial areas;
(D)
that activities permitted in an (M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District - modify) generate
noise from patrons and other entering and departing the area at all hours;
(E)
that surrounding industrial facilities may generate other circumstances and conditions
that may be considered by some people as offensive to market rate housing or office use;
(F)

that there exist numerous nightclubs and restaurants in the nearby area.

This mitigation measure requiring a signed RECORDED NSR - which is binding on all subsequent owners
or tenants - should be imposed on any market rate housing or office development in Central SoMa.
Project Location - IIC. To understand cumulative development projected in Central SoMa plan area, a
list of PPAs in that area with description of proposed height and projected size, including number of
parking spaces. Since the area for transportation and related areas includes a broader area - Market
to Townsend, 11th St to The Embarcadero - please also provide PPA information PLUS the same
information for projects undergoing environmental review or which have been approved since the
Central Corridor plan was initiated in early 2011.

I-Hestor-1.12
I-Hestor-1.12
CU-1
CU-1

Wind

I-Hestor-1.13
I-Hestor-1.13
WI-1
WI-1

What are the dates for the wind speed data collected at old Federal Building at 50 UN Plaza?
Planning Code 148, Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts, was adopted in 1985 as
part of the Downtown Plan. Development under Downtown Plan mostly focused development in the
eastern part of the C-3 district, specifically C-3-O, C-3-O(SD), C-3-R. Little attention was paid to the C-3-S
and C-3-G and wind complications there because no significant high-rise housing or office use was
projected. Subsequent to the Downtown Plan a separate more relevant wind study was done focused
on westerly winds coming into the western part of the Central SoMa Plan area. The information from
that study is more relevant than Planning Code 148 to understanding, avoiding and mitigating winds in
this area of South of Market.

I-Hestor-1.14
I-Hestor-1.14
WI-4
WI-4

That wind study was done for the Redevelopment Agency by Environmental Review. The Agency was in
midst of DONATING the site at southeast 10th & Market to the federal GSA to construct a new federal
office building. Because of concerns over wind conditions, raised by residents of the Tenderloin, there
was serious analysis of winds coming over the Hayes Street hill. How winds accelerated and created
dangerous conditions as they approached and crossed Van Ness, hit buildings and swarmed onto both
Market and areas south of Market.
IV.G shows that the later study has resulted in further analyses of the impacts of development in Central
SoMa. The effect of the differing street grid pattern north and south of Market is discussed. But other
4
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factors not analyzed in this EIR must also be discussed. The effect on BICYCLISTS is important but not
discussed. It is different from effects on people seated or walking - both of which have standards in the
EIR. There is substantial bicycle traffic TO and FROM the CalTrain station at 4th & Townsend. The
Central SoMa is area with and proposed for substantial new construction. Both under Central SoMa
Plan and associated with CalTrain itself. All require analysis in regard to compounded wind hazards in a
construction zone. I have seen bicyclists blown over by gusts of wind. Active bikers have told me of
their own experience biking west on Mission and Market. Winds accelerate when the fog rolls east in
the afternoon. The danger to bicyclists must be discussed. Concerns were raised in that regard by Jason
Henderson in comments on the One Oak EIR. Please consider his comments as raising issues for THIS
EIR.
The other missing discussion of wind impacts is on vehicles on the elevated I-80 freeway running
between Harrison and Bryant Streets. Impacts on seated persons and pedestrians are measured at
different heights. As high-rise buildings are built adjacent to and higher than I-80 freeway, what will be
wind effects on vehicles on the freeway? Explain whether Figure IV.G-2 has information on the elevated
level of I-80 freeway at sites 11, 13, 14.

I-Hestor-1.15
I-Hestor-1.15
(cont'd.)
(cont'd.)

I-Hestor-1.16
I-Hestor-1.16
WI-9
WI-9

I-Hestor-1.17
I-Hestor-1.17
WI-11
WI-11

The wind tunnel tests - IV.G-3 et seq - appear to have been one off analyses of individual projects. Not
analysis assuming construction of ALL of the projects. Please review the language and explain what
cumulative development was in each analysis.
Additional Mitigation for Winds

I-Hestor-1.18
I-Hestor-1.18
WI-12
WI-12

DEIR acknowledges that windiest areas are generally along 4th and 5th Streets south of Bryant - one of
two areas proposed for dramatic height increases. Another area with significant height increases is
north of the freeway from 2nd to 4th Street.
The developers of all buildings over 85 feet - particularly market rate housing and office buildings should have to contribute to a fund that allows the Planning Department to maintain and consistently
update a wind study that on-going basis adds all new construction of whatever height in Plan Area.
IV.G-7 et seq. Please explain in clear language how environmental review as to when wind and other
project specific impacts will be done for future projects in Central SoMa. The discussion states that
study will be done. IV.G-9 says that subsequent future development could alter winds in a manner
that substantially affects public areas. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACT.

I-Hestor-1.19
I-Hestor-1.19
WI-10
WI-10

Since this is EIR for Area Plan, does Planning/Environmental Review expect that the "usual" exemption
time line will be followed? That so long as the Exemption is in hand at the time that the Planning
Commission acts, CEQA requirements are being followed?
To ensure thoughtful evaluation of project specific impacts, I request that an Exemption for a project
requiring any wind study be approved by the ERO NO LATER THAN 3 weeks before the Planning
Commission hearing + that the availability of the Exemption be part of any notice of hearing + and
that any Planning Code amendment implementing the Central SoMa Plan include language that
requires Planning Commission hearing and approval for a project requiring a wind analysis.
Alternatively building heights should be reduced so that heights are kept under 85 feet so that wind
speeds do not accelerate.
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Scoping out Geology and Soils
The INITIAL STUDY (Appendix B - p.135) improperly scoped out the issue of geology and soils. Please
include map p. 138 which shows that the vast majority of the current Central SoMa Plan area (3rd - 6th
Sts) is artificial fill (former SF Bay) and map p. 143 which shows that same area is a liquefaction zone.

I-Hestor-1.20
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GE-1
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The soils condition in this part of Central SoMa - Bay fill - is similar to that of the Millennium tower in the
Transit Center which building was not anchored to bedrock. See my comments above on first page.
Different types of construction are required for different building heights.
Low rise housing - which can be relatively dense low and moderate income housing and family housing doesn't require foundations driven to bedrock. As heights increase dramatically for office buildings and
market rate housing, the type of housing construction will change. Where the soil is filled San Francisco
Bay and heights remain modest, even if dense low-rise housing is allowed, construction costs come
down.
There needs to be discussion IN THE EIR of what method of construction is mandated by the SOILS and
the high water table of the land. The Central SoMa Plan should learn from the sobering experience of
the Millennium tower.
Earthquake impacts are more than ruptures on faults. Loma Prieta had serious impacts in this area of
the south of Market. Not just on the Marina.
Developers have bid up the price of land counting on DRAMATIC increases in building heights. The cost
of high-rise steel, pile- driven construction will drive up the cost of housing. Modest increases with
appropriate frame construction will allow lower income housing to be built. The Central SoMa Plan
should not be predicated on maximizing developer profit and costs. The current plan for most of this
area is the Western SoMa Plan.

I-Hestor-1.21
I-Hestor-1.21
GC-8
GC-8

If the fill nature of the soils requires expensive types of construction, limiting those who can afford to
build, reducing heights may very well enable less costly construction methods that will reduce the cost
of housing construction.

Submitted,
Sue C. Hestor
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I-Hong

From: Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 4:59 PM
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC)
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS);
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Rose, Paul (MTA)
Subject: DEIR - Central SOMA Case 2011.1356A

)HEUXDU\
6DQ)UDQFLVFR3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW
$WWHQ0LVV/LVD*LEVRQ(QYLURQPHQWDO5HYLHZ2IILFHU
0LVVLRQ6WUHHW6XLWH6DQ)UDQFLVFR&$
6XEMHFW&RPPHQWV&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ 1XPEHU(
*RRGDIWHUQRRQ 0LVV/LVD*LEVRQ
,DPZULWLQJLQIXOOVXSSRUWRIWKLVSURMHFW,EHOLHYHWKLV'RFXPHQW3ODQZLOOKHOSJXLGH
GHYHORSHUVDQGSODQQHUVDOLNHWKUXWKLVDUHDRIWKH&LW\0RVWO\WRVRUWKDYHKDYHD0DVWHU3ODQ
WKDWVKRZVKRZDOOWKHVH$UHD3ODQVZRUNZLWKHDFKRWKHU0\ QDPHLV'HQQLV+RQJ,KDYHEHHQ
DUHVLGHQWDQGDSULYDWHFLWL]HQUHVLGLQJLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRDOOP\OLIH± 6L[W\\HDUVSOXV7KDQN
\RXIRUOHWWLQJPHUHYLHZDQGFRPPHQWRQWKLV3URMHFWDQGVHYHUDORWKHUVLQWKHSDVW,W¶VDOZD\V
DSOHDVXUHUHYLHZLQJDQGFRPPHQWLQJRQWKH'HSDUWPHQWVSURIHVVLRQDO(,5¶V7KH3ODQQLQJ
'HSDUWPHQWKDVEHHQYHU\VXSSRUWLYHZLWKP\UHTXHVWVDQG,DSSUHFLDWHDOOWKHSURIHVVLRQDO
HIIRUWVWKDWDUHPDGHLQSURGXFLQJWKHVHGRFXPHQWV 2.OHWVVHHLIWKLVHPDLOZRUNV$IWHU
UHYLHZLQJWKLVUHSRUW DERYH KHUHDUHP\IROORZLQJFRPPHQWV ZKLFKDUHGXHWRGD\DW30 DQG
WUXVW,GLGQRWPLVVWKHGHDGOLQHWRVXEPLWP\FRPPHQWVDQGWKDWP\ HPDLOIRUPDWZRUNV,KDYH
FRQFOXGHGWKHUHLVVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQDQG ,IXOO\VXSSRUWWKLV3URMHFW3ODQDQGWKLVUHSRUW
(DFKSURMHFWKDVLW VRZQYDOXHVDQGFRPPHQWVWKLVRQHLVPRUHXQLTXHWKDWDW\SLFDO'(,5
),1$//<7KDQNVWR\RXWKH3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQWDQGWKH%RDUGRI6XSHUYLVRUVIRUZRUNLQJ
VRKDUGRQWKHVHSURMHFWV ,ZLOOFRQWLQXHWRUHYLHZ DQGFRPPHQWRIIXWXUHSURMHFWVDVQHHGHG
7KDQN\RXIRU\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIP\FRPPHQWVDVSDUWRIWKH'(,53OHDVHLQFOXGHP\
FRPPHQWVLQWKHILQDO5HSRUW
6KRXOGDQ\RQH KDYHDQ\TXHVWLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKLVHPDLOOHWWHUSOHDVHGRQRWKHVLWDWHWRFRQWDFW
PHDWGHQQLVMJRY#\DKRRFRP(VSHFLDOO\LIWKHHPDLOIRUPDWZDVFRQIXVLQJRUZDVPXVFOHG
ZLWKWKHFORXG
36,IWKHUHDUHDQ\FRPSHOOLQJUHDVRQVZK\WKLVSURMHFWVKRXOGQRWFRQWLQXHRUEHGHOD\HG,
ZRXOGEHLQWHUHVWHGWRXQGHUVWDQGZK\
%HVW5HJDUGV
'HQQLV+RQJ
0DULHWWD'ULYH
6DQ)UDQFLVFR&D

I-Hong.1
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I-Nagy

7DPDV1DJ\

, YHUHDGWKHSDUWVRIWKH'UDIW(,5UHODWHGWRELNLQJLQ&HQWUDO620$DV,RIWHQFRPPXWH
WKURXJKLW,OLYHLQ0LVVLRQ%D\DQGRQHRIWKHIDVWHVWZD\VRIJHWWLQJWRGRZQWRZQLVYLD
WKHWKLUGVWUHHWFRUULGRU,W VQRWFOHDUZKHWKHUWKHELNHODQHSURSRVHGIRUWKHWKLUGVWUHHW
FRUULGRULVSURWHFWHGRUQRW,IHDULWLVWKHODWWHU7KHVXFFHVVRISURWHFWHGELNHODQHVRQ)HOO
6WDQG6DQ-RVH$YHQXH DQGVRRQWRFRPHWRWKWK VKRZWKDWLVWKHRQO\ZD\IRUZDUGIRU
ELNHODQHVLQKHDYLO\WUDIILFNHGDUHDV OLNH7KLUGVWUHHW 
,WKLQNLWLVSDUDPRXQWIRUWKHVDIHW\RIELF\FOLVWVWKDWWKHF\FOHWUDFNVLQVWDOOHGRQ7KLUGDQG
)RXUWKDUHSURWHFWHGE\SDUNLQJRUFRQFUHWHEDUULHUVSODQWHUV


I-Nagy.1
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I-Patterson

5LFKDUG1RUWK3DWWHUVRQ

,VWURQJO\REMHFWWRWKHHYHQKLJKHU+LJK±5LVH$OWHUQDWLYHUHOHDVHGLQ$XJXVW,W
VHHPVWKDW6HFRQG6WUHHWLVEHLQJVLQJOHGRXWIRUKXJHKLJKULVHVIRUQRDSSDUHQWUHDVRQ
7KLVZLOODIIHFWOLJKWDQGDLUQRWWRPHQWLRQIXUWKHUWUDIILFDQGFRQJHVWLRQ7KLVZLOOPDNH
WKHQHLJKERUKRRGOHVVDWWUDFWLYHDQGDFFHVVLEOH
7KHSRLQWRIDUDWLRQDOGHYHORSPHQWSODQVKRXOGEHOLYDELOLW\DQGDUHDVRQDEOHPL[RI
KRXVLQJ±HVSHFLDOO\DIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ±RIILFHVSDFHDQGEXVLQHVVHVEDODQFHGWRFUHDWHD
OLYDEOHHQYLURQPHQWZKLFKLQFOXGHVKRXVLQJIRUPLGGOHFODVV6DQ)UDQFLVFDQV7KH0LG±
$ULVH$OWHUQDWLYHFRPHVIDUFORVHUWRDFKLHYLQJWKHVHJRDOV7KHFLW\VKRXOGQRWGHYLDWH
IURPWKDWSODQLQFOXGLQJDORQJ6HFRQG6WUHHW
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I-Rosenberg

