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Street (near Showplace Square) and determine whether the Arkansas Street station is
collecting data that is representative of community exposure. Monitoring began in
early July 2005 and continued through late March 2006. Monitoring took place at
two locations in Bayview/Hunters Point and two locations in the Central Waterfront
at sites were chosen to be representative of community exposures. Monitoring
demonstrated that particulate matter measures (as an annual average) ranged from
16.9 to 20 micrograms per cubic meter for PM10 and from 7.6 to 9.3 micrograms per
cubic meter for PM2.5. As noted in Table 45, the state standard for annual average
PM2.5 concentration is 12 micrograms per cubic meter; the comparable standard for
PM10 is 20 micrograms per cubic meter.
According to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), these findings
indicate relatively high that there is a substantial variation in particulate matter levels
in the Eastern Neighborhoods irrespective of freeway proximity. (However, the
results measured levels of particulate matter do not exceed state standards at any of
the monitored sites.) DPH attributes the spatial variation in particulate matter levels
such results to factors (1) known sources of particulate emissions, including heavily
trafficked urban roadways, (2) “urban canyon” effects,[footnote in original] and (3) PDR
uses such as distribution centers. According to DPH, variations in seasons and
weather also affect pollution concentrations on a seasonal basis.
On page 343, the following text is added prior to the last partial paragraph to include discussion
of additional greenhouse gas reduction measures the City is undertaking:
LEED© Silver for Municipal Buildings. In 2004, the City amended Chapter 7 of the
Environment Code, requiring all new municipal construction and major renovation
projects to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver
Certification from the U.S. Green Building Council.
Zero Waste. In 2004, the City committed to a goal of diverting 75 percent of its waste
from landfills by 2010, with the ultimate goal of zero waste by 2020. San Francisco
currently recovers 69 percent of discarded material.
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance. In 2006, the City adopted
Ordinance No. 27-06, requiring all construction and demolition debris to be
transported to a registered facility that can divert a minimum of 65% of the material
from landfills. This ordinance applies to all construction, demolition and remodeling
projects within the City.
The City has also passed ordinances to reduce waste from retail and commercial
operations. Ordinance 295-06, the Food Waste Reduction Ordinance, prohibits the
use of polystyrene foam disposable food service ware and requires biodegradable/
compostable or recyclable food service ware by restaurants, retail food vendors, City
Departments and City contractors. Ordinance 81-07, the Plastic Bag Reduction
Ordinance, requires stores located within the City and County of San Francisco to use
compostable plastic, recyclable paper and/or reusable checkout bags.
On page 344, the following is added to first full paragraph to update the discussion regarding
solar electric panels:
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Additionally, the Planning Department and Department of Building
Inspection have also developed a streamlining process for Solar
Photovoltaic (PV) Permits and priority permitting mechanisms for
projects pursuing LEED Gold Certification.
On page 351, the heading reading “Compatibility of Project-Related Land Use Changes” is
changed to read, “Compatibility of Project-Related Land Use Changes: Exposure of Sensitive
Receptors to Pollutants” to more accurately characterize the text that follows.
On page 353, the second sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows for consistency with
revision to Mitigation Measure G-4 on page 512.
Mitigation Measure G-4, Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs, p. 511, would require
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify
residential or other sensitive uses within two blocks 1,000 feet of the project site,
prior to the first project approval action.
On page 352, the text following the heading “Roadway Related Health Effects” and continuing
through the third full paragraph on p. 356 is re-ordered and revised as follows to include in the
discussion of roadway-related risk from vehicle emissions to include both non-cancer risk as well
as cancer risk and to move the discussion of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) ahead of the diesel
particulate matter text (note also that footnotes 170 through 173 are renumbered). Where text is
moved but not revised, the text is boxed and no revision marks are indicated. New text is shown
double-underlined, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough, including revisions in boxed
(moved) text:

Fine Particulate Matter
As described in the Setting (and in Appendix C, Public Health Effects Related to Air
Quality), epidemiologic studies have demonstrated that people who live near
freeways and high-traffic roadways have poorer health outcomes, including increased
asthma symptoms and respiratory infections and decreased pulmonary function and
lung development in children. Health effects, both chronic and acute, may result from
exposure to both criteria air pollutants and mobile source air toxics. Health effects of
air pollutant exposures may also involve synergistic effects among air pollutants,
traffic noise and other traffic-related stressors. The evidence relating proximity to
roadways and a range of non-cancer and cancer health effects provides the basis of
the ARB’s guidance on locating sensitive land use in proximity to such roadways.170
In the absence of site specific assessment, it not possible to assess the significance of
the health hazard of each specific potential residential site within the proposed
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. However, it is likely that, if
unmitigated, roadway-related air quality impacts, especially those related to PM2.5, at
certain locations in the study area would be significant.

