el Heights provement Association of San Francisco. buc

October 23, 2018
By E-Mail To: California.Jobs@opr.ca.gov

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Re: State Clearinghouse No: 2017092053 - 3333 California Street Project
Application for Environmental Leadership Development Project

These comments are submitted based on information from CARB yesterday that the
above-described application was not complete, as CARB was still waiting for some information
that CARB requested of the applicant.

1. The Project Drawings Submitted with the Application Do Not Show the Proposed
New Loading Zones on the Exterior of the Site, and the Analysis of Vehicle Trips
Should Include Estimated Vehicle Trips from Drop-Offs and Pick-Ups Including
From Transportation Network Companies Such as Uber and Lyft.

The project drawings submitted with the application do not show the new passenger and
commercial loading zones proposed for the exterior of the site, which would be used for pick-ups
and drop-offs by passenger and commercial vehicles, including transportation network
companies such as Uber and Lyft. These passenger loading zones can be expected to be used by
employees working at the site as well as residents and visitors.

Attachment A hereto contains the 8-17-2017 plan sheet C2.02, which shows four (4) new
proposed passenger loading zones and one (1) new commercial loading zone marked in red on
the exterior of the site. Plan sheet L1.01 shows them marked in blue. (See Attachment A)

The August 30, 2018 email from Dan Safier, project manager, states on page 1 that there
would be three (3) separate 60-foot-long white passenger loading zones and one (1) 100-foot-
long yellow commercial loading zone on California Street and contains a diagram of the
locations following the text. (See Attachment B) The diagram shows the passenger loading
zones in blue and the commercial loading zone in yellow. It is not clear whether one of the
passenger loading zones proposed in the plans submitted to the Planning Department has been
eliminated, as the diagram attached to the email does not indicate that it has been submitted to
the Planning Department.
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It is my understanding from information provided by the Planning Department that San
Francisco’s Transportation Analysis Zones were based on data collected from the California
household travel behavior survey of 2010-2012 and that transportation network trips have
substantially increased since that data was collected. Thus, the Transportation Analysis Zone
709 data used by the applicant does not include the amount of vehicle trips that could be
expected from the three or four passenger loading zones on the perimeter of the site under current
expectations for transportation network trips. This information should be provided and the
analysis of project vehicle trips revised, because the configuration of three to four passenger
loading zones on the perimeter of the site can reasonably be expected to attract or serve
transportation network companies and add a significant amount of traffic trips to the site.

2, Comparable Projects in a Similar TAZ Zone or Location Type Were Not Analyzed
in the Transportation Efficiency Analysis.

The applicant’s Transportation Efficiency analysis does not compare project traffic with
comparable development in Zone 709 or a comparable TAZ Zone or area. Page 10 of the
Transportation Efficiency analysis acknowledges that the comparable projects used in the
analysis were not required to “have the same characteristics as the proposed and variant project
that would lead to trip reductions, such as an urban location near transit, an infill nature, or a
Transit Demand Management (TDM) program.” Page 10 of the Transportation Efficiency
analysis states that the analysis was not based on comparable projects, as follows:

“To analyze the transportation efficiency of the proposed and variant projects, the
projects’ vehicle trip generation was examined against that of comparable developments.
The comparable project is assumed to be a project with similar land use as the proposed
project but vehicle trip generation that is more typical of national averages. The
comparable development’s vehicle trip generation was calculated using the standard
national reference, the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual. The comparable project has the same land uses and quantities (size/number of
units) as the proposed and variant projects, but may not have the same characteristics
as the proposed and variant projects that would lead to trip reductions, such as an
urban location near transit, an infill nature, or a Transit Demand Management
(TDM) program.

For the proposed project, the ITE trip rates used to calculate the vehicle trip generation of
the comparable development originated from the following land use categories:
Multifamily Housing - Mid-Rise (ITE 221), Multifamily Housing - Low-Rise (ITE 220),
Shopping Center (ITE 820), Quality Restaurant (ITE 931), Coffee-Donut shop without
Drive-Through Window (ITE 936), General Office (ITE 710), and Day Care Center (ITE
565). For the comparable project relating to the variant project, the same land use
categories were used, with the exception of the General Office category.” (Emphasis
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added)

Page 1 of the Transportation Efficiency analysis also states that the proposed and variant projects
were “analyzed against the trip generation of a comparable project, which is based on national
average characteristics.” (Emphasis added)

Since the San Francisco Transportation Information Map contains many, very detailed
Transportation Analysis Zones, that would have characteristics comparable to the TAZ 709
location and the proposed and variant projects, the analysis should be revised using comparable
development in San Francisco that has “the same characteristics as the proposed and variant
projects that would lead to trip reductions, such as an urban location near transit, an infill nature,
or a Transit Demand Management (TDM) program.” Since the “comparable” projects used in
the Transportation Efficiency analysis were not required to have these characteristics, but were
based on national average characteristics, the comparison with the other development overstated
the degree by which the proposed and variant projects could result in a decrease in total daily
vehicle trips. Public Resources Code section 21180 specifies that comparable projects “must be
located on an infill site,” but the Transportation Efficiency analysis did not demonstrate that the
compared projects were located on an infill site.

Given the well-known fact that San Francisco is the second most dense city in the nation,
the comparison of the proposed and variant projects with projects more typical of national
averages resulted in misleading and inaccurate information and failed to provide information
sufficient to enable the Governor to determine that the project will achieve at least 15 percent
greater transportation efficiency, as defined in Public Resources Code section 21180( ¢) than
comparable projects. The Governor’s Guidelines for an AB 900 application specify that for “the
purposes of this provision, comparable means a project of the same size, capacity and location
type.” The comparison used by the applicant failed to use the same location type consisting of an
urban location near transit or an infill nature. The applicant should be required to revise the
analysis and compare the proposed and variant projects with a development of the same location
type consisting of an urban location near transit or an infill site.

3. The Greenhouse Gas Emissions From Vehicles Expected to Use the Newly Proposed
Passenger and Commercial Loading Zones on the Exterior of the Site Should Be
Included in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis.

The Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) Analysis does not appear to include the GHG
emissions from vehicles expected to use the new 3 or 4 passenger and 1 commercial loading
zones proposed for the exterior of the site. AB 900 clearly requires analysis of all GHG
emissions from vehicle traffic associated with the proposed and variant projects. The application
should be revised to include these GHG emissions, especially those that could result from
employee, resident and visitor transportation to and from the site.
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4. All Net Greenhouse Gas Emissions Should Be Evaluated For the Lifespan of the
Project.

Public Resources Code section 21183( ¢) specifies that the project may not result “in any
net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee
transportation.” The statute does not limit the GHG emissions to direct emissions from the
project. All indirect emissions should also be evaluated, including the GHG emissions that
would result from the manufacture of the substantial amounts of concrete and steel that would be
used to construct the proposed and variant projects. The project proposes to construct 1,372,270
gross square feet of development on the site, which is almost three times the existing 469,000
gross square footage of development. (See Attachment C, plan sheet G3.02a and excerpt of
Initial Study for 3333 California Street Mixed Use Project, p. 9) Substantial amounts of concrete
and steel would be needed for construction of underground parking garages, which would entail
excavation of soils and rock 7- 40 feet below existing grade, generating approximately 241,300
net cubic yards of excavated soils. (See Attachment C, Initial Study excerpt, p. 207 and plan
excerpt G2.08.)