,VDDF5RVHQEHUJ

2YHUDOOWKH&HQWUDO6R0DSODQQHHGVWRDFFRPPRGDWHIRUIDUPRUHSHRSOHWKDQLWFXUUHQWO\
GRHV$KHLJKWOLPLWRIIHHWLQPRVWSODFHVVLPSO\LVQ WHQRXJKWRKDQGOHWKH
GHPDQGRIOLYLQJLQ6R0D,ZRXOGOLNHWRVHHWKHKHLJKWOLPLWLQFUHDVHGWRDWOHDVW
IHHWLQPRVWSODFHV

I-Rosenberg.1
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AL-1
AL-1

$OVRIRUVSHFLILFSURMHFWV,ZRXOGOLNHWRVHH3ODQQLQJOHW7RZQVHQGSURFHHGDVDOO
I-Rosenberg.2
I-Rosenberg.2
UHVLGHQWLDODQGQRWKDYHWRGHGLFDWHVSDFHIRUDPLGEORFNDOOH\ZKLFKZRXOGUHPRYHEDGO\
PD-13
PD-13
QHHGHGKRXVLQJXQLWV,QDGGLWLRQ,ZRXOGOLNHWRVHHDQXS]RQHIRUWKHWK6WUHHW
VLWHWRIHHWWRDGGPRUHKRXVLQJWRWKHDUHD
$VIRUELNLQJ,OLYHRQWKVWUHHWDQGZRXOGOLNHWRVHHDFODVV,GHGLFDWHGELNHODQHWKHUH
I-Rosenberg.3
I-Rosenberg.3
2QWKVWUHHWRYHUWKHEULGJH,ZRXOGOLNHWRVHHLWFORVHGWRYHKLFXODUWUDIILFDQGWXUQHG
PD-7
PD-7
LQWRDSHGHVWULDQWUDQVLWRQO\EULGJH7KLVZRXOGSUHYHQWWKH7OLQHIURPEHLQJFRQJHVWHGE\
FDUVDQGJUHDWO\LPSURYHWKH7OLQHUHOLDELOLW\DQGVSHHG&DUVFRXOGJRWRWKHQHDUE\UG
VWUHHWEULGJHRURQWKVWUHHW
2YHUDOOWKLVSODQZDVVWDUWHGLQ6LQFHWKHQ6DQ)UDQFLVFRKDVDGGHGRYHU
MREV<HWWKLVSODQRQO\]RQHVIRUDQDGGLWLRQDOMREV7KLVVLPSO\LVQ WHQRXJK:H
QHHGSROLFLHVWKDWDUHLQWRXFKZLWKWKHWLPHVWKDWZHOLYHLQ
:HQHHGSROLFLHVWKDWHQDEOHWKHFUHDWLRQRIVDIHDIIRUGDEOHKRPHVDWDPHDQLQJIXOVFDOH
,VDDF
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I-Schuttish

On Feb 13, 2017, at 2:43 PM, Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.netwrote:
Dear Ms. Gibson:
Good afternoon. Sorry to get my comments in just before the buzzer, but I hope that is OK as it is now
2:40 in the afternoon here on my computer. Thank you and hope you have a Happy Valentine’s Day.
Here are my comments below:
On page S-55 of the plan it states that the range of number of households projected with the various
alternatives is approximately 9,200 households (no project) to 25,500 households (plan
implementation). This is by the year 2040.
On page IV-6, Table IV-1 Summary of Growth Projections” seems to show these same numbers just
broken out differently, for households under the both options for the plan, No Project and Central
SOMA Plan. There is footnote ("footnote a") in there which assumes an 87% occupancy rate because
there are a lot of newly constructed units, but then assumes a jump to 95% occupancy in the Plan Area
in the remaining years of the plan.
These percentage numbers in “footnote a” are based on the 2010 Census. According to the footnote
this was when a lot of these even newer buildings in the Central Soma were not even under construction
in part due to the ongoing economic downturn from 2008. In other words, there were some new
buildings in 2010, that were not occupied, but “newly constructed”. But there were probably even
more in the years after this time and up until 2012-2014 when the economy pick up again.
Also with regard to this footnote: Aren’t these households counted in the 2010 Census occupying
buildings that most likely have long term occupancy which would mean rent control, long term
mortgages, subsidized housing? Is it reasonable to assume as this footnote seems to imply that the high
rate of occupancy is due to all the newly constructed units?
Also is the assumption of occupancy rate possibly too high, because those households that are attached
to units that are condominiums do not necessarily need to live there in order to purchase the unit, or
live there full time (pied-a-terre, airBnB, safe harbor investment, etc).
My point is that isn’t this occupancy rate possibly too high an assumption because they are not really
occupied and the high occupancy is a different number, perhaps a lower number based on earlier or
pre-2010 housing or units?
In other words, just because the buildings are built, whether they were specifically the buildings cited in
the footnote or buildings that came on the market by the middle of the decade, can the level of
occupancy be safely assumed? Or to put it a different way…are a number of these buildings “Zombie
Buildings” because the households are not really in these buildings? Is the only real occupancy of
households, pre-existing housing prior to 2010 and even earlier housing stock?
As a sidebar, how do these occupancy rates from 2010 compare to the occupancy rates for households
in the eastern SOMA?

I-Schuttish.1
I-Schuttish.1
PH-1
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And even if the occupancy rates are accurate, regardless of the points above, there is another question
relating to occupancy of households. That for various reasons, some of which are above, will these
projected households find their supply of proposed housing within the Central SOMA Plan Area?
My concern is that this big jump in households will instead demand housing in the neighborhoods to
immediately to the west and to the south of Central SOMA and seek the supply there.
If people are working in Central SOMA but seek and occupy housing and create households in these
other neighborhoods to the west and south…there are two potential impacts….further gentrification
which apparently cannot be directly dealt with under CEQA, but issues of transportation, air quality,
etc…all of which are important.
Why would households seek to occupy housing in the other neighborhoods to the west and south and
not just the Central SOMA? Because it may be more desirable housing due to type of density of the
neighborhoods or because of issues of affordability. Perhaps it will be perceived as more family friendly
housing or one member of the household will work in the Central SOMA Area, or in the other parts of
the expanded Financial District, including the Eastern SOMA while the other member works down the
Peninsula. This may be a realistic decision of these types of households due to either higher income
levels or size of the household. Higher income levels can buy whatever they want, wherever they
want…including neighborhoods to the west and south that may be currently relatively
affordable….namely: Outer Mission, Excelsior, Portola, Crocker Amazon, Bayview, (and even parts of the
Mission, Noe, Glen Park and Bernal Heights).
I understand that households with enough economic means can occupy housing anywhere and focusing
on these particular neighborhoods may be tunnel vision….if these households don’t occupy in the
Central SOMA Plan Area they can go anywhere they want.
However as these residential neighborhoods cited above are basically adjacent to the Central SOMA
(not separated by Market Street), I think it is reasonable to assume that they would inspire the most
demand. Particularly in the context of family friendly housing, relative affordability, amenities, transit
and transportation, etc.
Please clarify the impacts on these particular neighborhoods to the west and south and what the
numbers in under the No Project and the Central SOMA plan portend, (as well as the various other
alternatives mentioned in the DEIR if possible).
These are my comments.
Thank you very much for your time and that of your Staff and all the hard work that goes into producing
such a document.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
460 Duncan Street
SF 94131

I-Schuttish.1
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I-Schwark

2Q)HEDW30-RQ6FKZDUNMVFJP#\DKRRFRP!ZURWH
3ODQQLQJ'HSDUWPHQW6WDII0HPEHUVRIWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQDQG%26
,¶PZULWLQJWRGD\WRH[SUHVVP\H[WUHPHGLVDSSRLQWPHQWLQWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQDQG
LW V(,5,OLYHDWWKDQG0DUNHWQHDUWKHHGJHRIWKHSODQDUHDDQGDOVRZULWHDVD
PHPEHURIWKH6)%D\$UHD5HQWHUV)HGHUDWLRQDQG6)<,0%<3DUW\
7KHPRVWFULWLFDOSDUDJUDSKLQWKH&HQWUDO6R0DSODQIRUXQGHUVWDQGLQJZK\LWPXVWEH
VHQWEDFNWRWKHGUDZLQJERDUGIRUDWKRURXJKUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQLVWKLV
³8QGHUH[LVWLQJFLW\UXOHVWKHUHLVSRWHQWLDOWREXLOGVSDFHIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\MREV
DQGKRXVLQJXQLW:LWKWKHDGRSWLRQRIWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQWKHUHZRXOGEH
SRWHQWLDOWREXLOGVSDFHIRUDSSUR[LPDWHO\WRMREVDQGKRXVLQJXQLWV7KH
SODQWKHUHIRUHUHSUHVHQWVDQLQFUHDVHLQGHYHORSPHQWFDSDFLW\RIIRUMREVDQG
IRUKRXVLQJ´± &HQWUDO6R0D3ODQ
,GRQ WFDOOIRUDWKRURXJKUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQOLJKWO\/DVW\HDUZHZLWQHVVHGDFRRUGLQDWHG
35FDPSDLJQE\VRFDOOHGKRXVLQJDGYRFDWHVLQWKHFLW\WRGXEWKH$+%3D
³GLVSODFHPHQWERPE´$+%3VROHO\VRXJKWWRFUHDWHPRUHKRXVLQJXQLWV SHUKDSV
DURXQG ZLWKRXWJUHDWO\LQFUHDVLQJMREV'HVSLWHWKHQHJDWLYHSURSDJDQGDDWWDFN
LQWUXWKLWZRXOGKDYHHDVHGGLVSODFHPHQWRYHUDOO2QWKHRWKHUKDQGORRNLQJDWWKH
QXPEHUVIRU&HQWUDO6R0DZHFDQVHHWKHWUXHGLVSODFHPHQWERPELVDFWXDOO\ULJKWQRZ
DERYHRXUKHDGV
It is an abdication of your civic duty to ignore this.
,QWKHDEVHQFHRIDsurplus RIGHYHORSDEOHKRXVLQJRYHUGHYHORSDEOHDQGSODQQHGRIILFH
VSDFHMREVLQRWKHUSDUWVRIWKHFLW\DQGJHQHURXVO\DOORZLQJIRUZRUNHUVSHUXQLW
&HQWUDO 6RPDZLOOUHVXOWLQWKHDGGLWLRQDOGLVSODFHPHQWSUHVVXUHRISHRSOH,DP
FRQILGHQWWKDWXQGHUFORVHLQVSHFWLRQ\RXZLOOILQGQRVXFKVXUSOXVRIGHYHORSDEOH
KRXVLQJH[LVWVLQWKHRWKHUDUHDSODQVDQGQHLJKERUKRRGVRIWKHFLW\,IVRPHRQHWHOOV
\RXVXFKDVXUSOXVH[LVWVDVNWRVHHWKHcitywide QXPEHUVIRUERWKKRXVLQJand jobs
&HQWUDO6RPDLVVKRUWDERXWKRXVLQJXQLWV WRWDO MXVWWRPDNHLWGRQR
KDUP
,EHOLHYHZHVKRXOGVSHFLILFDOO\DVNWKHSODQQLQJGHSDUWPHQWIRU
 $Q(,5RSWLRQWKDWLV-REVKRXVLQJEDODQFHGDWWKHVDPHOHYHORIRIILFHVSDFH
FUHDWLRQDVFXUUHQWO\LQWKHSODQDQG
 $QRSWLRQWKDWDOORZVIRU[DVPDQ\SHRSOHKRXVHGDVHPSOR\HG
,WLVDIDLOXUHRIRXUSURFHVVWKDWLQRXUFXUUHQWKRXVLQJVKRUWDJH3ODQQLQJWKRXJKWLWZDV
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KRXVLQJDQGZHZHUHWRSXVKVRPHRIILFHGHYHORSPHQWWRRWKHUDUHDVLQRUGHUWRFUHDWH
PRUHKRXVLQJWKDWLVDOVREHWWHUWKDQWKHFXUUHQWSODQ)RULQVWDQFHLIZHSXVKHGRIILFH
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SROLFLHVUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHLULPSDFWVRQWKHKRXVLQJFULVLV7KLVLVRXUODVWEHVWFKDQFHWR
IL[WKHGLVSODFHPHQWDQGVRFLDOLVVXHVFDXVHGE\QHZGHYHORSPHQWLQWKHSODQDUHD
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SURYLGHRSSRUWXQLW\WRHYHU\RQHZKRZLVKHVWROLYHLQ 6DQ)UDQFLVFR :HZRXOGQRWOLNHWRVHH
WKHRIMREVUHGXFHG ZHDOVRGRQRWZDQWDQHQWLUHO\QHZSODQRUQHZ(,5SURFHVVWRVWDUW ZH
VLPSO\ZDQWDQDOWHUQDWLYHIRUPRUHKRXVLQJ HJKRXVLQJXQLWV" WREHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH
SODQDQG(,5
%HVW
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I-Weel
From: Jaap Weel <jaapweel@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 4:58 PM
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)
Subject: Central SOMA Plan Draft EIR comment

Dear Ms Gibson!
I read much of the EIR, and I generally like what's going on, though as you probably guessed, I
wouldn't have bothered writing a comment if there weren't a "but". Just as background here,
my concern here is with the housing shortage. Lots of people want to live in the Bay Area,
either because they're from around here, or because it's an economically successful and well
diversified region with lots of interesting and lucrative jobs, or because of the region's cultural
dynamism, or the comparatively inclusive attitude toward those whose ethnicity, sexual
orientation, &c are considered too eccentric elsewhere. But amid all that acceptance and
tolerance, there's one thing we don't do, and that's actually build housing for all the people that
want to live here, and I think that's a shame. The plan would add a lot of potential housing, and
that's good.
The draft EIR has nearly 1000 pages of documentation on how all of this upzoning is not some
sort of environmental disaster in the myriad ways that California considers things to be
potential environmental disasters, including such apparent catastrophes as shadows on existing
condos. You convinced me. It's not an environmental disaster.
In fact, quite the opposite. Dense mixed use neighborhoods have much less environmental
impact than people commuting in from Tracy or Stockton or Gilroy, which is realistically what
you get only even more of when you change nothing. And that's where I'm ambivalent about
the EIR as an EIR.
What bugs me about the report is the alternatives analysis. Sure, the document demonstrates
that the higher density alternative is not appreciably worse than building nothing, or than
building less. But how does it compare to building more? Especially given the switch from Level
of Service to Vehicle Miles Traveled, it seems that isn't necessarily a foregone conclusion.
Shouldn't we be considering the possibility that a higher density alternative has LESS
environmental impact?
After all, with less housing in SOMA, we have more people driving cars in from elsewhere. If for
a minute we set away the details of point-by-point impact review, I think that allowing more
urban housing has less environmental impact. Not just less than some other plan for regulatory
change, but also less than the zero-build alternative. Because zero-build doesn't mean zerochange. Business may have its ups and downs, but the structural economic advantages of prime
metro areas like ours aren't going away. The region will continue to attract a lot of people. The
default is not that everything stays as it is now. The default is that people move further and
further away from the jobs centers until they find a place they can afford. When it comes to
professionals like me, zoning restrictions may just be a way to transfer money from our wallets