170 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (see footnote 151, p. 333).
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These potential significant air-quality impacts due to exposure to roadway pollutants,
including PM2.5, would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through
implementation of Mitigation Measure G-2, p. 511, which would require installation
of ventilation and filtration systems where the modeled annual average PM2.5
concentration would exceed because the trigger levels for implementation of this
measure for purposes of minimizing adverse effects due to PM2.5 are similar to the
trigger levels for avoiding DPM exposure effects. That is, a cancer risk of 10 in one
million would result from a DPM concentration of approximately 0.03 micrograms
per cubic meter (using the state’s “unit risk value” of 3 x 10-4); assuming DPM
constitutes approximately 15 percent of PM2.5, based on reported values,173 this
would effectively equal a PM2.5 concentration of approximately 0.2 micrograms per
cubic meter, which is a level that the San Francisco Department of Public Health
identifies as an appropriate action level for the roadway contribution of PM2.5. that
would require mitigation for non-cancer health effects of PM2.5 apart from the DPM
cancer risk. The DPM risk evaluation is described above.
Although PM2.5 is not the only pollutant of concern associated with vehicles or
vehicle proximity, for the purpose of Mitigation Measure G-2, PM2.5 serves as a
proxy for pollutant exposures from roadway vehicles that is amenable to both
exposure analysis and the setting of a significance threshold. PM2.5 is also a pollutant
associated with adverse health outcomes. According to the Department of Public
Health, this threshold, or action level, represents about 8 – 10 percent of the range of
ambient PM2.5 concentrations in San Francisco based on monitoring data, and is
based on epidemiological research that indicates that such a concentration can result
in an approximately 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality, or an increase of
approximately 20 “excess deaths” per year (e.g., deaths that would occur sooner than
otherwise expected) per one million population in San Francisco. This effect is above
the one-in-a-million lifetime de minimus risk threshold for premature death
considered insubstantial by most regulatory agencies.170a
To determine whether a subsequent residential project would require interior air
filtration, an initial screening analysis would be conducted that would evaluate
whether a project site is located within 500 feet of the I-80, US 101, and I-280
freeways, or within 500 feet of at any other location where total daily traffic volumes
from all roadways within 500 feet of such location exceed 100,000 vehicles, based
upon the recommendations identified in the ARB Handbook, as described above. For
those projects that are within the identified proximity to such high-traffic roadways,
modeling of DPM PM2.5 emissions would be used to determine the health risk at the
project’s location. Consistent with accepted practice in health risk analysis, the
acceptable maximum lifetime cancer risk from chronic exposure (i.e., not acute
173 Hodan, William M. and William R. Barnard, Evaluating the Contribution of PM2.5 Precursor Gases and Re-

entrained Road Emissions to Mobile Source PM2.5 Particulate Matter Emissions, Prepared by MACTEC Under
Contract to the Federal Highway Administration, Available on the internet at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/conference/ei13/mobile/hodan.pdf.
170a Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director, Occupational and Environmental Health, San Francisco Department of Public
Health, comment letter on Draft EIR, July 2007 (see Chapter VIII), citing Jerrett, Michael, et. al., “Spatial Analysis
of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles,” Epidemiology 16:6, November 2005, p. 727. Twenty excess deaths
per million based on non-injury, non-homicide, non-suicide mortality rate of approximately 714 per 100,000, from
California Department of Health Services vital statistics records.