In addition, the application for Environmental Leadership Development Project states
under heading 9 that operational emissions were calculated for 2020 through 2057 to account for
an approximately 30-year lifespan of the project following buildout. This estimate seems small
and should warrant further inquiry and reanalysis of the expected lifespan of the project
following buildout. The buildings and garages could certainly be expected to last for more than
30 years. The existing building and garages were first constructed in the mid-1950s.

5. This is Not an Of-Right Project, and Approval of the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors Would Be Required for Substantial Zoning Changes to Permit the
Proposed and Variant Project to Proceed, So the Determination of Leadership
Status Should be Deferred Until After the Board of Supervisors Considers the
Proposed and Variant Project and any Alternatives Proposed by Commenters on
the EIR.

The application does not disclose the fact that substantial zoning changes would have to
be approved by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to allow the proposed and variant project
to proceed. As explained by the San Francisco Planning Department’s Preliminary Project
Assessment, Attachment D hereto, various aspects of the project conflict with both the current
RM-1 zoning applicable to the site, as well as with City Planning Commission Resolution No.
4109, which also applies to the site. (Attachment D, pp. 10, 14) Also, various components of the
project exceed the current 40-foot height limit, and a height district reclassification of the
property must be sought. Id. p. 10, see also Attachment C, Initial Study excerpts pp. 85-87.

In addition, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors has not approved any development
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agreement for the site. Thus, the statement under heading 9 of the application that the applicant
“may choose to develop the project site over a timeframe of up to 15 years” is inaccurate.
Applicant Dan Safier has made clear that he is seeking to enter into a development agreement
with the City of San Francisco for a term of approximately 15 years. (Attachment F, excerpt of
email from Dan Safier)

There is very substantial community opposition to the rezonings requested by the
applicant, and the community has presented a petition with approximately 800 signatures against
the rezoning to the Supervisor of District 2. The community is preparing an alternative plan that
would contain the same number of housing units as the proposed and variant projects but
eliminate the new retail uses and new office building.

The Governor should defer the decision on the AB 900 application until after the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors votes on whether to grant zoning changes and whether to
approve the nature, size and composition of the project.

6. The Existing Building and Landscaping on the Site are Listed California Historical
Resources.

As explained in Attachment E hereto, the existing building and landscaping are
historically significant resources listed on the California Register of Historical Resources.
Attachment E contains excerpts of the nomination of the site as a historical resource that was
granted. These excerpts explain the character defining features of the existing office building
and landscaping and that the design was intended to promote the integration of the architecture
and landscape.

The proposed and variant project would materially impair character defining features of
the resource including the horizontality of massing and the integrated landscaping. Attachment
G, plan sheets A6.00, A6.01 and A1.02)

The community is preparing an alternative that would construct the same number of
residential units on the site as the proposed and variant projects but would not materially impair
character defining features of the resource.

Conclusion
We appreciate your consideration of these comments and hope you will take them into

account in evaluating the application and deciding the appropriate time for a determination of
whether the application complies with AB 900 standards.
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Very truly yours,

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc.

fttheqe . Oeveiecen

By: Kathryn R. Devincenzi, President

cc: Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
Chris Ganson, Senior Planner
Richard Corey, Executive Director CARB
Heather King, Air Pollution Specialist

Attachments: A through G
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M G fﬂall Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Thank you and Follow-Up

1 message

Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com> Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 11:23 AM
To: "krdevincenzi@gmail.com" <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>, "“frfbeagle@gmail.com" <fribeagle@gmail.com>,
“johnrothmann2@yahoo.com" <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com>, "M.J. Thomas" <mjthomas@hill-co.com>

Cc: Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre.com>, Cindy Park <cpark@pradogroup.com>, Don Bragg <dbragg@pradogroup.com>,
Jing Ng <Jing@pradogroup.com>

Dear Kathy, Dick, John, and M.J.,
We hope this email finds you well.
Please see attached for our responses to your questions from our previous meeting.

As mentioned at the end of our meeting, we thought the discussion was very productive. As we continue to work on
refining the Planning Application, we would like offer to schedule a follow-up meeting to further discuss retail or any other
topics.

Sincerely,

Dan and Dan

Dan Safier
Prado Group, Inc.
150 Post Street, Suite 320

San Francisco, CA 94108

dsafier@pradogroup.com

T:415857.9312

www.PradoGroup.com

This message contains information which may be confidential and privileged. Unless you are the addressee (ot
authorized to receive for the addressee), you may not use, copy or disclose tc anyone the message or any information
contained in the message. !f you have received the message in error, please advise the sender by reply
chamilton@pradogroup.com, and delete the message. Thank you very much.
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1. What loading zones are being proposed for the site? What traffic impacts are associated with
the locations of the loading zones?

The project is proposing six (6} off-street and underground freight loading spaces in the
California Street and Masonic garages.

In addition to this, the project provides three (3) separate 60-foot-long {white) passenger
loading zones and one (1) 100-foot-long (yellow) commercial loading zone. Please see the
attached diagram which calls out the passenger loading zones in blue and the commercial
loading zone in yellow. The zones are currently located as follows:

*  West side of Masonic Avenue (passenger)

e North side of Euclid Avenue {passenger)

e East side of Laurel Street {passenger)

e South side of California Street (commercial), as requested by the City’s Streetscape
Design Advisory Team (SDAT)

The locations of the on-street passenger loading zones were located for pedestrian and
residence convenience and proximity to the lobbies of the proposed buildings in the project.
Passenger loading would also occur at the proposed roundabout at the terminus of the Walnut
Street extension into the project site.

The potential impacts of the loading zones are currently being studied and evaluated in the
transportation section of the Draft EIR. Appropriate mitigation and improvement measures will
be introduced as necessary.

2. Site Access:

a. Can cars go in and out on California and Walnut?
Yes. As shown in the attached diagram, the project is proposing multiple access points
from the surrounding streets into underground parking garages to disperse the access
around the site. This includes the entry/exit driveway at California and Walnut for the
California Street Garages. The traffic flow is being studied in the Draft EIR.

The proposed access points are listed in detail in the Initial Study, including specifically
on pages 57 & 58. This list has not changed since the publication of the Initial Study,
with the exception of the consolidation of the Mayfair garage entry/exit and the 6
Laurel Townhome driveways into a single access point, as shared with LHIA at our 7/24
meeting. Please see attached for a diagram of the updated site access plan for the
Mayfair Garage and Laurel Townhomes.

b. What are the proposed plans for Presidio Avenue? Is there a vehicular exit on
Presidio; if not, can this be added?
The proposed plans for Presidio Avenue are identified in the initial Study, including
Pages 58 and 63.

There is a driveway on Presidio that will include an in and out access for the off-street
freight loading area and in-only access to the California Street Garage. The current
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design enables exiting vehicles to exit via a new curb cut on Masonic Avenue. The
entrance and the exit were separated for traffic management purposes. The Draft EIR
will analyze the traffic impacts of the project and driveways in depth, studying potential
traffic impacts and circulation through the proposed driveways while putting forward
mitigation and improvement measures as necessary.