I-Weel.1
I-Weel.1
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to that of the landowners, but there many people who work here whose wallets aren't big
enough for that. I've spoken to people who commute from as far as Sacramento!
I think there are good arguments to be made that the housing shortage is not just a
socioeconomic problem, but also an environmental problem. The alternative to more housing
in San Francisco is more sprawl elsewhere. Even if we don't consider the incentive we create for
ADDITIONAL sprawl to be pushed for elsewhere, densification can happen regardless, simple
because more people pack into a housing unit, and that can definitely happen in Stockton just
as well as it can happen in San Francisco. And having lots and lots of people commute in from
elsewhere has all sorts of impacts on Vehicle Miles Traveled and climate change.
Or, if you aren't allowed to consider the effects of things that happen elsewhere, since
environmental damage that we can help avoid elsewhere is harder to incorporate into this type
of analysis than damage caused directly by the changes, then think of it as additional
mitigation. The plans have some impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled and on climate change.
Having more density means less traffic, and also people living in an urban environment that is
generally less impactful to the environment in numerous ways than living in lower density
areas. This is not a potential future thing. It's something that's already happening. And adding
more housing, including in the blocks that are weirdly set aside for PDR, helps mitigate the
environmental impact of the project. Better than any of the alternatives under consideration.
My legal name is Jacob Johannes Weel, but people know me as just Jaap Weel. You can contact
me by email. I live in San Francisco, one block away from the project area.
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7KHUHLVDSULPDU\SUREOHPZLWKWKH'UDIW(,5GRFXPHQWLQWKDWLWWKURZVLWVKDQGV
XSDQGUHVLJQVWRWKHQRWLRQRIZKDWLVFDOOHG8QDYRLGDEOH SURMHFWOHYHODQGRU
FXPXODWLYHLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRODQGXVHFXOWXUDODQGSDOHRQWRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHV
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQGFLUFXODWLRQQRLVHDQGYLEUDWLRQDLUTXDOLW\DQGZLQG
7KHUHDUHZD\VWRDYRLGWKHLPSDFWVUHODWHGWRODQGXVHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQG
FLUFXODWLRQDQGDLUTXDOLW\E\WRVVLQJRXWWKHLGHDWKDW&HQWUDO6R0DQHHGVPRUH
KLJKULVHRIILFHVSDFHLQVWHDGRIPRUHKRXVLQJ:HKDYHDKRXVLQJFULVLVLQ6DQ
)UDQFLVFRDQGDQXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWHRIOHVVWKDQLQRWKHUZRUGVWKHDGGLWLRQ
RIRIILFHVSDFHRQO\LQFUHDVHVWKHGHPDQGIRUKRXVLQJE\SHRSOHZKRZLOOILOOWKHVH
QHZMREVDQGZKROLYHRXWVLGHRI6DQ)UDQFLVFREXWVXUHZRXOGOLNHWROLYHLQ6DQ
)UDQFLVFR
7KLVLVFRPSOHWHQRQVHQVHWKDWZHFDQQRWDYRLGPRUHWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQWKDWLVYHU\
REYLRXVO\LQFUHDVHGZKHQZHDGGRIILFHVSDFHLQVWHDGRIKRXVLQJGRZQWRZQ7KHVH
LPSDFWVDUHWRWDOO\DYRLGDEOHE\DGGLQJKRXVLQJZKHUHE\KHOSLQJWRGHDOZLWKWKH
SUREOHPWKDW3ODQQLQJKDVDOUHDG\FUHDWHGZLWKVRPDQ\RIILFHEXLOGLQJVDQGWKDW
LVGHFUHDVLQJWKHGHPDQGVRQRYHUVXEVFULEHGUHJLRQDOWUDQVSRUWDWLRQLQIUDVWUXFWXUH
VXFKDV%$57DQGWKH%D\%ULGJH
%\LQFUHDVLQJRIILFHVSDFHDQDYRLGDEOHODQGXVHFKRLFHZHDUHDOVRNLOOLQJ6DQ
)UDQFLVFDQVE\VKRUWHQLQJWKHLUOLYHVYLDLQFUHDVHGDLUSROOXWLRQIURPLQFUHDVHG
WUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQLQDQGDURXQG6RXWKRI0DUNHWDQGQHDUE\DUHDV 7KLVLVD
FDUGLQDOVLQWREHNQRZLQJO\LQFUHDVLQJWUDIILFYROXPHVLQDQDUHDWKDWDOUHDG\NLOOV
SHRSOHSUHPDWXUHO\GXHWRDLUSROOXWLRQIURPWKHKLJKZD\VWKDWUXQWKURXJK6R0D
DQGLVDOUHDG\DFNQRZOHGJHGE\RXU'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF+HDOWKDQGWKH3ODQQLQJ
'HSDUWPHQWYLD$UWLFOHLQWKH6DQ)UDQFLVFR+HDOWK&RGH :KLOH$UWLFOH
KHOSVE\UHTXLULQJSRVWUHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWVWRLQFOXGHDLUILOWHUVZHGR
KDYHVXFKDLUILOWHULQJRQROGHUEXLOGLQJVVXFKDVP\FRQGREXLOGLQJ%D\&UHVW
7RZHUVZKLFKZHUHEXLOWSULRUWR$OVRZH GOLNHWRKDYHVRPHDGGHGSDUNV
DWVRPHSRLQWIRU WKHKXQGUHGVRINLGVDQGVHQLRUVZKRVHPHQWDOKHDOWKDQG
VRFLDOL]DWLRQGHSHQGVRQFRPPXQLW\SXEOLFVSDFHV ,IWKH&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQLV
XWLOL]HGWRIRFXVRQKRXVLQJLQVWHDGRIRIILFH\RXFDQUHVWHDV\WKDWWKH&LW\LVQRW
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NQRZLQJO\VKRUWHQLQJLWVFLWL]HQVOLYHVWKURXJK LQFUHDVLQJWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQDQG
UHODWHGDLUSROOXWLRQSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU7KHDLUSROOXWLRQLQFUHDVHVIURPDGGLQJ
RIILFHDUHWRWDOO\DYRLGDEOHE\DGGLQJKRXVLQJLQVWHDG3OHDVHGRQ WVKRUWHQP\OLIH
DQGGRQ WRSHQWKH&LW\WRDFODVVDFWLRQODZVXLWE\UHVLGHQWVRI6R0DDIIHFWHG
QHJDWLYHO\E\WKLVSODLQO\DYRLGDEOHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWRQRXUSXEOLFKHDOWK
7KH'UDIW(,5LVLQDGHTXDWHWRQRWFOHDUO\QDPHDYRLGDEOHQRLVHDQGYLEUDWLRQ
LVVXHVLQWKHHYHQLQJVDQGQLJKWWLPH7KHGRFXPHQWQHHGVWREHLPSURYHGWRVWDWH
WKDWWKHPRVWQRLV\RIPDFKLQHU\FDQQRWEHXVHGLQWKHHYHQLQJVRUDWQLJKWZKHUH
WKH\ZRXOGGLVWXUEWKHIDPLOLHVOLYLQJQHDUE\SURMHFWVDJDLQWKLVLVKRZZH
$92,'WKHVHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVLQVWHDGRI SUHWHQGLQJWKH\DUHVRFDOOHG
XQDYRLGDEOH
:LWKDVLQNLQJ0LOOHQQLXP7RZHUDW0LVVLRQ6WUHHWDQGZKDWZHDOUHDG\NQRZ
LVDSUREOHPZLWKSURSHUWLHVVLQNLQJLQSDUWVRI&HQWUDO6R0DWKHUHSRUWQHHGVWR
SURYLGHPLWLJDWLRQVDQGGHHSHUVWXG\RIKRZWKHIRXQGDWLRQVRIH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJV
ZLOOQRWHQGXSVHWWOLQJPRUHGXHWRVRLODQGGHZDWHULQJSUDFWLFHVDQGLQFOXGHD
PHDQVIRUPRQLWRULQJIURPWKHVWDUWVRZHGRQ WKDYHDQRWKHUILDVFRRIILQJHU
SRLQWLQJEHWZHHQWKH'HSDUWPHQWRI%XLOGLQJ,QVSHFWLRQGHYHORSHUVDQG
SRWHQWLDOO\RWKHUVWDNHKROGHUV
3OHDVHGRQRWSXQWDQGVD\WKHVHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVZKLFKLQFOXGHVKRUWLQJWKH
OLYHRI6DQ)UDQFLVFDQVLQ6R0D7KDWLVDQDOWHUQDWLYHIDFWVRWRVSHDNEHFDXVH
WKH\FDQEHDYRLGHGWRDKLJKGHJUHHZLWKJUHDWHUUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUPLWLJDWLRQVDQG
DUHIRFXVHG&HQWUDO6R0D3ODQWREXLOGKRXVLQJQRWPRUHXQQHFHVVDU\RIILFH
VSDFHIRUDSRSXODWLRQDOUHDG\IXOO\HPSOR\HG OHVV WKDQXQHPSOR\PHQWUDWH 
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P R O C E E D I N G S
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SECRETARY IONAS:

That will place us under

5

your regular calendar, Commissioners, for Item 10,

6

Case No. 2011.1356E, the Central Soma Plan Draft

7

Environmental Impact Report.

8

comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report will

9

be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m.

10
11

Please note that written

on February 13th, 2017?
MICHAEL JACINTO:

Good afternoon,

12

President Hillis and Planning Commissioners.

13

Michael Jacinto, Planning Staff.

14

I'm

The purpose of today's hearing is to take

15

public comment on the adequacy, accuracy, and

16

completeness of Draft Environmental Impact Report

17

prepared for the Central South of Market Area Plan,

18

also referred to as the Central Soma Plan.

19

Commission approval action is requested at this time.

20

No

The Central Soma Plan Area encompasses

21

approximately 230 acres and 17 city blocks in the

22

Central South of Market Area that extends from Townsend

23

Street in the south to an irregular border along

24

Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets to the north,

25

from Second Street on the east, to Sixth Street on the

4

1
2

West.
The Plan's primary objectives are to encourage

3

and accommodate housing and employment growth in

4

proximity to the new Central Subway line that, when

5

complete, will provide rapid rail service between the

6

Cal Train Station, Union Square, and Chinatown.

7

As described in the Draft EIR, the Plan

8

proposes to meet its objectives by amending land use

9

districts and planning controls in portion of the Plan

10

Area where such uses proposed by the Plan may be

11

restricted or not permitted, by amending existing

12

height and bulk districts to permit greater heights and

13

densities than that which are currently allowed, and by

14

modifying street and circulation patterns within and

15

adjacent to Plan Area, and by establishing new and

16

improved open spaces.

17

The Plan also includes comprehensive policies

18

and controls relating to land use, urban form,

19

preservation, open space, and sustainability.

20

This EIR also reviews proposed changes to the

21

area's street network that may affect the function and

22

design of Folsom, Howard, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan,

23

Third, and Fourth Streets within and beyond the Plan

24

Area boundaries.

25

Commissioners, in April 2013, the Planning

5

1

Department issued a Notice of Preparation of the

2

Environmental Impact Report and followed in May of 2013

3

by holding a public scoping meeting to take comments to

4

help define the scope of the Environmental Impact

5

Report.

6

In 2013 -- sorry, 2014, the Planning

7

Department prepared and issued a study for the Plan

8

which focused further on the scope of the Environmental

9

Impact Report that we are here to take comment on

10
11

today.
The analysis of the Plan impacts in this EIR

12

focuses on the environmental topics of land use,

13

aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation, and

14

circulation, air quality, wind, shadow, and hydrology.

15

The Draft EIR finds significant impacts that

16

may not be fully mitigated in all of those topical

17

areas except for shadow, aesthetics, and hydrology.

18

In addition to the proposed Plan and its

19

implementing elements, the Draft EIR studies five

20

alternatives to the Plan that generally meet the Plan's

21

basic objectives but reduce, avoid, or eliminate the

22

Plan's significant environment impacts.

23

alternatives include a no-project alternative as well

24

as a reduced height alternative; a modified alternative

25

developed by the Tenants and Owners Development

These

6

1

Corporation, otherwise known as TODCO; as well as the

2

land use variant; and the land-use-only alternative

3

that does not include the proposed street network

4

changes that are analyzed at as part of the Plan.

5

Commissioners, the Planning Department

6

published this Draft EIR on December 14th, 2016.

7

has a 61-day public review period that ends on

8

February 13th, 2017.

9

It

Last Wednesday, January 18th, 2017, the

10

Historic Preservation Commission held a public hearing

11

on the Draft EIR.

12

document adequate and complete related to the analysis

13

of the historic preservation impacts and mitigation

14

measures.

15

In general, the HPC finds the

For members of the public who are interested

16

in commenting on the Draft EIR in writing, comment

17

letters should be addressed to the environmental review

18

officer and sent to 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San

19

Francisco by 5:00 p.m. on February 13th.

20

For members of the public who intend to

21

comment at this hearing today, please state your name

22

and address for the record.

23

comments to the adequacy and completeness of this EIR.

24
25

And please direct your

All comments will be transcribed and responded
to in a comments and responses document.

When this

7

1

work is complete, the Planning Department will provide

2

copies to those who have made comments on the Draft

3

EIR.

4

submitted via a link on the Planning Department's

5

website at sfplanning.org/central-some-plan.

