
Dear Ms/Sir,  
Find attachment 9 the cover sheet "Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transfer 
SCH #2017092053." 
 
I have further attached our comments submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department' 
Initial Study: Case No. 2015-014028ENV regarding this project. 
I believe our comments are self explanatory but feel free to contact us. 
Attachment 7 identifies 3333 California St. as a State of California registered Historic Place. 
 
I would like to go on record that at no time was the public notified of this submission made to 
your department. I can only comment that any open, honest and transparent process involving the 
rights of the citizens of California would call for notifying all the stakeholders involved but 
apparently this is no longer the case. 
We received no notification from your department, from the developer or from the San Francisco 
Planning Department. 
 
The attachments are in the following order(hopefully); 
 
1. Kathryn Devincenzi's comments pages 1-32 
2. Kathryn Devincenzi's comments pages 32-61 
3. Richard Frisbie's comments on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
4. Richard Frisbie's comments on Hydrology and Water Quality. 
5. Cover Letter to attachment 4. 
6. Drought map to attachment 4. 
7. Letter of Notification: Fireman's Fund Insurance Company, Determination of  
Eligibility National Register of Historic Places. 
 8. Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal SCH # 2017092053.  
 
Thank you, 
Richard Frisbie 
 



















































































































































COMMENTS TO E 14: HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY; INITIAL STUDY 3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 
MIXED USE PROJECT                                                                                                                                                 

Planning Department Case No. 2015-014028ENV April 25, 2018(reference 1) 

On page 216 of the Initial Study (IS), reference 1, the IS states that the project could have significant 
impact if it could: 

c) “Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site?”                                                                                                                                                                            
This is restated in Impact HY-3 on page 222 of reference 1.                                                                                                           
An underground stream or flow of water is equally as relevant (and potentially more impactful) as a 
more visible surface stream. There is no indication in the Initial Study that this has been considered.                                
Planning nevertheless checked “Less Than Significant Impact.” 

d) “Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increased the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?”                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
This is also restated In Impact HY-3 on page 222.                                                                                                       
Again, as noted above, underground flow of water is equally as important and requires equal 
consideration.                                                                                                                                                             
Planning checked “Less Than Significant Impact.”  

As discussed below these conclusions are not supported by substantial evidence inasmuch as the factual 
data and analysis upon which they are based are insufficient to support the determination of “no-
significant impact.”                                                                                                                                                      
The City failed to use best efforts to investigate and disclose all that it reasonably can with respect to the 
project’s potential adverse impacts.                                                                                                                                    
The IS’s analysis failed to consider the impact of the project on underground flows of water and did not 
make a finding as to whether the existing underground drainage patterns of the site or area could be 
affected. 

 

 

                                                                                      

 

 

 

 



DISCUSSION 

The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation conducted (FN40) by Langan Treadwell Rollo dated 3 Dec. 
2014 (Reference 2), page 5, table 1 shows 5 borings with Depth to Groundwater varying from 18.8 feet 
to 38.8 feet.                                                                                                                                                                            
However the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (FN244) by Langan Treadwell Rollo dated 3 Dec. 
2014 (Reference 3) page 8 states “However, two borings at the Firemen’s Credit Union site (northeast of 
the site) encountered groundwater levels as shallow as 13 feet bgs.”                                                                                      
The Firemen’s Credit Union is immediately adjacent to 3333, and is part of the same block. It is not a 
separate site geologically or hydrologically.     

Reference 3 further states “The direction of groundwater flow is assumed (italics and underlining added) 
to be to the northeast, based on topography and the groundwater monitoring reports for 3201 
California Street; however the site is located near the boundary between the Downtown and Westside 
Groundwater Basins, so it is possible  that the groundwater flow direction varies across the site.”              
It is clear from the above that Langan Treadwell Rollo, as well as Planning, has not conducted an 
investigation that would be adequate to assess the hydrology of the site, including the direction to 
which the groundwater flows.   

The IS states that dewatering the groundwater would likely be required during construction because the 
depth of excavation would be up as much as 40 feet below ground surface and the groundwater level at 
the project site is “about 18 to 39 feet below ground surface (IS, page 219).                                                  
Actually the groundwater is almost certainly much closer to the surface as noted in reference 3 above as 
well as for reasons that will be discussed in this section. 

 There is clearly a subsurface flow of this groundwater. What is it, what is its flow rate and in what 
direction does it flow?                                                                                                                                                         
It would appear prudent to better understand the situation before beginning to excavate up to 40 feet 
bgs as well as essentially building a concrete dam in the form of underground garages that would stretch 
from Laurel St. to Presidio Ave., and completely block off any flow across the entire site.                                                                                                                                                                                          
At present there is only minimal obstruction, as the underground garage is a very small portion of the 
Laurel to Presidio distance and the buildings foundations present a minimal barrier to this subsurface 
flow. 