¢. The Initial Study states that the Mayfair Garage might be connected to the main
underground garage. What effect will this have on the traffic on Laurel?
The Initial Study and DEIR do not currently study the parking garages as connected,
which we understand to be the more conservative analysis.

d. Does the proposal include the retention of the café in existing building?
The proposal does not currently include the retention of the café in the existing
building.

3. What is your goal for the retail? Is it more of an amenity for the housing or more of a financial
driver?

Our approach has always been to add to and complement Laurel Village and Sacramento Street.
We aim to work with our community and the Laurel Village Merchants. The retail plan from our
June 13, 2017 community meeting shows how we could divide the spaces on California Street to
accommodate smaller shops and a range of neighborhood-serving retail.

Neighborhood retail brings pedestrians and the watchful eyes that come with them, enhancing
the safety of city streets. It also encourages walkability, with residents walking to stores,
services, parks and other amenities close by. As such, we believe the retail will be an amenity to
our project and the community.

4. If a SUD were granted, what is the process for amending it? What is the process for amending
a DA? Is the public process less involved for the amendments?

Amendments to a SUD are treated as an amendment to the Planning Code and must be done by
ordinance of the Board of Supervisors. This is a lengthy process involving multiple public
hearings, CEQA review, and is outlined in Section 302 of the Planning Code; the proposed
amendments are subject to approval by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Any
material change to the DA (e.g., any modification that would extend the term, change the
permitted uses, decrease the community benefits, or be inconsistent with the SUD) would
require Planning Director, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor’s approval.



14 0S4 Sl 0
DU St
Bupped punoiBiapun e o...._U_.ﬁ
|
UOHRINOIID YIH
JEINIIBA B8NS 0} uopejuasald ul
1 1}
auoz _ umoys se ‘pajepdn
Buipeo Jefuassed — 1s Hsnd
= ; saoeds )
suoz | [ ™ I“b:
| S
Bulpeo |elolawwo)) = ’
T T el (sP080s7)
| : o4
uofeooT doig uaung . b= 1
P B Mmmomam FA]
(psemiod unp) - —l | oL
uoneosojay doig ainyng M =g —.\.I.
-
I o i frrd
doyg sng unpy @ =) m
(7] =
w S (saoeds 7)
noang  (xx) & | e 9%
s -
(seoeds 1) _.| = ._ - lemomam 2)
55300y 81BYG-IED pUB = I . 01)
'(sa0eds 97) |enuapisay s Mw,momam 2)
B = KINO $53853 | | ST o)
((sa00ds (g) [e10JaWW0) .osounv [\ = L
(se0eds 67) 2180 PIUD al seomds og)
'(sa0eds Qo1) 2010 18 INId ﬂ 7 z1)
: |
(seoeds g0} I > i
$5a00y Bunjied €)oYy AU = o |
* o
(ssoeds 0zG) ssaooy - XINO mmmmx...@:d e, AA HIVIAYW
G 3 L
Sreeo epees © Aﬂ_ - o wmIe|se wam®ee !i_;_w..o
S$3¥DI/SSINDNI il - -
(saoeds g|) sseooy - e - . - ”!. LR N ]
Bupped enuspisey SN oz_n<oin.v__.,_. _ e
182} . L%
HEMSSOID MON s N4 - L (saueds gzyL)
pasodoid Av i Jﬁ_m:

UOEINOID UBLISSPed @ @ ®

$5800Y UBlSepad O

puaba

WALNUT ST

.00}

1S VINYOIITYD

pmd TV
(M=M= N@.nN@




EXHIBIT C



PZO€O

TVLIWENS NOILYDddY ONINNY1d

10T LR

“nasnar SRR

SNOILLYY¥IO
a3
Y3INUOD
SINVIF

| sl [

AAVWWAS - VIVA LO3rOdd

vo 0omoNvE NS | JJYLS <_Z~_Ou__._<0 ceee

a3dIANO¥d ONDINVd

$O3ENA { §34NOS - 0L

8= NIHOUHD 02/ | SUYDOUHD

SANIWOD - £2 £ =08L/Z8891 = 45 054/1 JA38/QCOA
T 1 T ‘o1 Junjied g ezeld ou3 U] PS3eoo) 918 s30Bds [EJUSPISoY V BZE/d 9 4 SNIWOS-0L 01 =459 N05< 000'01/| + 0L “UYEH
I {z) 99e1e3 pion3 943 Ul p33e30] 9Je 39€1E € IN0Y3M SIWOQUMOY [3IneT 543 Joj saoeds dunjied syl , SoaEa / mm_wﬁ.ﬂ_zﬁmuu nm &Qw_wom %wwm_wcmn_vﬂw«owhwwu%ww
| 39e1ed 199115 B|UIOJ||ED) 941 U] Paleso] aJe pue ,a9elsAaq PUE POQ), 9 03 PIWNSSE ‘000T/¥ I8 padtied (13l pIIng W
| I 1 L[E1USY |IE131, PaWNSSE ‘Q00T/¢ 48 payled |[E3a1 INU[EM o _ . _ .
._Ommhm>wn pue pooj, roﬁ\.v eale jo jjley pue :_m-_w:m_m {1e3al,, OQOH\N 1B B2J2 JO jjey pawnsse .Ogﬂ\m e Umx._mn [1e}3] g+Y BZE|g o NeEElobel) mwﬂmxww - m# QIQOW\%%W—NI\RZ_.N—N_M_M_unu_ummm\o—ommw_\(;oqﬂ_emw
_ ﬁ _ _ # _ _ mm_._n_Enw.U -0l 0l = 000'S/666'6% = 459 000'S/1 *IDIH44O
7 e s o = = - — il - SANdWOD - 858 S12 =001 BAC i /1 + 001 538
{551 D35 ONYYL INE
0 0 - 0 0 ] 0 [ seiep w |
A L
0 0 0 0 0 i i soong e | @ |
[ ==
0 [ - 0 8 0 £l £l piong mr
£ 0 i 0 0 0 0 1 Jjuosep D i
[ - 0 0 0 0 BEL 4 0pig ooy m_
0 E 0 0 0 0 3 v Bpig 191099 3 i
3 - 0 52 [ [ ] UL > |
0 0l - 09 0 [i Ve 19 awujg ol B
0 ] - 0 0 0 £ I v zEid w
] ameys e oo Tapgeg Tupgied Tappieg » Bumjing Tapyed LT B
Buypeoy |niaaeuntog P L) nney {RRUSpIESY 5
[moor | % 1 wer | wee [ wee | me ] INNOD/XIW lINN
W z _E _mm _ﬁ 3 ﬂ_.& < |
e 0 o g ED 0 Tekeg 2 r
b1 ) ] 1 [0 0 soapngene | O |
et 0 i i I o ] ml
19 o [ vz iz I0] DIH0SERy o
€l § &z s 0 _u 3 bpig 9eg ~ |
13 9 ot L z I v Bpig 1910e) - I
D 0 0 o M o[
19 0 la z z 6 g ezejd = I
9 0 b 7 7 81 [vezid >
101 Hd 10 qag¥ [F1 33 [F1 % @al [T (0] L
86991 _Eu_ LU 16528 : orf - | SVIIV 1OIrO¥d
0 0 o LI0Er e X I
0 0 0 LIy _w.mn_ﬁn e | O
0 0 iy lSvEiel R} ml
[ [ lo _mﬂ.mm IajuosEyy ol
g 0 : g Bpjg Jewue) - |
0 [ v Opig 18jus) - |
[069%1 |6ES'6Y ANJUAR ol
o o FGLIT] = |
10 o L] >
35 88019 35 501 LT o
BIpIYY 0 Hney Jeiuspisey L =