Public comments on the Draft EIR may also be

6

When the Department has responded to all of

7

the comments on the Draft EIR, we will then request

8

that the Commission consider certifying the EIR as

9

complete.

10
11

This concludes my presentation Commissioners.
If you have any questions, I'll be available.

12

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

Thank you, Mr. Jacinto.

13

So we'll open this item up for public comment

14

on the Central Soma Plan Draft EIR.

15

speakers cards, Richard Drury and Arthur Meader.

16

if there are additional folks who want to comment, you

17

can line up on the screen side of the room.

18

Mr. Drury?

19

RICHARD DRURY:

I've got two
And

Good afternoon, Honorable

20

Members of the Planning Commission.

I'm Richard Drury

21

of the law firm Lozeau Drury.

22

Portal and I'm representing a group called the Central

23

Soma Neighbors and SF Blue, which represent dozens of

24

people who live in the Central Soma neighborhood, which

25

is a residential mixed-use community of over 10,000

I'm a resident of West

8

1

people.

These residents are long-time residents.

2

We urge the Planning Commission to reconsider

3

this EIR to favor the mid-rise alternative rather than

4

the high-rise alternative.

5

our -- the Central Soma Neighbors are not opposed to

6

development.

7

approximately 90 percent of the job growth and housing

8

growth as the high-rise alternative but maintain a

9

livable, family-friendly community on a pedestrian

And I want to emphasize,

2&61

$/

10

scale with access to light and air and open space, all

11

the things which make this neighborhood attractive

12

today.

13

And I want to emphasize that this Draft EIR is

14

a radical departure from a document issued by the

15

Planning Department in 2013.

16

2&61
3'

The mid-rise alternative would allow

In 2013, the Planning Department issued the

17

Central Corridor Plan, which strongly favored the

18

mid-rise alternative and said that the mid-rise

19

character of the neighborhood should be retained.

20

For some reason, in three short years, the

21

Department is now favoring the high-rise alternative.

22

And we think it's inappropriate and will -- for a

23

marginal increase in jobs and housing, will deprive the

24

neighborhood of the livability and the human scale that

25

is essential to a mixed-use neighborhood.

We don't

9

2&61
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1

want to see a second Financial District South of

2

Market.

3

Now, I want to emphasize, the mid-rise

4

alternative still allows some tall buildings, but

5

they're clustered at the north and the south end of the

6

development area, around the BART station and the Cal

7

Trans Station.

8

where it's appropriate for offices, but also it

9

encourages the use of public transportation rather than

This both allows high-rise development

10

putting high rises on Harrison Street, which is not

11

readily accessible to major public transit routes.

12
13

We think that it's important for this
neighborhood to retain a family-friendly character as

2&61
$/

14

Supervisor Yee is now promoting.

And this area,

15

although it is one of the most ethnically and

16

economically diverse in the City, it has one of the

17

highest indices of ethnic diversity, it has slightly

18

higher incomes than the average for the City but also

19

about twice the level of poverty.

20

It faces challenges like high crime rates, the

21

least open space in the City, pedestrian safety issues,

22

and about twice the level of air pollution as the

23

average for the City and about twice the level of

24

asthma.

25

issues far better than the high-rise alternative.

The mid-rise alternative addresses all these
And

10

1

2&61
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high-rise development in this area.

4

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

5

Next speaker.

6

ARTHUR MEADER:

Thank you.

Thank you.

Good afternoon, Commissioners.
W

7

My name is Arthur Meader.

8

live at 461 Second Street down at Second and Bryant,

9

basically ground zero for people getting on the Bay

10

Bridge.

11

district.

I am a residence of Soma.

I'm in favor of the no-project alternative, I
have to say.

14

probably going to be a lot better than just yammering

15

here for a few minutes.

And I gather today written comments are

My overall thing is I think that there's going

17

to be plenty of growth in San Francisco, even under

18

the no-project alternative plan there's going to be

19

growth, and I think about maybe 50 percent of what's

20

thought of under plan.

21

High rises down there are simply

22

inappropriate.

23

which has always been a low-rise, medium-rise area in

24

the past, and I think should continue that way.

25

I

It's on the eastern edge of the proposed

13

16

$/

emphasize the mid-rise alternative rather than

3

12

,0HDGHU

we urge the Planning Commission to direct staff to

It's the Manhattanization of Soma,

Just judging from the traffic that gets on the

11

1

Bay Bridge every day, I get a horn concerto outside my

2

window, starting usually about 1:00 o'clock in the

3

afternoon, lasting for hours.

4

into the rest of the Soma area, I think it's going to

5

be a total disaster, frankly.

,0HDGHU 6
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So my preferred thing

would be the no-project alternative.

7

The no-project alternative avoids, what, seven

8

of the significant and unavoidable plan and/or

9

cumulative impacts regarding traffic noise and other

10

things.

11

needs to be these high rises that go up for hundreds

12

and hundreds of feet, especially not at Harrison, like

13

the former gentleman was talking about.

14

There will be growth.

I just don't think it

That's also very close, ground zero to getting

15

on the Bay Bridge.

16

going to be hundreds of feet tall, including hotels.

17

And it's hard to believe that there's not going to be

18

additional auto traffic, at that location, which is not

19

going to be helpful as far as the bridge goes.

,0HDGHU
75

If that's translated

20

These buildings, as suggested, are

So I will submit some written comments.

21

appreciate your time this afternoon.

22

much.

23

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

I

Thank you very

Thank you, Mr. Meader.

24

I'll also call additional speakers, Cindy Gomez and

25

Mike Ferro.

Next speaker.

12

1

Cynthia Gomez, Research Analyst at UNITE HERE, Local 2,

3

the Hotel Workers Union.

4

San Francisco and San Mateo County, some of whom do

5

live in the Soma area, in particular, some of the SRO

6

hotels that are concentrated in that area.

We have 13,000 residents in

We have general concerns about the plan.

I'll

8

only touch briefly on concerns about incentivization

9

for displacement of SRO residents who live in the DEIR

281,7( +HUH

10

-- in the Central Plan Area and are urging that further

11

study be done of what the impact of all this up-zoning

12

may be and what incentives will get created.

13

But I want to mostly focus on the jobs-housing

14

imbalance that is presented in the Draft Plan as it is

15

and as discussed in the DEIR and a statement in the

16

DEIR that only a portion of employees or residents of a

17

given building will be likely to relocate to the area

18

based on their employment or housing.

19

Again, that's from the DEIR.

281,7( +HUH
2&

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

2

7

2&

CYNTHIA GOMEZ:

There's no

20

substantiation given for this claim, but it's used to

21

underpin the DEIR's assertion that protection from

22

displacement will be provided for Central Soma

23

residents.

24

further data or analysis.

25

And this should not be presented without

And it also belies San Francisco's recent

13
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1

history.

2

high-end housing developments that advertise their

3

proximity to Twitter and ZenDesk and other tech

4

companies as an incentive.

5

accurate to say that these kinds of developments will

6

not have -- will not cause migration and movement to

7

the area.

8
9

We've all seen advertisements for high-rise

So we believe it's just not

We think there should be an analysis and
breakdown of the kinds of jobs that are projected to be

10

created by this Plan and specifically by income level

11

and wage.

12

the price range of these types of housing and, in

13

particular, the kind of family-friendly housing that

14

may be expected to be created, especially in light of

15

recent analysis that there is a terrible shortage of

16

family-friendly housing in San Francisco.

17

particular, the greenhouse gas analysis, traffic

18

analysis, and public transportation demand analysis

19

should all be redone in the light of this more detailed

20

study.

281,7( +HUH

And also of the kinds and types of housing,

2&

21

In

And, finally, we also -- as I mentioned, there

22

are concerns about displacement in terms of residents

23

and particularly vulnerable groups.

24

concerned that the structure of this Plan incentivizes

25

creation of a great deal, at least 67 percent, of

281,7( +HUH

We're also

2&

14
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1

high-end market-rate housing, many of which ends up as

2

second housing or investment properties, which then, in

3

turn, very often end up advertised as illegal

4

short-term rentals.

5

There was no analysis in the DEIR of trip

6

generation or any other impacts that was done for

7

hotels.

8

certain amount of these housing units will end up as

9

illegal short-term rentals.

281,7( +HUH

But it should be redone, assuming that a

75

10
11

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute.
Good afternoon.

12

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

13

Next speaker, please.

14

MIKE FERRO:

15
16

Thank you, Ms. Gomez.

Good afternoon, President Hillis

fellow Board Members.
My name is Mike Ferro.

My family is long-time

17

owners of property along Sixth Street between Brannan

18

and Bryant Streets.

19

comments in writing regarding the EIR to that Central

20

Soma Plan.

21
22

And we'd like to make some

We feel that there's some additional land use
proposals that can be done along Sixth between Fifth --

,)HUUR 0
$/

23

between Bryant and Brannan, and also along Bryant

24

between Sixth and Fifth.

25

comments in writing to you today for your review.

And we'd like to submit those

15

1
2

And that's all I have.
for the time.

3

PRESIDENT FONG:

4

Next speaker, please.

5

MARGARITA:

6

Good afternoon.

As a long time --

As a long time resident of Central Soma, I

8

have many issues with the version of the Central Soma

9

Plan released last summer and the Draft EIR released

10

*&

Thank you.

my name is Margarita, and I live at 631 Folsom Street.

7

,0DUJDULWD

Thank you very much

last December.

11

First and foremost, I want to emphasize that

12

Central Soma is a neighborhood and a community, not a

13

drive-through corridor.

14

Area Plan was renamed to reflect that.

15

And I'm very thankful that the

Central Soma is a wonderful and thriving

16

mixed-use neighborhood, with beautiful historic

17

buildings, diverse population, as well as easy access

18

to transit, the Downtown, and the AT&T Park.

19

Central Soma also faces many challenges.

The

20

area has some of the worse air quality in

21

San Francisco.

22

spaces, and many parts of the area are severely under

23

utilized.

24

experience often grim.

25

There is a lack of parks and public

The sidewalks are narrow and the pedestrian

The area is intersected by the constant hum of

16

,0DUJDULWD
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1

a perpetually packed elevated highway.

2

on-ramps spill over cars to surrounding streets for

3

many hours of the day, bringing traffic to a

4

standstill.

5

pedestrians.

6

a persistent reminder that the City has failed to take

7

action.

8
9

The loud honking of frustrated drivers is

As you're well aware, the Central Corridor
Plan 2013 included changes to the Area Plan with two
proposed alternative heights, a mid-rise option and a

11

high-rise option.

In the final Central Soma Plan

12

released last summer, the mid-rise option was erased

13

without an explanation, and a significantly higher

14

high-rise option was proposed.

15

The proposed higher high-rise option directly

16

catered to existing developer proposals on sites of

17

their choosing, concentrating development in areas far

18

from transit, for example, proposing 350-foot heights

19

right along the highway south of Harrison Street.

20

does this make any sense?

21
,0DUJDULWD
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The automobile constantly threatens

10
,0DUJDULWD
3'

And the highway

Thankfully, the Draft EIR also explores the

22

impacts of the mid-rise option now renamed "Reduced

23

Height Alternative."

24
25

How

To my dismay, it also dismisses it as an
inferior environmental option, even though it meets all

17

1

criteria and will develop the neighborhood at the right

2

scale and with less environmental consequences than

3

Central Soma Alternatives.

4

Soma Plan has developers' interests in mind?

5

Planning not protecting the interests of residents in

6

the area.

7

by building parking lots right next to the highway?.

8

Why do you want to turn our neighborhood into a dead

9

office park?

10
11
,0DUJDULWD12
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Why is it that the Central
Why is SF

Why do you want to encourage even more cars

We don't need another financial district.

We want the area to focus on livability,
light, air, and open spaces.

We want a safe, dense,

urban, walkable, and connected neighborhood that

13

preserves and enhances the wonderful, historic

14

architecture and balances residential, office, and

15

retail uses.

16

Please direct staff to adopt the mid-rise

17

alternative, which is now named the reduced height

18

alternative, as the preferred alternative.

19

mid-rise alternative will provide almost as much jobs

20

and residential growth, while preserving livability and

21

enhancing the neighborhood we love.

22

neighborhood thrive.

The

Help our

23

Thank you very much for your time.

24

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

25

Next speaker, Mr. Elberling.

Thank you.

18

1
2

JOHN ELBERLING:

Good afternoon,

Commissioners, John Elberling.

3

When the Central Soma Plan first got rolling,

4

over five years -- the date on the EIR is 2011 -- we

5

saw immediately that it was basically a Downtown

6

expansion plan.

7

with the Department and with this Commission that the

8

neighborhood building had equal priority with the

9

economic expansion agenda.

10

And from that date, we have insisted

And the staff and the

Commission have generally supported that.

11

But "equal" really means equal.

It doesn't

12

mean, you know, window dressing.

13

real.

14

department, it's hard to believe that we are getting

15

that goal with equal priority because, when you look at

16

this EIR and you look at the public services section,

17

which is where all the neighborhood elements that

18

matter for everyday life -- recreation centers, police,

19

fire, childcare, preschool, schools, all those topics

20

-- you don't find it.

26)5*

It means making it

And when we look at what actually comes from the

36

21

There is no public services analysis in this

22

Draft EIR because it was in -- the initial study done

23

several years ago determined that, gee, 5200 new

24

households and 21,000 new jobs don't really add enough

25

demand for new public services.

19

1
2

ludicrous; 5200 new households and 21,000 employees

3

certainly do.

4

consequences in CEQA -- the adjacent South of Market to

5

the west of Sixth Street, which is also growing

6

dramatically, and of course, the adjacent Rincon Hill

7

Waterfront Transbay neighborhood to the east of Central

8

Soma, which is growing more, enormously.

9

the whole South of Market clearly will have a very

10

26)5*
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12
13

But since you must look at cumulative

All combined,

large new demand for public services.
The quality of life issues of residents need
more police support, they need more street cleaning.
But the one I really want to focus on -- and

14

the school issue is dramatically important as well.

15

But I really want to focus on the crisis we have right

16

now, which is there is nowhere near enough childcare

17

facilities in the South of Market in the Central City

18

to support the population boom of preschoolers we are

19

witnessing every day.

20

We see it.

