
Further to my prior email of today sent at 2:53pm  I would like to draw specific attention to the attachment 3 on 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The criteria to qualify for streamlining under AB900 requires that the project cannot "add any 
net additional emissions...." 
Greenhouse gas emissions are not confined to the trucks, bulldozers and diesel equipment used during construction as this 
represents a paltry 12% of the project's greenhouse gases generated. An internal combustion engine is not the sole, nor 
primary, source of emissions as the Initial Study would lead one to believe.  
Any credible technical evaluation of greenhouse gas generation must account for ALL such emissions and it is 
inconceivable that this project will be found to be net neutral. It does not remotely qualify under AB900. 
In addition, no calculation was included to address the emissions generated as a result of recycling all the concrete, steel 
and glass debris created as a result of the demolition of over 50% of the main historic building. This is substantial and 
needs to be accounted for.  
Disposing of this debris in a landfill does not eliminate its ultimate impact on the gross greenhouse gas emissions 
generated by the project. It simply defers them to some later date when a new landfill, further from San Francisco, must be 
commissioned and  the debris recycled.  
Landfill is considered by every responsible climate change expert to be the most wasteful of all disposal methodologies as 
everything is wasted, nothing is saved for re-use, everything must be created anew. It is the poster child for ignoring 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
The entire discussion presented by San Francisco Planning and the developer simply parrots Donald Trump's view of 
climate change and greenhouse gases and does a disservice to the citizens of California who look to government to protect 
the environment not contribute to its destruction. 
Please insure that 100% of greenhouse gases generated are properly accounted for prior to applying AB900. 
 
Also be advised that the developer is requesting a 15 year entitlement period, see attachment, which is fundamentally in 
direct opposition to AB 900's stated objective to streamline projects in order to bring housing online in an expedited 
manner. 
It would appear that the 15 year entitlement period disqualifies 3333 California St. from any consideration under AB 900 
as the project is not intended to be developed in an expedited time-frame.   
Generate needed critically needed housing, high-paying jobs? When? What will the need look like 15 years from now? 
Furthermore, there is no credibly supported analytical evidence that developing 3333 California St. will create additional 
permanent high-wage, high paying jobs etc. thereby qualifying this as a leadership project.  
Any projection that spans a 15 year period is irrelevant which is made abundantly clear by Prado's comment in the 
attachment.  
One need only go back 10 years when California was mired in a recession, unable to pay its bills, slashed its education 
budgets, etc. to recognize this. 
Much of the submission is a perfect example of the saying "a piece of paper will take anything you want to write on it." 
Tables, references, and reams of verbiage primarily  intended to mislead, misdirect and misinform. 
Respectfully, 
Richard Frisbie 
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