8079 o | TVLIWENS NOIYOITddY ONINNYI & NISNIr - L £ n_Dd<Emzom“mmwm meE

SNOILD3S LIS LO3rodd — oo 13318 VINYO4ITYD €€€€

anana WOh0F =l

NOILD3S 31LIS 1SAM-ISVL

" NGNS NGNS SINOH SIWOH
[ SINOSYW anonz BV aaHova
. MY TANOSYW L
—H ONRIEYd Ao
FNMNIAY g = 1 - j
VINNOATYD NS e it o Ll e e ! R ) [
HOKID ¥ S 4
m«u.._ocum.tu wwu.‘ﬁuw:ruﬂww!ﬁ [ £
ATNG 350 504 Ho A - pi—
3004 lﬂg& ﬂ EWE
Q3d¥ISANY] Ol MZ_JJDU
380D SINOH
IYUNIOISTY IvIIN3QISTY
JHOD
32440 IDIO
win o 0P =1
NOILD3S 31IS 1SIM-1SV4
ONIXAYd anm"xm
‘Hou LA
JUYIAUHD 1 3¥¥2QIHD —U
5 + 8 ¥3INID v ¥3INID oNIaTNg
— SE— T TT7YT I R ONIQUNG ONILSIXA SNIQTING ONILSIX3 AVIAYW , SINZWLIVAY
i - . SRV VIV i
OlcIS3Nd — 7 775 PO
... S e Al ! S TR o NSS! ey ey e
— 4 Z ! Z ¥ o & | Zaus
E | et | € " £ _I T TN
o
—— /
9
apol
oy - Barpipns
ONIGTING ONILSIXE 4O TTHON
L0000 =l
NOILD4S 31IS HINOS-HLAON
wn_%u.ﬁ 078 INTYM 5001
: ¥ ¥AINID
DRy
3INI4NT 65 - iAEvd AR — SNIGTING ONUSIXE p s T
\lﬂ gl L. < e ‘»”1 A
JECNTY | Ny o Smeenem— T e ils - i
anom3 - z VINSCATYD 3
¥ s £ /l\L
m QEE = 1 e -
S R
=p0s0 S ._m - - ¥
9
£

- )




Initial Study
3333 California Street Mixed Use Project

Planning Department Case No. 2015-014028ENV
State Clearinghouse No. 2017092053

April 25, 2018

Written comments should be sent to:

Julie Moore
Senior Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 SAN FRANCISCO
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Existin Proposed Project
Use Existing Gross Proposed Gross
Square Footage or Square Footage or
Number of Spaces Location Number of Spaces Proposed Location
On-Street 0 Not 4 California Street and Laurel
Commercial and Applicable (conversion of Street (1 commercial space)
Passenger Loading 15 parking spaces) | Masonic Avenue, Euclid
Spaces Avenue, Laurel Street
(3 passenger spaces)
TOTAL Existing: Proposed Project:
GROSS
SQUARE
FOOTAGE /
NUMBER OF 469,000 gsf / 1,372,270 gsf /
SPACES 543 spaces 895 spaces
Notes:

A With the adaptive reuse of Center Building B, a portion of Basement Level B1 and all of Basement Level B3 under
the eastern portion of the existing office building would be retained for parking and integrated with the proposed
California Street Garage (under the proposed Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut buildings) and, potentially, with the
new below-grade parking under the proposed Masonic, Euclid, and Mayfair buildings.

B There are five existing car-share spaces in Basement Level B1 of the structured parking garage.

C Parking would include 10 car-share spaces and 26 Americans with Disabilities Act accessible spaces. Pursuant to
San Francisco Green Building Code sections 4.106.4 and 5.106.5 up to 8 percent of parking spaces would be
developed with electric vehicle charging stations and other spaces would be electric vehicle ready.

D Open area includes 51,900 square feet of existing privately owned open space. UCSF currently grants public access
to the green spaces at the corner of Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street (23,600 square feet) and along Presidio
Avenue (10,700 square feet). The internal private open spaces on the south and east sides of the existing office
building (a 4,500-square-foot child care play space and a 13,100-square-foot private courtyard) are for UCSF’s
exclusive use. The remaining approximately 113,300 square feet of open area are inaccessible planted or
landscaped areas. Open area does not include existing surface parking lots (approximately 139,000 square feet).

E Includes all landscaped areas and common open space and private open space for the proposed residential uses. A
portion of the common open space would be open to the public. Private and common open space would be
provided for each of the proposed new buildings and the renovated Center A and Center B Buildings as part of the
development of each of these buildings and as part of the overall open space framework.

Source: Laurel Heights Partners, LLC; BAR Architects; SCB; Jensen (August 2017)

The proposed project would amend the San Francisco Planning Code (planning code), adding a
new Special Use District (SUD). The SUD would establish land use zoning controls for the project
site. The Zoning Maps would be amended to show changes for the project site from the current
zoning (Residential, Mixed District, Low Density [RM-1] Zoning District) to the proposed SUD
zoning, which would apply. In addition, it would require a waiver or modification of any applicable
conditions of Planning Commission Resolution 4109 (Resolution 4109 [described in detail below
on pp. 22-23])."° Height limits would remain at 40 feet except along California Street, where height
limits would be increased from 40 to 45 feet to accommodate higher ceilings for ground-floor retail
uses, and at the center of the site (from 40 feet to 80 and 92 feet) for the renovated buildings
resulting from the adaptive reuse of the existing office building, which is approximately 55.5 feet
tall as measured along the north elevation to the top of the roof (exclusive of the approximately

13-foot-tall mechanical penthouse).

10 City and County of San Francisco, City Planning Commission Resolution 4109, November 13, 1952.
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Overall, 1,476,987 gsf of new and rehabilitated space, comprising 978,611 gsf of residential floor
area; 48,593 gst of ground floor retail spaces; and 14,650 gsf of childcare center space would be
developed under the project variant. Up to 971 vehicle parking spaces, including ten car-share
spaces, would be provided in multiple garages with up to three subterranean levels totaling
435,133 gsf. Approximately 236,000 square feet of the project site would be retained as open area,
including the development of common and private open space throughout the site, the same open
space and public access program that would be provided with the proposed project.

Under the project variant the footprints of the other proposed new buildings would not change and
the design program would be similar to the one for the proposed project. The preliminary
construction phasing plan would also be applicable to the project variant, described in detail on
pp. 74-78, with the exception of Phase 3. Under the project variant, Phase 3 would include the
development of 153,920 gsf of residential uses (186 units), substituting for 49,999 gsf of office
space and 5,524 gsf of retail space in the Walnut Building. Under the project variant, Phase 3 garage
space would increase by 6,360 gsf (from 301,060 gsf for the proposed project to 307,420 gsf).