And you add 5200 more households in Central

21

Soma, an equal in number in the west, and 10,000 more

22

in the east, and what do you think?

23

Where is even the analysis?

Where is the plan?

24

Now, our Community Plan would require that the

25

eight major development sites, the big commercial sites

26)5*
$/

Now, perhaps -- I mean, to me that's

20

1

26)5*
FRQW G 2

in Central Soma, all be required to have on-site
childcare facilities included in those projects for

3

both their workers and residents.

The Department has

4

no plan.

5

analysis to figure out how much we need -- how many

6

spaces, how many square feet.

The Department EIR doesn't even have an

26)5*
36

7

This is clearly not legally adequate.

8

must add public services section, a comprehensive one,

9

to the EIR.

10

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

11

Next speaker.

12

Thank you.

And I'll call one additional

speaker card, Andrew Rogge.

13

ALICE LIGHT:

Hi Commissioners.

Thank you.

14

I'm Alice Light, Director of Community Planning at

15

TODCO.

16

planner, it's extremely difficult to understand what

17

the impacts are from the Folsom and Howard Street

18

changes.

19

2<%1&/LJKW
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You

And right now, unless you're a transportation

These changes will have a huge impact on

20

everyone who lives and works in Soma.

21

reason it's really important that the way it's

22

presented it is clear to us what the consequences are

23

of these projects.

24
25

And for that

Right now, the reader is -- if they want to
figure this out, they need to go dig through different

21

1

sections of the plan.

2

you have to go back to the appendix, which is not

3

accessible to everyone.

4

required to find a lot of scattered information and try

5

to consolidate it yourself and figure out what is

6

happening.

7

If you want to see any graphics,

And, basically, you're

So there really needs -- because of the extent

8

of these changes, there really needs to be a single

9

section that lays them out very clearly and has

10
11
2<%1&/LJKW
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accompanying graphics that show the impacts.
So, for example, there should be side-by-side
graphics of both alternatives, that show the impact

13

level of service at each intersection.

14

another graphic of the impacts of left -- left turns on

15

each intersection, where there are or aren't left

16

turns, where the turns may increase congestion, where

17

no turns will improve congestion.

18

There should be

And there should also be a graphic,

19

side-by-side graphic for each alternative that show the

20

queuing and lining up for the ramps to get onto the

21

freeway so that, in some cases, streets will see less

22

congestion, and in some cases, they will see more.

23

But that information will really help us

24

understand what we're looking at and provide, again, a

25

simple way in one place with the graphics will help us

22

2<%1&/LJKW
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2

Thank you.

3

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

4

Next speaker.

5

DENISE RENEE:

Thank you, Ms. Light.

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

6

My name is Denise Renee.

7

have a concern from a different perspective.

8

drive.

9

I'm a city resident.

And I
I do not

I take the bus; I take BART; and I walk.
Last -- or mid last year, I got to dance with

10

Dudley Forrest.

11

this area at Soma.

12

,5HQHH

understand what's going to happen to our neighborhood.

He's my dance teacher, teaching in

I want you guys to understand how difficult it

13

is to walk from, let's say, Grace Cathedral down to

14

Powell, take BART get off at Fifth.

15

bluntly said.

16

that I cannot unsee.

17

class at 11:00 o'clock and dance with Dudley in this

18

location where you guys are planning all these

19

construction, construction, construction, jack-hammers

20

every day.

It is scary,

Things I would not want to repeat to you
I just want to go to my dance

75

21

My nerves are on edge.

I can't believe what you guys are doing to

22

this city.

23

listening to each other.

24

ridiculous.

25

It's so beautiful to be here.

And nobody's

Nobody's connecting.

It's

I'm a single [sic] happily married woman.

I'm

23

1

an aunt.

2

love voting.

3

I do my best job.

I vote; I get to vote.

I

I love participating.

I studied urban studies with a professor from

4

California State University Northridge.

5

before that earthquake.

6

I graduated

I'm grateful.

But I really want you guys to listen to other

7

people and to stop thinking about just one group and

8

this group and that group.

9

amazing international city in the world.

10

We all live in this most
You must

respect that.

11

We must hear everyone that wants to just go to

12

a dance class safely.

13

think about that because it's not safe right now.

14

you need to really understand that.

15

guys to really walk the City.

Make that part of your

16

plan with all these projects.

Just don't take any

,5HQHH
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18

cars.

That's all I ask you guys, to
And

I encourage you

Take all the public -- well, you can't walk up

the hill?

19

Take the cable car up the hill.
But, please, walk and really examine what's

20

going on.

21

affects not just the people who live there but the

22

people who want to go there too.

23

go there, unless my husband goes with me.

24

work.

25

And in this particular project, too.

It

Now I don't want to

So thank you for your time.

He has to

Please listen to

24

1
2

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

3

Next speaker, please.

4

CORY SMITH:

Thank you.

Good afternoon, Commissioners,

5

Cory Smith on behalf of the 300 members of the San

6

Francisco Housing Action Coalition.

7

through the report with our members, getting a cohesive

8

response to work with staff.

9

We're still going

I do have two comments though.

We have had

10

the opportunity to really be hands on with this for a

11

long time.

12

and really do appreciate the City's working with us and

13

trying to make sure as much of this is open and

14

available to the public as possible.

15

We've had multiple tours in Central Soma

My other comment is actually related to the

16

Eastern Neighborhoods EIR and the conversation

17

happening there.

18

avoid a duplicate situation where five years from now,

19

ten years from now we're going to be looking over

20

everything all over again.

26)+$&
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us.

21

And please, please, please let us

If we're going to take the time -- we spend a

22

lot of time and a lot of money developing a cohesive

23

plan, we need to be able to stick with it because I

24

don't want to end up in this circular cycle where we

25

are continuously coming up and questioning these

25

26)+$&
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1

things.

2

If we can get everybody on the same page and

3

get everybody's best interests in mind, I think we are

4

better off.

5

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

6

Next speaker, please.

7

JON SCHWARK:

Thank you.

Hi, Commissioners.

My name is

8

John Schwark, and I live on the edge of this

9

neighborhood at Sixth and Market, so what happens here

10

will impact me quite a bit.

11

Probably the main thrust of my comment today

12

is going to be jobs-housing balance.

13

happen in so many plans in San Francisco where we say

14

-- we kick the can down the road and say that, oh,

15

other neighborhoods are going to pick up the slack.

16

The other neighborhoods, the Mission, the Haight,

17

Western Division, they're not wanting to pick up the

18

slack.

,6FKZDUN
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Thank you.

19

We've seen this

So I think it's kind of responsible for us,

20

when we add a whole new big Area Plan, to think within

21

that Area Plan what is the jobs-housing balance?

When

22

you look at Central Soma, it's about six-to-one.

So we

23

have created so much incentive to build more office and

24

so much disincentive -- and we all know what we're

25

talking about -- to build more housing.

26

1

I'd really like it if we could send this back

2

to the Planning Department and ask them to create more

3

incentives to new housing, including maybe density

4

bonuses, and maybe more disincentives or asks from

5

office developers.

6

I don't think that necessarily pushing office

7

development to Oakland is a bad thing at this time

8

because, as far as the transportation goes, we have a

9

bottleneck crossing the bay.

10

,6FKZDUN
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12

And more jobs available

in Oakland means less people crossing the bay as
opposed to here.
But what we do have is a massive housing

13

shortage compared to the number of people wanting to

14

live in San Francisco because they have jobs here.

15

I'm not against development.

16

always says that.

17

who know me know that I'm almost always in support of

18

the projects.

19

So

I know all -- everybody

But I'm actually not.

Those of you

But let's get it right at the big, wide-scale

20

planning stage, and let's get more incentives to put

21

housing here as opposed to only office.

22

Thank you.

23

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

24

Next speaker, please.

25

SUE HESTOR:

Thank you.
Ms. Hestor.

Sue Hestor.

27

1
2

You've had a whole lot of very good comments
today.

3

I'm going to go down the topics.
One is I think you're risking the Eastern

4

Neighbors Area Plan exemptions because you've adopted

5

this Eastern Neighborhood's Plan based on the EIR, and

6

you're cutting away and changing the zoning of it.

7

We've already had the 5M; we've had Western Soma.

8

one I don't think leaves intact the Eastern

9

Neighborhoods Plan in the EIR.

,+HVWRU
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10

This

There are massive changes in the traffic

11

patterns since the Eastern Neighborhood Plan was

12

adopted.

13

are dumping the housing demand from Silicon Valley on

14

this area and on the Mission and on the neighborhoods

15

of the city, including Noe Valley.

,+HVWRU

Reverse-commuting buses from Silicon Valley

75

16

Uber and Lyft have started and become a

17

disruption of traffic because they stop in the middle

18

of traffic lanes on the north-south street.

19

obey traffic prohibitions.

20

make all kinds of weird maneuvers, and they're

21

disrupting traffic, and they're disrupting Muni.

,+HVWRU

They don't

They take illegal turns and

75

22

,+HVWRU

We've also had a shift from retail to trucks

23

delivering packages and meals.

24

the transportation analysis.

25

And that is massive in

This area is mostly all bay fill.

It was the

*(
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1

bay before it was filled.

2

types of housing without driving up the cost.

,+HVWRU
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On bay fill, you can't build
You are

going to have to have soils analysis, and you're going

4

to have to have piles driven into housing [sic].

5

drives up the possibility of housing.

6

It

You've had a massive increase -- you're

,+HVWRU

7

supposed to have a massive increase in Muni lines based

75

8

on the Eastern Neighborhoods and Western Zone Plan.

9

Those haven't happened.

10

The Plan reiterates the thing I've been

11

complaining about for decades.

Blocks south of Market

12

are different from blocks north of Market.

When they

,+HVWRU
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13

say, "Oh, it's only a two-block area from the Fourth

14

Street rail," it's ridiculous.

15

two blocks if you're used to north of Market blocks or

16

residential blocks.

17

every time.

18

No one knows them as

The distance has to be spelled out

And I want a proposed mitigation for all
WKH"

19

offices and new market-rate housing, that do not bitch

20

condition because this is a former industrial area.

,+HVWRU
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21

There are services for low-income residents, and there

22

are PDR uses.

23

The Planning Commission imposed a do not bitch

24

condition on the live-work projects so people that move

25

into these new housing units can't complain about the

29
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1

people that were there now that are PDRs and

2

residential serving Mission.

3

That is not a bad word; I understand it.

4

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

5

Next speaker, please.

6

ANDREW ROGGE:

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

7

I'm Andrew, a long-time resident of Soma and also I

8

represent SOMCAN, which is one of the community

9

organizations that is part of the Soma Filipinas.

10

Thank you so much for your support of our

11

Filipino Cultural Heritage District.

12

Central Soma Plan includes half of Soma Filipinas and

13

some of the most important cultural assets in the

14

Filipino Cultural District, such as the Gran Oriente

15

Filipino Masonic Lodge in South Park, which is a

16

historic site; the Filipino Education Center; the

17

Lapulapu Mural; Bonaficio, Mabini, Tandang Sora, and

18

Rizal Streets; the Mendelsohn House, and San Lorenzo

19

Ruiz Center; and many other buildings and alleyways

20

that are home to the Filipino community.

2620&$05RJJH
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Thank you, Ms. Hestor.

21

As you know, the

We are concerned that the Central Soma

22

rezoning will have significant impacts, not only in our

23

neighborhood and streets in the zoning area, but also

24

in the immediate area which comprise the rest of our

25

cultural district in regards to traffic, pedestrian

30

1

safety, real estate value, and therefore the

2

affordability of housing and rental space for a

3

community serving non-profits and small businesses.

4

Many of the long-time Filipino community

5

members who currently reside in the Central Soma are

6

seniors on fixed income and working families who are

7

vulnerable to rising rents eviction.

2620&$05RJJH
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9

Like our Manunz [phonetic] and Mananzes
[phonetic] I-Hotel, they have felt the pressures from

10

the tech boom and fear that, with the rezoning and

11

building of so many more office buildings, it will mean

12

their eventual displacement.

13

One of the main goals of Soma Filipinas is

14

preservation and stabilization of the longstanding

15

Filipino community.

16

impact of this rezoning on the vulnerable populations

17

of Central Soma, not just the Filipinos but also all of

18

our longtime friends neighbors in the SROs and

19

apartment buildings.

20

And we ask you to look at the

Lastly, we ask you to look into how our

21

cultural district can be incorporated and reflected in

22

all the new development that is to come from rezoning.

23

All of Central Soma is actually in the Filipino

24

Cultural Heritage District, and so we would like to

25

work with your Commission to help ensure that design

2620&$05RJJH
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2

guidelines are developed to integrate the cultural
district in future development in the area.

Thank you.

3

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

4

Any additional public comment the Draft EIR

5

for the Central Soma Plan?

6

(No response)

7

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

8

Thank you.

Seeing none, we'll open it

up to Commissioner comments on the Draft EIR.

9

Commissioner Johnson.

10

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:

Thank you very much.

11

This EIR is special for us because it's one of the last

12

remaining neighborhood plans that we'll be seeing for

13

quite some time, if ever.

14

the staff on a job well done.

And I'd like to congratulate

15

I think that there's a lot of comments that I

16

heard today that are reflective of very good questions

17

that deserve response.

18

the responses.

19

And I'll be looking forward to

I have personally have a number of comments

20

related to transit-commute facilities, population,

21

housing, and some of the findings that were in the

22

Draft EIR.

23

in writing.

24

needed for before the Final EIR, we will have that

25

discussion.

But to save time today, I'll provide those
And then, if there are changes that are

And then see where we are when we are

32

1

reviewing the Final EIR.

2

So thank you again to the staff and to

3

everyone who came out today.

Really great public

4

comments and a lot to think about today.

5

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

6

COMMISSIONER RICHARDS:

Thanks.

Commissioner Richards.
Last week I -- or two

7

weeks ago I said I read the Controller's report on

8

five-year economic growth or the economic report.

9

the two things that struck me were the limits that the

And

10

City is hitting are housing and transit.

And it's

11

actually limiting the ability of companies to come in

12

here because people can't afford to live here, and it's

13

hard to get around.

14

plates to live.