What is the underground water going to do if this project is constructed?                                                                                                         
We know the groundwater under the site will be diverted.                                                                                                                                              
It is reasonable (if we had better data it would probably show with certainty) to conclude that the 
groundwater diverted by the below ground construction will have considerably higher flow velocities 
and energy at whatever point(s) it departs the site as the flow will be concentrated at the end(s) of the 
underground concrete barrier (parking garages).                                                                                                                                                                                    
We know that these higher subsurface flow rates and energies will create higher erosion rates and could 
lead to flooding at a downstream location due to these higher flow rates.                                                       
What are these higher erosion rates going to do to the foundations of buildings exposed to an entirely 



new flow regime, none of which existed when they were constructed?                                                             
What analysis has been done concerning these potential impacts on the buildings along the lower 
portion of Laurel St and Presidio Ave.? 

Unfortunately these are not the only shortcomings of the data presented in the Initial Study.                             
Nor are they the most damaging to the conclusions reached as to Impact HY-3.                                                             
A review of the boring logs indicates the borings were carried out August 20-26, 2014 and generated the 
groundwater bgs data that appears in table 1, page 5 of FN40, reference 2.                                                                       
The August 2014 date leaps out like a red flag; as it should have for everyone associated with FN 40 and 
the Initial Study. 

California entered the most severe drought in its history in 2011 and did not exit it until 2017.                          
August 2014 is the approximate midpoint in this period so any of the FN40 groundwater levels quoted 
are those determined three years into a prolonged severe drought.                                                                                
Essentially such data are irrelevant for a normal year(s) and consequentially egregiously understate the 
hydrological condition of the site. 

According to Wikipedia (with additional support in the article’s references), “2011-2017 California 
Drought” (reference 4) page 2: “By February 1, 2014, Felicia Marcus, the chairwoman of the State Water 
Resources Control Board, claimed the 2014 drought ‘is the most serious drought we’ve faced in modern 
times.’”                                                                                                                                                                         
On the same page; “According to NASA, tests published in January 2014 have shown that the twelve 
months prior to January 2014 were the driest on record, since record-keeping began in 1885.”              
The references included in this document further reinforce the historic shortfalls of rain during this 
drought. 

Per weather.com/science/environment/news/california-drought-seconds-20141009 (reference 5) page 
1: “As a result, 2013 was California’s driest year ever recorded (emphasis in the report).                                                                                                                                                                        
San Francisco, which usually averages 23.65 inches of rain a year, only experienced 5.60.”   This is 
approximately 24% of a normal year.                                                                                                                     
The map on page 16 of “275 California drought maps show deep drought and recovery” LA Times April 
7, 2017 (reference 6), included at the end of this document, shows the extent and severity of the 
drought as of Aug.3, Aug. 12, Aug. 19, Aug. 26, Sept.2 – which is the precise period in which the borings 
took place. 

So, in the midst of a record drought, one that was already three years in extent; after the driest year on 
record (2013); after a year that produced less than 24% of the normal rainfall; and then after five 
months of a normal zero rainfall dry season the developer commissioned Langan Treadwell and Rollo to 
carry out borings with one of the specific objectives to determine the depth of groundwater below 
surface!                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
It is inconceivable, literally, to conjure up a more perfect set of circumstances to produce a more 
misleading series of conclusions more amenable and favorable to the developers’ plan.                                                                                                                                                                                          
It is also perplexing that Planning has accepted these results on face value, has done no analysis or 



research of its own to validate the reasonableness of these results; and has used these results as the 
basis for a finding of “Less Than Significant.” 

As a minimum, the conclusions of Impact HY-3 are inaccurate, inadequate, incomplete and invalid.                                                  
Due to the total absence of relevant analysis and data, the IS failed to consider the impact on the 
existing underground drainage patterns of the site.  The IS discusses impacts on surface runoff and fails 
to analyze the impact of the construction of the project on the alteration of the existing drainage 
pattern of the site, including through the alteration of the course of a subsurface stream or river.                                                                                                                  
The EIR should analyze whether the project could alter the existing drainage pattern of groundwater or 
alter the course and/or characteristics of the underground water flows.                                                          
It should also analyze the potential impact on existing buildings in the vicinity of the site as a result of 
the alterations to underground water flows.  
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        525 Laurel St. 

        San Francisco, CA 94118 

        27 June, 2018 

 

Julie Moore, 

Senior Planner 

Environmental Planning Division 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission St., San Francisco 

 

Dear Ms. Moore, 

  Find enclosed my comments to Section E 14: Hydrology and Water Quality contained in 
the “Initial Study 3333 California Street Mixed Use Project”, Planning Department Case No. 2015-
014028ENV dated April 25, 2018. 

I will hand deliver a copy of the comments within the next few days. As previously noted, I can provide 
copies of the references if you are unable to access them online as I did. 

In addition, as the Environmental Planning Division would not grant my request for an extension while I 
was awaiting answers to a series of questions previously submitted I will be submitting subsequent 
comments based on the responses. 

As of this date I am still not in possession of the responses to those questions. 

I look forward to receiving them in a timely fashion. 

Respectfully 

 

 

F. Richard Frisbie 

 
 
 
 