REQUIRED APPROVALS

Implementation of the proposed project or project variant would require changes to existing
development controls for the project site through planning code, and zoning map amendments
including permitted uses and height and bulk. The project sponsor would seek to create a new
Special Use District (SUD) and to modify or waive the requirements of Resolution 4109, which
would require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and approval by the Board of
Supervisors. The project sponsor would also seek approval of a Conditional Use
authorization/Planned Unit Development to permit development of buildings with heights in excess
of 50 feet and provide for minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of height, to allow
for more residential units than principally permitted in the RM-1 Zoning District, to allow certain
planning code exceptions to open space, dwelling unit exposure, rear yard setback requirements,
and to allow for commercial uses necessary to serve residents of the immediate vicinity of the RM-1
Zoning District. It is anticipated that the City and the project sponsor would enter into a
Development Agreement (which requires approval by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors) that, among other terms, could formalize the amount of affordable housing developed
as part of the proposed project or project variant, formalize the amount and maintenance of privately
owned, common usable open space, and limit the City’s ability to rezone the site for a set period of
time.

The following is a preliminary list of San Francisco agencies’ anticipated approvals for the
proposed project and the project variant and is subject to change. These approvals may be reviewed
in conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until after the

required environmental review is completed.
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Actions by the City Planning Commission

Certification of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adoption of findings under CEQA

Adoption of Findings of Consistency with the general plan and priority policies of Planniny
Code section 101.1

Recommendation to Board of Supervisors to approve planning code and zoning may
amendments, approve the Special Use District, and to modify or waive the requirements ol
Resolution 4109

Conditional Use/Planned Unit Development authorization to permit development of
buildings with height in excess of 50 feet and provide for minor deviations from (he
provisions for measurement of height, to provide exceptions to open space, dwelling umi
exposure, rear yard setback requirements and to allow for commercial uses necessary to
serve residents of the immediate vicinity of the RM-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height an
Bulk District, and to provide for additional dwelling unit density under the project variun

Approval of office allocation for up to 49,999 square feet (Planning Code section 321)
Recommendation to Board of Supervisors to approve Development Agreement

General plan referral for street vacation/dedication associated with the development ol
Corner Plaza at Masonic and Euclid avenues and the Pine Street Steps and Plaza at il
Masonic/Pine/Presidio intersection; and for sidewalk widening

Approval of a Transportation Demand Management Plan (Planning Code section 169)

Actions by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Adoption of findings under CEQA

Adoption of Findings of Consistency with the General Plan and priority policics ul
Planning Code section 101.1

Approval of planning code and zoning map amendments, including Special Use District
Approval of Development Agreement, if applicable

Approval of street vacation/dedication associated with the development of Corner Pl /.1 .
Masonic and Euclid avenues and the Pine Street Steps and Plaza at the Masonn
Pine/Presidio intersection

Approval of sidewalk widening legislation

Adoption of resolution to modify or waive Planning Commission Resolution 4109

Actions by Other City Departments

San Francisco Public Works
o Approval of Subdivision Map

o Public hearing and approval of permits to remove and replace street trees on Califon
Street and to remove protected trees on the project site within 10 feet of the pubil,
right-of-way

o Approval of permits for streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way, inchidim,
new curb cuts on Masonic Avenue (two) and Laurel Street (eight)

April 25,2018 3333 California Street Mixed-Use 'yt
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o Approval of an encroachment permit for the proposed curb bulb-outs and associated
streetscape improvements on the west side of Presidio Avenue at the intersection with
Pine Street and Masonic Avenue, on the west side of Masonic Avenue at the
intersection with Euclid Avenue, and on the east side of Laurel Street at the intersection
with Mayfair Drive

o Approval of a street space permit from the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping if
sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed
in the curb lane(s)

o Recommendation to Board of Supervisors to approve legislation for sidewalk widening

e San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

o Approval of request for on-street commercial truck (yellow) and passenger (white)
loading zones on Laurel Street, California Street, Masonic Avenue, and Euclid Avenue

o Approval of a special traffic permit from the Sustainable Streets Division if sidewalk(s)
are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the curb
lane(s)

o Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., bulbouts and sidewalk
extensions) to ensure consistency with the Better Streets Plan

o Approval of the placement of bicycle racks on the perimeter sidewalks and within the
project site
e San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
o Review and approval of demolition, excavation, and site/building permits
o Review and approval of construction permit for non-potable water system

o Approval of a permit for nighttime construction if any night construction work is
proposed that would result in noise greater than five dBA above ambient noise levels

o Review and approval of plumbing plans for non-potable water reuse system per the
Non-potable Water Ordinance

e San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

o Review and approval of Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, in accordance with
article 4.1 of the public works code

o Review and approval of any changes to sewer laterals (connections to the City sewer
system)

o Review and approval of any changes to existing publicly-owned fire hydrants, water
service laterals, water meters, and/or water mains

o Review and approval of the size and location of new fire, standard, and/or irrigation
water service laterals

o Review and approval of post-construction stormwater design guidelines including a
Stormwater Control Plan, in accordance with City’s 2016 Stormwater Management
Requirements and Design Guidelines

o Review and approval of Landscape Plan per the Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance
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o Approval of the use of dewatering wells per article 12B of the health code (joint
approval by the health department)

o Review and approval of documentation for non-potable water reuse system per the
Non-potable Water Ordinance

® San Francisco Department of Public Health

o Review and approval of Site Mitigation Plan, in accordance with San Francisco Heulth
Code article 22A (Maher Ordinance)

o Review and approval of a Construction Dust Control Plan, in accordance with Su
Francisco Health Code article 22B (Construction Dust Control Ordinance)

o Approval of the use of dewatering wells per article 12B of the health code (join!
approval by the San Francisco Public Utilifies Commission)

o Review and approval of design and engineering plans for non-potable water rcuw
system and testing prior to issuance of Permit to Operate

Actions by Other Government Agencies

* Bay Area Air Quality Management District

o Approval of any necessary air quality permits for installation, operation, and teutr
(e.g., Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate) for individual air pollution soures
such as boilers and emergency standby diesel generator

o Approval of Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan for construction and grading operation:

B. PROJECT SETTING
EXISTING SETTING

The project site is located on Lot 003 of Assessor’s Block 1032 at 3333 California Strect i iy

Laurel Heights/Jordan Park area of San Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood. The 10,2 w1
site is adjacent to the Pacific Heights and Western Addition* neighborhoods (to the east) arul juiss
north of the Anza Vista area of the Inner Richmond neighborhood (see Figure 1, p. 3). The projea
site is occupied by the UCSF Laurel Heights Campus and contains two buildings (the exiting
office and annex buildings), parking (surface and underground) and roadways, and land. i
areas. The two-story building that houses the SF Fire Credit Union, at the southwest cor i
California Street and Presidio Avenue, is not part of the project site.