It's becoming a really difficult

SODFH

15

So as I listen to

at the comments and I look

16

at the Plan, I, too, like Mr. Schwark, kind of scratch

17

my head and go, we have 63,600 employment growth, and

18

the housing -- I guess dwelling units -- I think it's

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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19

square footage, but when I read the plan, it was 7,000

20

dwelling units.

21

That's a huge imbalance.

And I'm not sure -- are we exacerbating an

22

already difficult situation?

I don't know.

And I

23

looked at the -- I started doing some calculations

24

around the project alternatives, and Mr. -- the

25

attorney for the folks in South of Market who spoke

33

1

first, Drury, he had some compelling things around the

2

percentages of what you're going to be able to achieve

3

with the low-rise alternative, et cetera.

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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But when you actually do the ratios, the

5

imbalance, it's actually the same across them all.

6

it's just how much more -- how much -- it's a larger

7

number, but it's the same imbalance.

8
9

So

The woman from Local 2 really had some good
comments about what kind of jobs are we going to have

10

because South of Market is one of the lowest and

11

poorest neighborhoods in the City along with the

12

Mission and Chinatown.

13

the Federal Reserve.

That was done by the -- I think

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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14

And here we have these, you know, high-end --

15

probably high-wage jobs coming in, and we have to have

16

support jobs that are needed.

17

And I'm worried about displacement as well.

18

We hear this all over the place.

19

probably especially true, given the increase in

20

population.

21

want to really understand what the level of housing

22

that's protected, either under rent stabilization or

23

kind of -- what that looks like here, so we're not

24

dropping a neutron bomb in the neighborhood on housing.

25
$&3&5LFKDUGV

And I think here

Probably like -- I think it's real, and I

Somebody pointed out vacancies.

And that's a

3+
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1

really good point.

2

we have, or whatever the number's going to end up to

3

be, how many people are going to live in them?

4

this topic coming over and over.

5

item list.

6

about it, and we wanted to tease it more, really

7

understand when we say dwelling units, do people

8

actually live there or is it parking money from Moscow

9

or some other place in San Francisco to take advantage

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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10

So of the 7,000 dwelling units that

We have

This is on our action

And I talked to President Hillis yesterday

of hiding it but also price appreciation.

11

But also the price ranges related -- with the

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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12

housing, which is already I think in short supply, to

13

the level base wage, something SEIU 2 said.

14
$&3&5LFKDUGV

Childcare didn't even register with me until

15

John Elberling got up and we talked about it here last

16

week.

17

point -- I think we've been talking about this quite a

18

bit.

19

cetera, for vehicles, do they consider the change that

20

we're really seeing in Uber, Lyft and on-demand

21

delivery services?

22

Uber over; I already ordered my Munchery dinner for

23

when I get home, whenever that's going to be; it will

24

be sitting on my front stoop.

36
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25

$&3&5LFKDUGV

And that's a really good point.

And the other

All the transit and the capacity of the roads, et

I think that's important.

Took an

So is that in your -- I have some questions

*&
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1

around that.

2

City needs to grow, I agree.

3

balance the growth with the ability to actually have

4

the housing and the transit and all the other support

5

services keep up.

6

It's an interesting thing.

But I think we need to

We see what happened over in Potrero Hill.

7

keep hearing complaints about 16th Street.

8

have a bus line.

9

streets.

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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I mean, the

We

We don't

We have a lot of cars jamming the

We talking about doing even more over there.

10

We're in that cycle where we start questioning whether

11

the EIR made any sense because that was ten years ago;

12

so much has changed in ten years.

13

Plan, given the acceleration to level of change, may

14

not make much sense anymore because -- you know.

15

Maybe the 25-year

There's a book I'm reading called "Thank You

16

For Being Late."

17

it's a really good book, talking about with the

18

acceleration of change and the actual level of change

19

that's happening, it's like unequaled in our history.

20

So I, like Commissioner Johnson, am going to

21

I suggest that folks read it because

be sending some comments in in writing as well.

22

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

23

Commissioner Johnson.

24

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:

25

Thank you.

Thank you.

Can't help

myself.

36

1
2

reason why I didn't want to go into too much detail and

3

I think it's worth both of us providing some written

4

comment is it's not just about the potential rezoning

5

on the planning.

6
$&3&-RKQVRQ
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7
8
9

There would be probably a number of

Planning Code and Administrative Code changes that
would be needed to really get what we need.
So, for example, with childcare, it's not just
about requiring that buildings require childcare.

We

10

actually need state and local law changes to make it

11

legal to provide those spaces because, as of right now,

12

the way we're set up, buildings actually cannot build

13

those spaces even if you require them to do so.

14

And I think there are a number of different

15

types of community facilities.

16

about how Eo we shape our communities to account for

17

new services that are change the face of our cities,

18
$&3&-RKQVRQ
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Just on childcare and related facilities, the

And even when you talk

like shared housing, shared transit, you know, more

19

delivery services, things like this -- those are all

20

going to require zoning and code changes and building

21

code changes.

22

from Amazon, we're going to require changes in our

23

codes to create spaces for that.

24
25

When everything dropped off by a drone

So I think it's a deeper discussion than just
about what do we want to see.

I think there's more

37
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3

mechanisms than just the zoning and the planning.
There are actually law changes that we have to
consider.

Thanks.

4

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

5

Commissioner Moore.

6

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

7
8
9

comments.

Thank you.

I appreciate everybody's

They resonate with me.
And again, Ms. Gibson, these comments are not

against you.

We are here to shape the document so that

10

it's basically informing the decision makers.

11

all it is.

That's

12

We want it to be comprehensive and shedding

13

light on things which are contradictory for the last

14

three or four years because many of the comments we

15

hear -- and you know it best -- are similar comments

16

that we have heard on individual projects, particularly

17

in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

18

and clear in the room.

$&3&0RRUH

And they are all loud
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19

And the idea of public services, the balance

20

of -- the housing-job balance, all of those are

21

repetitive -- not repetitive but repeated comments that

22

I think they're coming almost to a screeching

23

intersects at this huge project, given that we're not

24

talking about individual buildings but we are talking

25

about the change of a larger quadrant of the city.
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1

The comment that I would like to emphasize is

$&3&0RRUH
36

2

that the public services discussion has an overlay on

3

the family-friendly discussion initiated by

4

Supervisor Yee.

5

to be augmented by discussion on urban form,

6

particularly reflecting on the guidelines of the

7

Downtown Plan.

8
9

The work we have done prior to 2013 and in
preparation for today's EIR indeed spoke about a

10

mid-rise solution.

11

Mr. Wertheim discussed several times in front of us,

12

where people were layering it up and ultimately, I

13

assume the response we're seeing is the high-rise

14

alternative which I believe has push back on many more

15

than one front.

$&3&0RRUH
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And I'd like the discussion of views

16

And it is in the smorgasbord that

And the Urban Design Plan and the modeling of

17

the alternatives in the larger context of the Urban

18

Design Plan are personally very important for me and

19

require further vetting in this plan.

20
21
22
$&3&0RRUH

Just like others, I will submit my comments.
And what I'd like to also remind us of is that both in
Rincon Hill, the special treatment of the 5M project,

23

project, the special treatment of the Hub all, I think,

24

affect how we look at this project.

*&

25

And I think we need to find a way to reflect

39
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and interweave the discussions on the broader

2

discussion of the transformation of the city at large.

3

Thank you.

4
5

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

Thank you,

Commissioner Moore.

6

Commissioner Richards.

7

COMMISSIONER RICHARDS:

I just wanted to

8

follow up with this question.

9

this to Mr. Wertheim, even though we haven't had a

10
11

And I think I mentioned

chance to sit down face to face yet.

My bad.

If there's a way we can understand in other

12

parts of the city where we added jobs and the amount of

13

housing, but where the people actually live, because I

14

know we had the Greener Report, we had all these

15

different facts come together in my head -- 30 percent

16

of the people don't live in the city, they come in from

17

outside the city, just kind of like a quick accounting,

18

back of envelope, where we expect these residents to

19

live would really be helpful because we know how much

20

housing is being entitled; we can think of how much

21

housing that's going to be built.

$&3&5LFKDUGV
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22

And then we're based on our -- you know, we're

23

based on the way things actually are on the ground,

24

where these people probably live given the city and the

25

region as a whole.

I think it's a very helpful

40

1

discussion.

2

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

3

COMMISSIONER MELGAR:

Thank you.

I don't want

4

to repeat any of the comments that the other fellow

5

Commissioners have made, but I did want to zero in on

6

Ms. Gomez's comments from HERE.

7

we're adding jobs, and we're also displacing jobs, I

8

think.

9

There is -- you know,

You know, I remember seeing a study last year

10

of where folks lived in the Mission who work in the

11

hospitality industry.

12

members of HERE.

13

in Soma, I think.

14
$&3&0HOJDU
2&

Commissioner Melgar.

And I think those are the

And there are very similar patterns

Much to my surprise, folks actually still

15

lived in the Mission.

16

research was that folks actually live close to where

17

they work because they really couldn't afford to

18

commute.

19

and riding their bikes to work who really couldn't

20

afford to pay for BART.

21

And the speculation in the

Those are the folks who are walking to work

So as those housing units disappear, it

22

becomes really difficult to have that workforce here.

23

And, you know, we already know the hospitality industry

24

is suffering from not having the workforce.

25

think that cuts across all service-industry-related

And I

41

1

jobs.

2

And so I think that replacing with BMR units

3

is not quite the same population that we're trying to

$&3&0HOJDU
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serve.

And I'm really cognizant that, if we're

5

planning for densifying the Central Soma, that we have

6

to be really careful about not, you know, causing

7

displacement of folks who live there.

8
9

$&3&0HOJDU

And also, you know, the issue of childcare and
services, I think that, if we don't plan for it, the

10

market will provide.

And those services are services

11

that are more expensive than what people can afford who

12

are currently living there.

13

comments in writing.
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14
15

Thank you so much, Lisa, for all your work.
It's really great.

Thank you.

16

PRESIDENT HILLIS:

17

Commissioner Moore.

18

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

Thank you.

I'm raising a question

19

that is almost impossible for you to address,

20

Ms. Gibson, and that is the issue that we are living in

21

a time of changing realities, where assumptions change

22

and have significantly changed in the last three or

23

four years.

24

Mr. Drury and many others.

25

and how do we bring it forward in something to inform

$&3&0RRUH
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So I will also submit

That is a comment by Ms. Hestor, by
How do we quantify that,
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decision makers what to do?

2

PRESIDENT FONG:

3

Seeing no additional Commissioners' comments,

4
5

So thank you.

we'll close this public hearing.
Remind the public that comments, written

6

comment, can be submitted to the Planning Department up

7

until 5:00 p.m. on February 13th.

8

(The proceedings adjourned at 1:50 p.m.)
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transcription of said proceedings.

9

I further certify that I am not of counsel or

10

attorney for either or any of the parties in the

11

foregoing proceeding and caption named, nor in any way

12

interested in the outcome of the cause named in said

13

caption.

14

Dated the 13th day of February, 2017.

15
16
17

DEBORAH FUQUA

18
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23
24
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APPENDIX C

Historical Resources [Revised]

February 2018—Screencheck Draft—Subject to Change
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY
Blk
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3707
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722
3722

Lot
002
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
001
002
003
004
005
016

Address
20 Second
36 Second
42 Second
48 Second
52 Second
60 Second
70 Second
76 Second
82-88 Second
90 Second
118 Second
120 Second
132 Second
144 Second
156 Second
168 Second

3722 019

182 Second

3735
3735
3763
3775
3775
3775
3775

240 Second
282 Second
400 Second
500 Second
512 Second
522 Second
544 Second
580 Second/
300 Brannan
634 Second
640 Second
650 Second
670 Second
678 Second

055
008
001
001
002
004
005

3775 008
3788
3788
3788
3788
3788

038
002
054
043
044

Year
Built
1914
1907
1907
1907
1907
1906
1906
1908
1907
1906
1907
1907
1907
1908;’82

1908
1907
1909

Name
Schwabacher Bldg.
Morgan Bldg.
Kentfield & Esser Bldg.

Stevenson Bldg.
Morton Cook Bldg.
Bothin Real Estate Bldg.
Byron Jackson Bldg.
Barker, Knickerbocker Bostwick
Bldg.
Marine Firemen’s Union
Planters Hotel

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
N
IV N-S
3S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
V N-S
TC
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
IV N-S
N
I
N-S
SH 1D
N
IV N-S
6X
N
IV N-S
SH 1D
N
IV N-S
SH 1D
N

IV

N-S

SH

3CD

1D

HR
C*
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
B
C
C
C

Pot.
Dist.

Final
C? Rating

Architect (if known)
Wm D. Shea
A.V. Clark
E.A. Bozio
S. Schnaittacher
Salfield & Kohlberg
Meyers & Ward

E.J. Vogel
Sutton and Weeks
John Cotter Pelton
J.A. Ettler
Hermann Barth

C

Auerbach Bldg.
Dahlia Loeb Warehouse
Macdonald & Kahn Bldg.
Kohler Company Bldg.

N
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

SE
SE
SE
SE

C
C
C
C

SE
SE
SE

2D
2D
2D

TC
TC
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM

1912

Blinn Estate Bldg.

Y

SE

C

SE

2D

SoM

1927
1925
1925
1918
1913

The Crane Company Warehouse
U.S. Radiator Bldg.
B.F. Goodrich Rubber
Moore Investment Co. Bld
Moore Ship Bldg.

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

SE
SE
SE
SE
SE

C
C
C
C

SE
SE
SE
SE
SE

2D
2D
2D
2D2
2D

SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM

1907
1917
1919
1909
1923
1923

Rat.

3S
3S
3CS
3D
3D
3D
3D

C
C*
C
C

Sahlfield & Kolberg
Samuel Heiman
Samuel Heiman

3B

B

C.C. Frye/G.A. Schastey

3D
2D2
2D2
2D2
3D

C
C
C*
C*
C*

Lewis P. Hobart
Herman C. Baumann
H. C. Baumann
L. Rosener, engr.
L. Rosener, engr.

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-1

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk
Lot
3788 006

Address
698 Second

Year
Built
1909

Name
SFFD Pump House #1

3707 052

643-655 Market

1909

Palace Hotel

3707 057

1 Third

3706 093

86 Third

1906

Mercantile Bldg.

N

N-S

1907

Williams Bldg.

N

N-S

3722 259
3762
3776
3775
3776
3788
3787
3788
3787
3788
3788
3788
3705
3752
3752
3762
3777
3777
3776
3777
3777
3787
3786
3704
3705

003
115
073
008
020
005
045
008
041
015
014
004
008
010
112
001
002
117
017
020
052
035
3
039

125 Third;
689–93 Mission
428 Third
500 Third
501 Third
566 Third
601 Third
620 Third
625 Third
660 Third
665 Third
679 Third
689 Third
54 Fourth
360 Fourth
360 Fourth
401 Fourth
500 Fourth
508 Fourth
525 Fourth
534-548 Fourth
564 Fourth
601 Fourth
620 Fourth
40 Fifth
55 Fifth

1917
1927
1920
1907
1920
1924
1902
1916
1906
1917
1982
1925
1908
1925
1924
1919
1936
1907
1907
1913

General Cigar Co. Bldg.
Colgate Bldg.

Transcontinental Freight Co

South End Terminal Whse
M.J. Brandenstein Bldg.
Anna Davidow Bldg.
Keystone Hotel
Salvation Army Bldg.
Senior Activities Center

Thiebaut Bros. Paper Box Factory

Oakwood Hotel
Lankershim Hotel

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
Y
SE
C
SE 2D SoM
N

II

N-S

N

I

N-S

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N

Y

3S
3S

Y

TC

C

SE

2D

SE
SE
SE
SE
SE

C
C
C
C
NC

SE
SE
SE

2D
2D
2D
6X
2S

6Z

V

3S,
3CB

HR
B*

Pot.
Dist.

Final
C? Rating

SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM

3S
3S
5S3
3S
3D
5D3
3B
3D
3D
3D
3D

SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM

6Z
2S
5S3
3S
5S3
5S3
3CS
5S3
3S
5S3

Architect (if known)
T.W. Ransom, engr.

A

George Kelham

C

B

SE

I

TC

Rat.
1S
3S,
3CB

2D2

Clinton Day

C
C
B
B
B
C*
D
B

-

SE-A

KM-A

George A. Dodge
William Koenig
G. Albert Lansburgh

C

3D
5B

A. Burgen

A

Alfred I. Coffey

B
C

Walter C. Falch

C
B
C*

MM
KM-A

3
C

3CB
5D3

McDougall Brothers
John W. Reid, Jr

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-2

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk
3705
3705
3704
3725
3753
3753
3760
3778
3785
3704
3704
3704
3704
3704
3725
3725
3725
3725
3725
3725
3725
3732
3732
3778
3778
3778
3778
3778
3786
3786
3785
3785

Lot
021
023
011
097
008
009
012
001B
002
053
052
051
050
026
081
079
064
063
062
061
026
124
123
002B
005
016
018
048
039
019A
002A
004

Address
67 Fifth
85 Fifth
88 Fifth
110 Fifth
372 Fifth
388 Fifth
480 Fifth
530 Fifth
650 Fifth
35 Sixth
39 Sixth
43 Sixth
47-55 Sixth
65 Sixth
101 Sixth
117 Sixth
133 Sixth
139 Sixth
151 Sixth
157 Sixth
169 Sixth
201 Sixth
219 Sixth
149 Morris
575-599 Sixth
563-565 Sixth
521-525 Sixth
Unknown
36 Bluxome
53 Bluxome
410 Townsend
424 Townsend

Year
Built

Name
Pickwick Hotel Garage
1923
Pickwick Hotel
1869–74 The Old Mint
1967
San Francisco Chronicle
1906
1909
1925
1925
1924
1908
1906
1907
1912
1913
1915
1911
Rose Hotel/Sunnyside
1913
1909
1925
1907
1912
Alden Hotel
1907
Orlando Hotel
1908
1956
San Francisco Flower Mart
1956
1956
1910
1967
1939
1917
Hopkins, Timothy, W’hses
1912
1936

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
N
I
N
I
N 236
I
Y
1CL
N
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
V
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
6Y SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
6Y SoM
Y
I
2S2 SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
N
SoM
N
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
6Y SoM
Y
6Y SoM

Rat.

5S3
5S3
3CS
3CS
3CS
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3B
3D
3CD
3CD
3CD
6D
6Z
3CS
5S2
5D3
5B

Pot.
Final
HR Dist. C? Rating
Architect (if known)
B KM-A C
5B
KM-A C
5B
Alfred B. Mullet
A
3CS
C*
C BTW
C* 6th LH
6th LH
6th LH
B 6th LH
C 6th LH
C 6th LH
C 6th LH
C* 6th LH
C 6th LH
6th LH
C* 6th LH
C 6th LH
B 6th LH
6th LH
SFFM
SFFM
SFFM
D
SFFM
C
A
A

BTW
BTW

E.A. Bozio

E.A. Garin

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-3

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk
3785
3785
3785
3785
3785
3788
3775
3775
3788
3788
3787
3787
3776
3776
3787
3778
3776
3775
3775
3763
3775
3776
3776
3762
3778
3760
3753
3753

Lot
004A

022
023
024
132
037
101
016

024A

024
048
033
015
151
151
004
020
086
085

015A

084
094
041
021
001
014
056
048

3788 012
3732 064
3787 017

Address
135 Bluxome
149 Bluxome
460 Townsend
157 Bluxome
601 Brannan
301 Brannan
334 Brannan
350 Brannan
355 Brannan
361 Brannan
415 Brannan
425 Brannan
426 Brannan
434 Brannan
435 Brannan
630-698 Brannan
444 Brannan
453 Bryant
457 Bryant
460 Bryant
461 Bryant
531 Bryant
539 Bryant
556 Bryant
701 Bryant
704 Bryant
215 Clara
241 Clara
166 Town’ndsend/
21 Clarence
444 Clem’nentina
18 Clyde

Year
Built
1923
1916
1915
1916
1924
1909
1929
1929
1928
1928
1923
1924
1926
1910
1956
1924
1912
1909
1907
1912

Name
Moody Estate Co. Building
National Biscuit Company
The Grinnell Company
The Crane Company Building

San Francisco Flower Mart

Fleischmann Co. Bldg.

1912
1921
1926
1914
1927
1916
1906

Calif. Electric Light Co.

1925
1907

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
Y
6Y SoM
Y
6L SoM
Y
6Y SoM
Y
5S2 SoM
Y
6Z SoM
Y
SE
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
SE 2D SoM
Y
3D SoM
Y
3D SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
7R SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y

SE

C

SE

Y
Y

2D

Rat.
5D3
5B
5D3
5B
5D3
3D
3D
3D
5S3
5S3
5D3
5B
5S3
5S3
5B
3CD
5S3
5S3
3CS
5S3
5S3
5S3
3S
5S3
3CS
5S3
5S3
5S3

HR
C
C
A
B*

Pot.
Final
Architect (if known)
Dist. C? Rating
BTW
BTW
BTW
J. R. Torrance
BTW
BTW

C

D
A

C.W. Zollmer
C.W. Zollmer

SE-A
SE-A
SE-A
SE-A
SFFM

Arthur S. Bugbee

C

5B

O'Brien Brothers

C
C

James R. Miller
Oliver Everett

B

Nathaniel Blaisdell

Arthur S. Bugbee

SoM

3D

A

SoM
SoM

5S3
5D3

C

Percy & Hamilton

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-4

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk
3787
3735
3733
3733
3733
3733
3753
3753
3753
3732
3763
3763
3762
3760
3753
3735
3722
3735
3735
3733
3733
3733
3725

Lot
021
013
019
020

020A

024
145
132
313
151
105
099
116
081
029
041
020
005
039
088
084
082
020

Address
36 Clyde
666 Folsom
844 Folsom
848 Folsom
854 Folsom
868 Folsom
915 Folsom
969 Folsom
925-945 Folsom
974 Folsom
645 Harrison
665 Harrison
735 Harrison
943 Harrison
986 Harrison
20 Hawthorne
606 Howard
621 Howard
667 Howard
821 Howard
835 Howard
843 Howard
964 Howard

3707 032

163 Jessie

3705
3705
3704
3704
3704
3704
3704

308 Jessie
315 Jessie
410 Jessie
471 Jessie
431 Jessie
440 Jessie
481 Jessie

034
008
079
028
029
035
024

Year
Built
1923
1964
1923
1923
1926
1935
1907
1922
1923
1936
1947
1946
1915
1947
1926
1925
1929
1907
1909

Name
Pacific Telephone

Fire Station #1

William Volker Bldg.
Southern Police Station
Home Telephone Bldg.

1907
Hess Bldg.
1907
1926
1912

Guggenheim/Heuter Bldg.
Hale's Warehouse & Food

Hulse Bradford Bldg.

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
Y
SoM
N
TC
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
N
IIIIV
N
N-S
SH 1D
N
II
N-S
3S
N
IIIIV
N
N
II
N
Y
6Y SoM
N

N-S

N
N
N
N
N
N
N

II
V

TC

Rat.
5B
3S
5S3
5S3
5S3
3CS
5S3
5S3
3CS
5S3
3S
3S
3S
5S3
5S3

3CS
3S,
3CB

1S

HR

Pot.
Final
Dist. C? Rating
SE-A

Architect (if known)
John Carl Warnecke
R.W. Jenkins

N. B. Green (eng.)
Frederick Noonan
Samuel C. Heiman

H. C. Baumann

None

B
C*
C
B
C
A

3CS
3CS

C

B*
C
C

KM-A

C

5D3

MM
MM
MM
MM
MM

C
C
C
C
C

3CB
3CD
3CD
3CD
3CB

George Kelham
Trobridge & Livingston
Coxhead & Coxhead

Chas. F. Whittlesey

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-5

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk
3787
3787
3707
3707
3707

Lot
022
019
001
061

Address
25 Lusk
45 Lusk
601 Market
609 Market
625 Market

3707 052

643 Market

3707 051

681 Market

3706 001

701 Market

3706 064

715 Market

3706 062
3706 061
3706 075
3705Z 001
3705 037

725 Market
735 Market
785 Market
801 Market
825 Market

3705 050

845 Market

3705 042
3704 001

865 Market
901 Market

3704 069

973 Market

3704 068

979 Market

3722 071

138 Minna

3722
3725
3725
3725
3704
3704

150 Minna
425 Minna
447 Minna
453 Minna
8 Mint
10 Mint

002A

068
094
076
075
144
113

Year
Built
1917
1922
1917;’21

1914

Name

Santa Fe/West Coast Life

1909;'15–
Palace Hotel, Garden Courtyard
'26;'50

1906
1896;
1938
1906;
1940
1908
1907
1907
1907
1908
1896;
1908

1912
1900;
1907
1900';
05;'07
1902;
1910
1907
1967
1907
1924
1924

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat.
Y
Y
N
IV N-S
2S2
N
IV N-S
3S
N
N-S
3S
N

18

C

II

N-S
N-S

Monadnock Bldg.

N

I

Call/Claus Spreckels Bldg.

N

III

Kamm Bldg./Morris Plan Co.
Bldg.
Bancroft Bldg.
Carroll and Tilton Bldg.
Humboldt Bank Bldg.
Pacific Bldg.
Commercial Bldg.

Rat.
5B
5B

Pot.
Final
HR Dist. C? Rating
Architect (if known)
C SE-A
SE-A
Wood & Simpson
B
Alfred H. Jacobs
C

3S

A

3S

B

3S

B

N

C

N
N
N
N
N

II
II
I

The Emporium

N

Westfield Center
Hale Brothers Dep’t. Store

N
N

Wilson Bldg.

N

II

Hale Brothers Dep’t. Store

N

II

Rialto Bldg.

N

I

McLaughlin Bldg.
San Francisco Chronicle
Dempster Brothers Printing

N
N
N
N
N
N

Hale Brothers
Hale Brothers

Y

Prior
Svy.
SoM
SoM

Y

II

K-S
K-S
K-S
K-S
K-S

I

K-S

I

K-S
K-S

N-S

3S
1S
3S
3S
3S

B
B
A

Y

2D2

A

Y

MS

3S
1S

A

Y

MS

1D

A

MS

1D

A

3S

A

N-S

5S3

B

TC

3CD

I

Reid Brothers
G. Percy & H. Meyers; Henry
Schulze
Reid Brothers

C
B

1S
1S

Trowbridge & Livingston;
G.Kelham
Meyer and O'Brien
Reid Bros.;
Albert Roller
Bliss& Faville;Bliss &
Fairweather;Hurt
Cunninghan & Politeo
Willis Polk
Meyer & O'Brien
C. F. Whittlesey
Louis Hobart
Albert Pissis and
Joseph Moore

MM
MM

C
C
C

3CS
3S
5S3
3CD
3CD

Meyer & O'Brien;
Bliss & Faville
William Koenig
Mooser & Milwain

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-6

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Address

Year
Built

Name

3704 034

14 Mint

1907

Haas Candy Factory

N

I

3704 012
3722 073

66 Mint
617 Mission

1902;’08

The Crellin Bldg.

N
N

I
IV

N-S

3722 069

647 Mission

1907

Veronica Bldg.

N

I

N-S

TC

3707 020

658 Mission

1902;‘06

Textile Bldg.

N

I

N-S

TC

3706
3706
3706
3705
3725
3725
3725
3704
3704
3704
3704
3704
3722

276
068
014
007
093
088
087
013
017
019
021
022
006

736 Mission
748 Mission
766 Mission
808 Mission
901 Mission
951 Mission
959 Mission
936 Mission
948 Mission
966 Mission
972 Mission
980 Mission
116 Natoma

1906–09

Jessie Street Substation
Saint Patrick’s Church
St. Patrick’s Ch’ch Rectory

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

3722 014

145 Natoma

1968

3722 013

147 Natoma

1908

3725
3725
3707
3707
3707
3722
3722

430 Natoma
496 Natoma
39 N. Mont’g’y
74 N. Mont’g’y
77 N. Mont’g’y
111 N Mont’g’y
137 N Mont’g’y

Blk

Lot

042
060
035
064
014
072
007

1916

1872

San Francisco Chronicle
Ford Apartments
1905–06 California Casket Co.
1915
Chronicle Hotel
1907
Alkain Hotel

1910

N. Clark and Sons

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.