The irregularly shaped 446,490-square-foot lot is bounded by California Street to the nonth (4
approximately 730-foot-long frontage), Presidio Avenue to the east (an approximately Y80 i
long frontage), Masonic Avenue to southeast (an approximately 422-foot-long frontage), 1w it
Avenue to the south (an approximately 348-foot-long frontage), and Laurel Street/Maylin Iy -
to the west (an approximately 742-foot-long frontage). The project site’s topography cx it
generally southwest-to-northeast-trending downslope, with its high point of 308 feet i i

* This portion of the Western Addition neighborhood is also referred to as Lower Pacific Heiglin.

April 25,2018 3333 California Street Mixed 1l 1
C'ase No. 2015-014028ENV 88 Finbead Sveon




v

Construction of the proposed project or project variant would require earthwork activities across
the entire project site. The depths of excavation would range from 7 to 40 feet below the existing
grade (including excavation for the elevators and automobile stacker pits), with a total of
approximately 241,300 net cubic yards of excavated soils generated during the approximately 7- to
15-year construction period.**”-**® With the proposed project or project variant, the existing office
building at the center of the site would be adaptively reused and rehabilitated for residential use.
New foundations (in the form of footings) would be needed where shear walls terminate at the
foundation level. At these locations new spread footings would be created by removing the existing
subgrade (essentially fractured bedrock) and new concrete footings would be poured. Where the
new shear walls terminate on existing footings, new footing extensions would be required to enlarge
the existing footing to support the additional seismic loads. The proposed new buildings around the
perimeter of the site along California Street, Presidio Avenue, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue,
and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive would be constructed on shallow footings supported by the native
soil or bedrock. The depth of excavation on the northern portion of the site along California Street
(and specifically on the northwest portion of the site) would be greatest at up to 40 feet for the two
to three-level below grade parking garage (California Street Garage) and building foundations for
the Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut buildings. The depth of excavation on the south and central
portion of the project site (for the Masonic and Euclid building’s single level below-grade parking
garage and foundation) would be shallower with the shallowest depth of excavation occurring along
the eastern edge of the existing office building and along the western edge of Laurel Street for the
new Laurel Duplexes. Thus excavations on the south and central portions of the project site would
encounter bedrock, and it is likely that bedrock would also be encountered at depth along the
northern portion of the site. During excavation of the new building parking garages and/or
foundations, a soldier-pile-and-wood-lagging system would be used to support the walls of the
excavations. For excavations deeper than approximately 12 feet, tiebacks or internal bracings
would be installed to provide lateral resistance and limit the likelihood of the walls of the excavation

caving in,

The existing parking garage beneath the eastern wing of the main building has three below-grade
levels with a maximum depth of approximately 36 feet below ground surface near the central
portion of the site. To avoid effects to the underground levels of the garage from excavation for the
proposed California Street Garage, which would be adjacent to and integrated with the existing
below-grade garage, drilled piers would be installed along adjacent walls of the new garage
structure supported by the bedrock below the elevation of the bottom of the existing parking garage.
The same construction and excavation technique would apply to the project variant.

7 Approximately 3,700 cubic yards of excavated soils would be reused on the project site as fill.

8 Construction of the proposed project or project variant could extend over a 15-year timeframe, as
discussed above in Section A, Project Description, p. 74, with periods of time when no construction
would occur, i.e., same development program but over a longer time.
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AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT J vevo|

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

. San Francisco,
DATE: Thursday, July 14, 2016 e 03‘_2 i
TO: Don Bragg Reception:
415.558.6378
FROM: David Lindsay, Planning Department

Fax:
RE: PPA Case No. 2015-014028PPA for 3333 California Street 413.550.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Please find the attached Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) for the address listed
above. You may contact the staff contact, Brittany Bendix, at (415) 575-9114 or
Brittany.Bendix@sfgov.org, to answer any questions you may have, or to schedule a
follow-up meeting.

David Lindsay, Senior Planner



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

.. . 1650 Mission St
Preliminary Project Assessment Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Date: Thursday, July 14, 2016 Reception:
Case No.: 2015-014028PPA 415.558.6378
Project Address: 3333 California Street Fax:
Block/Lot: 1032/003 415.558.6409
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential, Low-Density) Planning
40-X Information:
415.558.6377

Project Sponsor: Don Bragg c/o Prado Group
150 Post Street, Suite 320
San Francisco, CA 94108
415-857-9324

Staff Contact: Brittany Bendix — 415-575-9114
Brittany.bendix@sfgov.org

DISCLAIMERS:

This Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter provides feedback to the project sponsor from the
Planning Department regarding the proposed project described in the PPA application submitted on
March 29, 2016, as summarized below. This PPA letter identifies Planning Department review
requirements for the proposed project, including those related to environmental review, approvals,
neighborhood notification and public outreach, the Planning Code, project design, and other general
issues of concern for the project. Please be advised that the PPA application does not constitute an
application for development with the Planning Department. The PPA letter also does not represent a
complete review of the proposed project, does not grant a project approval of any kind, and does not in
any way supersede any required Planning Department approvals listed below.

The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the proposed project once the
required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning
Department, some are at the discretion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commission or Historic
Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City
agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Public Works, the Municipal Transportation
Agency, Department of Public Health, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and others. The
information included herein is based on the PPA application and plans, the Planning Code, General Plan,
Planning Department policies, and local/state/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of

which are subject to change.



Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015-014028PPA
3333 California Street

filed by the developer of any “major project.” A major project is a real estate development project
located in the City and County of San Francisco with estimated construction costs exceeding
$1,000,000 where either: (1) The Planning Commission or any other local lead agency certifies an EIR
for the project; or (2) The project relies on a program EIR and the Planning Department, Planning
Commission, or any other local lead agency adopts any final environmental determination under
CEQA. A final environmental determination includes: the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption
(CPE); certification of a CPE/EIR; adoption of a CPE/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration; or a
project approval by the Planning Commission that adopts CEQA Findings. (In instances where more
than one of the preceding determinations occur, the filing requirement shall be triggered by the
earliest such determination.) A major project does not include a residential development project with
four or fewer dwelling units. The first (or initial) report must be filed within 30 days of the date the
Planning Commission (or any other local lead agency) certifies the EIR for that project or, for a major
project relying on a program EIR, within 30 days of the date that the Planning Department, Planning
Commission, or any other local lead agency adopts a final environmental determination under
CEQA. Please submit a Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects to the San Francisco
Ethics Commission. This form can be found at the Planning Department or online at
http://www sfethics.org.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:

The project requires the following Planning Department approvals. These approvals may be reviewed in
conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until after the required

environmental review is completed.

1. Rezoning. As indicated in the ‘Preliminary Project Comments’ below, various aspects of the project
conflict with both the current RM-1 Zoning of the site, as well as City Planning Commission
Resolution No. 4109. The Preliminary Project Assessment application indicates the intent of the
property owner to pursue a rezoning, potentially to an NC District. Additionally, as noted in the
comments below, a Special Use District overlay to the current RM-1 District may also be a potential
path for rezoning. In either case, rezoning of the property requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors.

2. Height District Reclassification. As indicated in the ‘Preliminary Project Comments’ below, various
components of the project exceed the current 40 foot height limit. Accordingly, a height district
reclassification of the property must be sought. This also requires approval by the Board of

Supervisors.