87
4

Y
Y

C

1926
1912
1914

The Sharon Bldg.
Call Bldg.
1907;’20 Crossley Bldg.
1907
Standard Bldg.
1907

1S

B

MM

2D2

B
C

MM

1S
2S

3S,
3CB
3S,
3CB

I

N-S

SH

1D

N-S
I

163

I
I
I
IV
IV

N-S

N-S
N-S
N-S
N-S
N-S

TC
Y

TC

Y
Y
SH
SH

3S
3S
3S
1D
1D

SoM

3S,
7N1
3S,
3CB
3D

Final
C? Rating
Architect (if known)
1S,
William Curlett
C
3CB
C
3CB Frederick Whitton
Walter J. Mathews

C

Salfield & Kohlberg

C
A
C
B
C*
C
A
C
C

II
V
V

N
N
Y
N
N
N
N
N

Pot.
Dist.

II

N
Underwriters Fire Patrol Bldg.

HR

Rat.

B

Willis Polk

SP

C

3CD

MM
MM
MM
MM
MM
MM
MM

C
C
C
C
C
C
C

3CS
3CD
3CB
3CD
3CB
3CD
3CB
3CB

B*

Phillip Schwerdt

Cunningham & Politeo

Clifton Day

C
A
A
C
C
C

Albert Pissis

3CS
George W. Kelham
Reid Brothers
Mel. Schwartz (‘20)
Reid Brothers
Henry Schluze

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-7

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
Blk

Lot

Address

Year
Built

3722 080

140 N Mont’g’y

1925

3722
3762
3787
3787
3753
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3775
3707
3704

170 N Mont’g’y
120 Perry
322 Ritch
360 Ritch
229 Shipley
1 South Park
17 South Park
21 South Park
22 South Park
26 South Park
33 South Park
41 South Park
45 South Park
76 South Park
102 S. Park
104 S. Park
108 S. Park
117 S. Park
126 S. Park
130 S. Park
135 S. Park
140 S .Park
155 S. Park
156 S. Park
160 S. Park
165 S. Park
166 S. Park
171 S. Park
111 Stevenson
443 Stevenson

1920
1919
1906
1920
1916
1913
1934

022
106
036
040
097
181
046
042
048
049
102
040
039
054
057
058
059
179
061
062
033
064
030
066
067
028
070
137
044
059

Name
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Company
S.F. Furniture Exchange
Old: S.F. Pie Co.
Tobacco Co. of California

1915
1907
1920
1911
1909
1906
1912
1907
1914
1907
1913
1925
1907
1925
1924
1920
1910
1921

Palace Garage

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
N

I

N-S

N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N

IV

N-S

3S
SE

5B

SE

SE

2D

SE

N-S

HR

Pot.
Dist.

Final
C? Rating

3S

SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM
SoM

3S
5B
5D3
5S3
3D
5D3
5B
5B
5D3
5B
5D3
5D3
5D3
5B
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3
5D3

C
B

SE-A
SE-A

B

SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP
SoP

C
C*
C
C
C
C
C
C

D

C
C
C
C
B

Architect (if known)
T. Pflueger, J.R. Miller;A.A.
Cantin
Ken. Macdonald, Jr.

A

SE

I

Rat.

MM

None
William H. Crim, Jr

C

3CD

O'Brien Brothers

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-8

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)

074

Address
31 Stillman
177 Stillman
130 Townsend
136 Townsend
144 Townsend
148 Townsend
164 Townsend

Year
Built
1906
1924
1906
1913
1922
1922
1920

3788 013

180 Townsend

1905

3787
3787
3786
3786
3785

224 Townsend
228 Townsend
310 Townsend
350 Townsend
466 Townsend

1935
1909
1920
1905
1920

Blk
3763
3762
3788
3788
3788
3788
3788

Lot
033
037
008
009

009A
010

013
018
263
015
005

Name

Inglenook Vineyard Agcy.
Clinton Fireproofing Co.
Clinton Construction Co.
Winchester-Simmons Co.
Winchester-Simmons Co..
California Wine Assn.
Townsend House
Paul Wood Warehouse
Holbrook Merrill & Stetson

In
Ex. Dist. Art Con.
NR
Prior
PA LM Dist. Rat. 11 Dist. HT Dist. Rat. Svy.
Y
SoM
Y
SoM
Y
SE CA
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
C
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
C
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
SE 2D SoM
Y
SE
C
SE 2D SoM
Y

SE

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

SE
SE

C

Y

Rat.
5S3
3CS
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D

HR

Pot.
Dist.

B
C
C
C
C

SE

2D

SoM

3D

B*

SE
SE

6Y
6Y
6Y
2S2
2S2

SoM
SoM
SoM

5B
5D3
6Z

C

SoM

2S2

B*
B
C

Final
C? Rating

Architect (if known)

R.V. Woods, engr.
H. C. Baumann

SE-A
SE-A

H. C. Baumann
Meyer & O'Brien/
J. Powers

BTW

CALIFORNIA REGISTER/ NATIONAL REGISTER STATUS CODES (RATINGS)
1 Properties listed in the National Register (NR) or the California Register (CR)
1D - Contributor to a district or multiple resource property listed in NR by the Keeper. Listed in the CR.
1S - Individual property listed in NR by the Keeper. Listed in the CR.
1CL - Automatically listed in the California Register – Includes State Historical Landmarks 770 and above and Points of Historical Interest nominated after 12/97 and recommended for listing by the SHRC.
2 Properties determined eligible for listing in the National Register (NR) or the California Register (CR)
2D - Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by the Keeper. Listed in the CR.
2D2 - Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CR.
2S - Individual property determined eligible for NR by the Keeper. Listed in the CR.
2S2 - Individual property determined eligible for NR by a consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CR.
3 Appears eligible for National Register (NR) or California Register (CR) through Survey Evaluation
3B - Appears eligible for NR both individually and as a contributor to a NR eligible district through survey evaluation.
3D - Appears eligible for NR as a contributor to a NR eligible district through survey evaluation.
3S - Appears eligible for NR as an individual property through survey evaluation.
3CB - Appears eligible for CR both individually and as a contributor to a CR eligible district through a survey evaluation.
3CD - Appears eligible for CR as a contributor to a CR eligible district through a survey evaluation.
3CS - Appears eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation.
4 Appears eligible for National Register (NR) or California Register (CR) through other evaluation
Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-9

TABLE APX-C-1:
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (cont’d.)
5 Properties Recognized as Historically Significant by Local Government
5D3 - Appears to be a contributor to a district that appears eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation.
5S2 - Individual property that is eligible for local listing or designation.
5S3 - Appears to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation.
5B - Locally significant both individually (listed, eligible, or appears eligible) and as a contributor to a district that is locally listed, designated, determined eligible or appears eligible through survey
evaluation.
6 Not Eligible for Listing or Designation as specified
7 Not Evaluated for National Register (NR) or California Register (CR) or Needs Revaluation
7N1 - Needs to be reevaluated (Formerly NR SC4) – may become eligible for NR w/restoration or when meets other specific conditions.
NOTE: List includes only those status codes that appear in the table.

Key:
In PA (In Plan Area): Yes/No
LM (City Landmark Number, if Applicable) –
Shaded Blue
Ex. Dist. – Existing Article 10 Historic District
(SE – South End Hist. Dist.)
Dist. Rat.:
C = Contributor
NC = Non-Contributor
Last updated: November 7, 2017

Art. 11 (Article 11 Rating):
I, II – Significant Building
III – Contributory Bldg. (outside Consrv. Dist.)
IV – Contributory Bldg. (in Conservation Dist.)
V – Unrated Building
Con. Dist. (Conservation Districts):
K-S – Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter (KMMS)
N-S – New Montgomery-Mission-Second St.
HT – Building listed in Here Today (Yes/No)

NR Dist (National Register of Historic
Places):
MS – Market Street Theater and Loft District
SE – South End District
SH – Second and Howard Streets District

HR (San Francisco Heritage Rating):
A - Highest Importance; B – Major Importance;
C – Contextual Importance; D – Minor/None

Pot. Dist. (Potential Historic District):
BTW – Bluxome-Townsend Warehouse
KM-A – KMMS District Addition
Rat. (National Register /California Register
Rating) – see end of table
MM – Mint-Mission District
Buildings listed on National Register shaded red. SFFM – San Francisco Flower Mart
SE-A – South End District Addition
Prior Svy. (Prior Historic Resources Survey): SoP – South Park
SoM – South of Market Survey
SP – St. Patrick’s Church and Rectory
TC – Transit Center District Plan Survey
6th St – 6th Street Lodginghouse
C? – Contributor (C) or Non-Contributor (NC)
C-10

TABLE APX-C-2:
POTENTIAL HISTORIC RESOURCES IN THE PLAN AREA AND VICINITY (MORE INFORMATION REQUIRED)

Block/Lot

Address

3733093
3733030
3753038
3753072
3753077
3725014
3725018
3725035
3753025
3753059
3753063
3732143
3732145A
3732138
3732139
3753082
3753093
3753115
3753117
3753119
3732234
3753129
3753130
3753138
3732261
3725015
3725017
3725019
3725031

266 4th Street
275 5th Street
271 Clara Street
258 Clara Street
274 Clara Street
934 Howard Street
952 Howard Street
82 Mary Street
972 Harrison Street
214 Clara Street
228 Clara Street
925 Howard Street
915 Howard Street
939 Howard Street
937 Howard Street
285 Shipley Street
241 Shipley Street
258 Shipley Street
274 Shipley Street
278 Shipley Street
481 Clementina Street
981 Folsom Street
977 Folsom Street
951 Folsom Street
431 Tehama Street
938 Howard Street
948 Howard Street
960 Howard Street
445 Natoma Street

Last updated: November 7, 2017

Year
Built
1962
1965
1907
1926
1906
1924
1923
1910
1911
1911
1916
1906
1925
1925
1907
1907
1908
1912
1906
1906
1912
1928
1906
1925
1947
1924
1916
1920
1923

Block/Lot

Address

3725033
3753139
3753026
3753027
3753028
3763020
3763024
3763025
3763034
3762048
3762011
3762012
3762019
3763021
3763032
3763100
3762055
3762123
3762124
3763008
3763009
3763013
3763014
3763015
3760059
3787049
3763012
3732090
3732090A

433 Natoma Street
947 Folsom Street
976 Harrison Street
980 Harrison Street
984 Harrison Street
491 3rd Street
93 Stillman Street
89 Stillman Street
25 Stillman Street
147 Stillman Street
518 Bryant Street
520 Bryant Street
546 Bryant Street
485 3rd Street
35 Stillman Street
657 Harrison Street
123 Stillman Street
514 Bryant Street
554 Bryant Street
414 Bryant Street
420 Bryant Street
436 Bryant Street
440 Bryant Street
444 Bryant Street
963 Harrison Street
411 Brannan Street
432 Bryant Street
443 Tehama Street
439 Tehama Street
C-11

Year
Built
1914
1912
1909
1926
1913
1907
1907
1908
1936
1907
1919
1924
1948
1907
1924
1946
1923
1928
1920
1907
1922
1908
1923
1923
1927
1938
1921
1929
1906

Block/Lot

Address

3732091
3732095
3732096
3732089
3732094
3732097
3732102
3732103
3732106
3732108
3732112
3732117
3732100
3732107
3732119
3732130
3732066
3732067
3733026
3733034
3750008
3751033
3733092
3752027
3786020
3752083
3777027
3777029
3778017

435 Tehama Street
421 Tehama Street
415 Tehama Street
445 Tehama Street
423 Tehama Street
409 Tehama Street
424 Tehama Street
927 Howard Street
436 Tehama Street
442 Tehama Street
452 Tehama Street
472 Tehama Street
921 Howard Street
440 Tehama Street
981 Howard Street
973 Howard Street
450 Clementina Street
452 Clementina Street
884 Folsom Street
379 Clementina Street
642 Harrison Street
768 Harrison Street
862 Folsom Street
159 Clara Street
17 Bluxome Street
885 Folsom Street
152 Freelon Street
119 Freelon Street
559 6th Street

Year
Built
1911
1923
1906
1907
1928
1906
1906
1923
1907
1906
1922
1926
1924
1925
1927
1909
1927
1909
1915
1911
1925
1930
1911
1906
1924
1907
1925
1908
1936

Table ApX-C-2:
POTENTIAL HISTORIC Resources in the Plan area AND VICINITY (MORE INFORMATION REQUIRED) (continued)
Block/Lot

Address

3778032
3778046C
3778046D
3778046E
3778046G
3778046H
3778047
3778046F
3776100
3776105
3776106
3777030
3777042
3777045
3778001C
3778001D
3778001F
3777011
3777023
3777025
3777026
3775018
3775020
3775021
3775022
3777044
3777049
3778001E
3775075
3775081
3763015B

154 Morris Street
749 Bryant Street
765 Bryant Street
745 Bryant Street
761 Bryant Street
753 Bryant Street
610 Brannan Street
757 Bryant Street
212 Ritch Street
248 Ritch Street
252 Ritch Street
103 Freelon Street
552 Brannan Street
598 Brannan Street
725 Bryant Street
731 Bryant Street
715 Bryant Street
629 Bryant Street
132 Freelon Street
142 Freelon Street
146 Freelon Street
362 Brannan Street
370 Brannan Street
374 Brannan Street
376 Brannan Street
560 Brannan Street
655 Bryant Street
721 Bryant Street
489 Bryant Street
469 Bryant Street
448 Bryant Street

Last updated: November 7, 2017

Year
Built
1955
1925
1925
1925
1925
1925
1952
1925
1924
1915
1915
1908
1923
1952
1925
1924
1925
1931
1907
1909
1908
1925
1937
1908
1908
1929
1935
1925
1922
1922
1924

Block/Lot

Address

3763015C
3762025
3775087
3775089
3775091
3775092
3775094
3775095
3775096
3775093

460 Bryant Street
570 Bryant Street
445 Bryant Street
439 Bryant Street
435 Bryant Street
433 Bryant Street
427 Bryant Street
425 Bryant Street
421 Bryant Street
431 Bryant Street

Year
Built
1907
1906
1948
1923
1923
1907
1946
1923
1923
1923

APPENDIX E

Shadow Modeling Results [Revised]

February 2018—Screencheck Draft—Subject to Change
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

Central SoMa Plan
Responses to Comments

December 20 3:00pm