»

Conditional Use. Because the project may seek a rezoning to an NC District, the Code analysis below
takes into consideration requirements related to the current RM-1 District, in addition to NC-1, NC-2,
NC-3 and NC-5 Districts. Depending on the applicable zoning, the following elements of the project

may require Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission: development of a building

SA L TERLEISLY 10
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015-014028PPA
3333 California Street

these spaces and the date of their establishment to make that determination. Details relative
to the existing and proposed depth of excavation for garages is also needed. Please note that
if the spaces are determined to be legally noncomplying, but are otherwise removed or
relocated through the elimination of existing surface parking lots or the reconstruction of an
existing parking garage, the spaces will then be abandoned pursuant to Planning Code
Section 183 and their re-establishment will need to conform to any applicable zoning
controls. In NC Districts ‘Automobile Parking’ as a commercial use is defined in Planning
Code Section 790.8 and is principally permitted in NC-S Districts, but requires Conditional
Use authorization in NC-1, NC-2, and NC-3 Districts. Please note that any Conditional Use
applications for parking exceeding accessory amounts must meet the additional criteria set
forth in Planning Code Section 157. Given the Planning Department’s concerns regarding the
amount of proposed off-street parking referenced in both the ‘Environmental Review’ and
‘Preliminary Design Comments’ sections of this letter, you are strongly encouraged to

. substantially reduce or eliminate any proposed non-accessory commercial parking.

10. City Planning Commission Resolution 4109. In 1952, the City Planning Commission adopted
Resolution 4109 which approved a rezoning of the subject property to a First Residential District and
included additional stipulations subject to future development of the site. The site has subsequently
undergone additional rezoning, as it is now within an RM-1 District. However, the stipulations of
future development as outlined in Resolution 4109 continue to apply, absent modification by the
Board of Supetvisors per Planning Code Section 174. As expected, given that there have been more
than 60 years of changes to the Planning Code there are some distinctions between the current RM-1
District controls and the stipulations outlined in Resolution 4109. In the project comments that follow,
when there is an inconsistency, the more restrictive is noted as the guiding control. As indicated in
the Preliminary Project Assessment application, the project may result in the rezoning of the property
which requires review and approval by the Board of Supervisors. Amending Resolution 4109 would

also require review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.

a. Residential Uses. In general, the RM-1 District controls are more restrictive than the Stipulations
of Resolution 4109. However, the stipulations are more restrictive when defining the density and
buildable area requirements as applicable to a portion of the subject property fronting on Laurel
and Euclid Avenues. At present, the project does not comply with these restrictions and would
require amending the Resolution,

11. Residential Density. The subject property is within an RM-1 District which permits a residential
density of up to one unit per 800 squarte feet of lot area. However, as a Planned Unit Development the
proposal may seek approval for a density equal to one less unit than what is permitted by the district
with the next greater density (RM-2). In consideration of rezoning the property, please note the
following maxiraum residential densities for each zoning district: NC-1, NC-2 and NC-S Districts,

generally, up to one unit per 800 square feet of lot area; and, in NC-3 Districts, generally up to one

s b TRALISED 14
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

August 31, 2018

John Rothman, President

Kathryn Devincenzi, Vice President

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118

RE: Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company, Determination of Eligibility
National Register of Historic Places

Dear Mr. Rothman and Ms. Devincenzi:

| am writing to inform you that on August 29, 2018, Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
As a result of being determined eligible for the National Register, this property has been
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of
the California Code of Regulations.

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use,
maintenance, or sale of a property determined eligible for the National Register. However,
a project that may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered
property may require compliance with local ordinances or the California Environmental
Quality Act. In addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be
subject to the provisions of Section 5028 of the Public Resources Code regarding
demolition or significant alterations, if imminent threat to life safety does not exist.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Jay Correia of the
Registration Unit at (916) 445-7008.

Sincerely,

J—

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

Enclosure



NPS Form 10-900 OMB No. 1024-0018
United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in National Register
Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form. [f any item does not apply to the property being
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable." For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only
categories and subcategories from the instructions.

1. Name of Property
Historic name: Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company Home Office
Other names/site number: University of California at San Francisco Laurel Heights Campus
Name of related multiple property listing:
N/A
(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing

2. Location

Street & number: 3333 California Street
City or town: San Francisco 94118 State: CA County: San Francisco 075
Not For Publication: Vicinity:

3. State/Federal Agency Certification
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,

I hereby certify that this ___ nomination ___ request for determination of eligibility meets
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.

In my opinion, the property ~ meets __ does not meet the National Register Criteria. I
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following
level(s) of significance:

___national ___statewide ___local
Applicable National Register Criteria:

A B C D

Signature of certifying official/Title: Date

State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government

In my opinion, the property _ meets ___ does not meet the National Register criteria.
Signature of commenting official: Date
Title : State or Federal agency/bureau

or Tribal Government




United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 OMB No 1024-0018
Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

The Service Building is a steel frame and reinforced concrete structure enclosed in brick. Its
openings are limited to glass and aluminum doors, a few window openings, and ventilating
louvers in the boiler room.

LANDSCAPE
Landscape Features Associated with the Mid-1950s Design

The landscape was an integral part of the original design for the new corporate headquarters
commissioned by Fireman’s Fund in the mid-1950s. The San Francisco-based firm of Eckbo,
Royston, and Williams (ERW) was the landscape architect for the original landscape design,
completed in 1957, and its successor firm Eckbo, Dean, Austin, and Williams (EDAW) designed
the landscape associated with the mid-1960s additions. The landscape setting around the
modernist Office Building integrates functional needs (such as parking lots and internal
circulation) with large areas of lawns and structured outdoor spaces (the Terrace, Entrance Court,
and the Auditorium’s outdoor spaces). The landscape is designed to promote the integration
between architecture and landscape and uses forms and materials that are characteristic of
modernist designs from the mid-twentieth century. (See Map 2 and Map 3)

Brick Wall

A brick wall, which takes different forms, provides a continuous and unifying element around
the edges of the site. It exists as a retaining wall along the perimeter of the property’s northeast,
north, and west sides. Three gated entrances—one for the employees on California Street and the
service and executive/visitor entrances on Laurel Street—are integrated into these sections of the
wall. Each of these three entrances has a separate vehicular and pedestrian opening framed by
brick pillars and secured by a double-leaf, metal rail gate when the property is closed. On the
south side of the Executive/Visitor Gate, the perimeter wall is transformed into low retaining
walls that define a series of planting beds along the west end and south side of the Executive
Wing. The wall continues along the outer edge of the Terrace garden, along the bank that
parallels Masonic Avenue, and then reconnects to the southeast corner of the Office Wing (east).
Here rectangular brick planting beds have been incorporated into the wall, creating a zig-zag
alignment similar to that found in other locations (i.e., on the bank along Laurel Street in the
vicinity of the Entrance Court, on the southwest side of the Terrace, and in the bench wall that
frames the eastern side of the Terrace).

Parking Lots and Internal Circulation

Two parking lots occupy the land in front (north) of the Office Building. The East Parking Lot
and the West Parking Lot sit on either side of the entry drive, which aligns with the Employee
Gate and an employee entrance (E2) into the Office Building.
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for sidewalks; the exposed aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick in the
pavement at the Terrace and in the Auditorium’s west-side sitting area; the metal for the entrance
gates; the custom-designed wood benches found in the Terrace and at the Entrance Court’s
outdoor sitting area; and the circular tree beds constructed of modular sections of concrete found
in the Terrace the Auditorium’s west-side sitting area.

Combined Buildings and Landscape

Together the buildings and landscape of the Fireman’s Fund Home Office constitute a single
resource that possesses integrity as measured by the seven aspects of integrity, as follows:

1) Location: The property is in its original location. It has not been moved.

2) Design: The property retains the essential elements of its design and the relationship
between the parts of the design. Alterations to the design since the period of significance
are relatively minor. It retains integrity of design.

3) Setting: The setting of the property is the same in all major respects as at the time it was
first built. It retains integrity of setting.

4) Materials: The materials used in the buildings and landscape during the period of
significance are all present. The property retains integrity of materials.

5) Workmanship: Evidence of workmanship, both from craftsmanship (brick and landscape
features) and industrial processes (glass manufacture, concrete finishing, extrusion of
aluminum) are all present. The property retains integrity of workmanship.

6) Feeling: Because the property as a whole — its buildings and landscape — are little altered
and have been well-maintained, it retains integrity of feeling from the period of
significance.

7) Association: Apart from the lettering on the outside wall near two entrance gates with the
name of the current owner and occupant of the property, the property is almost
indistinguishable from the time of its ownership by Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company.
Thus it retains integrity of association.

CHARACTER DEFINING FEATURES
Office Building

Plan of the building with wings open along the sides to the immediate landscape and to views of
the distant city.

Horizontality of massing

Horizontal lines of projecting edges of concrete floors
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Horizontal bands of nearly identical window units
Uninterrupted glass walls

Window units of aluminum and glass

Circular garage ramps

Exposed concrete piers over the Garage

Wrought iron deck railings that match gates in the landscape
Brick accents and trim

Service Building

Massing of rectangular volumes
Brick walls with a minimum of openings

Landscape

Terrace, as the “centerpiece” of the landscape, designed to integrate the architecture of the
building with the site and with the broader setting (through views of San Francisco); key
character-defining features include its biomorphic-shaped lawn surrounded by a paved terrace
and patio (paved with exposed aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick); brick
retaining wall and large planting bed around the east and north sides of the paved patio, custom-
designed wood benches, and three circular tree beds constructed of modular sections of concrete.

Entrance Court, providing a connection between the Executive/Visitors Gate on Laurel Street
and an entrance to the building on the west side of the Cafeteria Wing; key character-defining
features include a central paved parking lot surrounded on its north, east, and west sides by
narrow planting beds; exposed aggregate sidewalks along the north, east, and west sides of the
parking lot; and a low free-standing brick wall along its north side.

Two outdoor sitting areas—one on the east side of the Auditorium and one on its west side—that
connect to entrances into the Auditorium; key character-defining features for the area on the west
side of the Auditorium include the pavement (exposed aggregate divided into panels by rows of
bricks), circular tree bed constructed of modular sections of concrete; and metal benches; key
character-defining features for the area on the east side of the Auditorium include the pavement
(concrete divided into panels by wood inserted into expansion joints).
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Brick wall (constructed of red brick set in running bond pattern similar in appearance to brick
used in exterior of main building) that takes several forms and which forms a continuous and
unifying element around the edges of the site.

Three gated entrances—one for the employees on California Street and the service and
executive/visitor entrances on Laurel Street—that are integrated into the brick perimeter wall.

Internal Circulation System (entrance drive, service drive, East and West Parking lots)

Vegetation features that helps to integrate the character of the Fireman’s Fund site with that of
the surrounding residential neighborhoods including (1) the large trees in and around the East
and West Parking Lots, (2) the lawns on the west, south, and east sides of the property, and (3)
the planted banks along Laurel and Masonic streets.
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8. Statement of Significance

Applicable National Register Criteria
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register

listing.)
= A.
B.
N C.
D.

Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history.

Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values,
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack
individual distinction.

Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Criteria Considerations
(Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.)

A.

B.

Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes
Removed from its original location

A birthplace or grave

A cemetery

A reconstructed building, object, or structure

A commemorative property

Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years
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Map 2. Sketch Map. Source: Google Earth, photo taken April 2016, annotated by Denise Bradley and Michael
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Fait Boller <dsafier@pradogroup.com> Thu, Oct 12, 2017 at 3:45 PM
i+ John Rothmann <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com>, Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre.com>

¢.;; Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>, Catherine Carr <catherine a.carr@gmail.com>, "M.J. Thomas"
«mijinsf@comcast.net>, Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Dear John, Kathy, Catherine, M.J., and Dick:

First of all John, thank you for the meeting last week at your home. As we agreed in the meeting, we are responding to
your recent questions regarding the project. We have re-arranged your questions slightly to group them according to
subject. If we haven't answered any of your questions, please let us know. We very much appreciate your willingness to
promptly write back to us with your five outstanding issues on the project that are currently preventing us from obtaining
LHIA support for the project. We appreciate your doing this so we can set a follow up meeting to find a mutually workable
solution.

LHIA Questions:

Q: You also stated that Prado wants to have a development agreement to lock in entitlements for longer periods
of time than would normally be allowed?

A: Yes, we are looking to enter into a development agreement (DA) with the City for a term of approximately 15 years.
For large projects with multiple buildings like 3533 Califerra Sirs<i, the Clly generally requires a DA. The DA vests the
entitiements, protecting the entitlements from changes in the law in exchange for certain community benefits. This would
include the community benefit of certainty of the entitlements during that period. If we did not build the project during the
term of the DA, then the DA would expire and we would lose the protections of the DA.

Q: What portion of the project would be built first?

A: At this time, we have assumed that the Masonic and Euclid buildings would be built first. In general, we anticipate
construction beginning with a staging and site preparation phase, which will include some demolition, then excavation for
underground parking, followed by construction of the buildings. With the exception of work on the sidewalks, addition of
landscaping, paving, and connecting to the City's various systems and utilities, our general contractor, Webcor Builders, is
anticipating that construction will occur within the site. We will be preparing a detailed construction management plan,
and the EIR will include mitigation measures around construction emissions, air quality, etc. with which we will have to
comply.

Q: What would you expect to be built in each successive phase of the project?

A: At this time, we anticipate the following in each phase — Phase 1: Masonic and Euclid buildings; Phase 2: Center
Buildings A and B; Phase 3: Plaza A, Plaza B and Walnut buildings; and Phase 4: Mayfair Building and Laurel Duplexes.

Q: What do you anticipate the total period of time will be during each phase of construction?

A: Our current planning assumes that each phase would overlap, e.g., Phase 2 begins approximately 20 months after
Phase 1. Specifically, we think Phase 1 could take 30 months, Phase 2 could take 24 months, Phase 3 could take 36
months, and Phase 4 could take 20 months. Assuming an overlap of phases, from start to finish it could take
approximately six to seven years to complete all phases of the construction  This construction phasing and related
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