Case No. 2004.0160E

C&R-166
203091

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans

VIII. Comments and Responses

exposure to a single event) has a probability threshold value of 10 in one million.
Accordingly, where the incremental risk concentration (from roadway sources only)
of PM2.5 contracting cancer during a lifetime of exposure to emissions from the
project exceeds 10 in one million 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter (annual average) at
a particular location, then the placement of residential units at that location would
result in a significant impact of a residential project proposed at that location. (It is
noted that the roadway-only risk would exclude the existing Bay Area-wide cancer
risk from DPM of about 480 in one million, as of 2000, as reported in the Setting.)
Filtration of interior air in residential buildings and other sensitive land uses, as
would be required in certain cases under Mitigation Measure G-2, would most likely
require changes in construction techniques for many residential buildings. This is
because mid-rise most multi-family residential buildings in San Francisco are
constructed of poured-in-place, reinforced concrete and are built with ceiling heights
of 8 to 9 feet and without space above the ceiling for mechanical equipment. That is,
unlike office and other commercial buildings that typically have ventilation system
ducts, electrical cable, and plumbing in the “plenum” between a dropped, or false,
ceiling and the bottom of the floor above, residential buildings are normally
constructed without such plenums because mid-rise residential structures typically do
not provide forced-air heating or cooling. Instead, heating is provided by means of
wall-mounted units or in-floor radiant heating, and air conditioning is not normally
included because of the City’s mild climate. (Plumbing and electrical cables are run
within walls in residential structures.)
If interior air were to be filtered, this would either necessitate the installation of a
central forced air ventilation system, more like an office building, with either greater
floor-to-floor heights to provide space for duct work or the use of vertical duct
plenum space between the walls of the building. Heating (and possibly air
conditioning) might be part of the forced-air system, or could remain separate.
Alternatively, it might be possible to install exterior-wall-mounted ventilation
systems in individual residential units, along the lines of what hotels sometimes
employ. (Residential buildings typically must provide for greater individual
temperature and ventilation control in each unit than office buildings, in which a
larger office suite or an entire floor may be controlled by a small number of
thermostats.)
The above-noted design considerations are likely to result in some increase in the
cost of residential construction where modeling indicates that air filtration is
necessary to provide for acceptable indoor air quality, relative to outdoor
concentrations of DPM, fine particulate matter (PM2.5), as well as diesel particulate
matter (DPM; see below) and other motor vehicle pollutants. Additional costs would
be incurred in basic construction and in the cost of air-handling equipment, as well as
the operation of such equipment over time. This operation would also increase the
energy use of a particular building, with concomitant increases in greenhouse gas
emissions due to energy production, and if air conditional were installed as part of the
filtration system, the increased energy use could not be dramatic. (As noted, air
conditioning is not commonly installed in San Francisco residential structures.)
Additional costs for ventilation may be lessened substantially where such systems are
necessary to achieve compliance with Title 24 interior noise standards. Finally, to the
extent that filtered ventilation were to result in greater floor-to-floor heights in
residential construction, the effective density of a given project could be reduced. For
example, whereas a 50-foot height limit would allow up to a five-story residential
building with 10-foot floor-to-floor heights, only four stories could be built if floor-
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to-floor heights were increased by 18 inches to allow for ventilation duct work to be
installed; in contrast, vertical plenums would not necessarily alter the number of
stories but would reduce the available interior floor area.
In addition to filtration of DPM PM2.5, odors, when detectable, can be a nuisance to
future residents. Since the proposed rezoning and area plans would increase the
number of residents located in proximity to existing odor emission sources (generally
associated with existing industrial uses), there could be an increased potential for
future land use conflicts. Provision of upgraded ventilation systems that would allow
residents to close windows and ventilate/filter air mechanically (Mitigation Measure
G-2) would reduce the severity of these less-than-significant potential nuisance
impacts.
Diesel Particulate Matter and Other TAC Exposure and Health Effects
As noted in the Setting, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is a toxic air contaminant
and the ARB recommends that proximity to sources of DPM emissions be considered
in the siting of new development. Among other things, ARB advises that new
sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds, or
medical facilities) not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads carrying
100,000 vehicles per day, or within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (warehouse)
that accommodates more than 100 trucks or more than 40 refrigerator trucks per day.
As discussed in the Setting, the ARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan is intended to
substantially reduce DPM emissions and the associated health risk through
introduction of ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel – a step already implemented – and
cleaner-burning diesel engines. The technology for reducing DPM emissions from
heavy duty trucks is well-established, and both state and federal regulators are
moving aggressively to require modifications in engines and emission control
systems to reduce and clean up diesel emissions. ARB anticipates that, by 2020,
average statewide DPM concentrations will decrease by 85 percent from levels in
2000 with full implementation of the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, meaning that the
statewide health risk from DPM would have decreased from 540 cancer cases in one
million to 245 in one million. It is likely that the Bay Area cancer risk from DPM
will decrease by a similar factor by 2020.
In connection with the Rincon Hill Plan EIR (Case No. 2000.1081E; Final EIR
certified May 5, 2005), modeling of DPM concentration and cancer health risk was
undertaken for locations adjacent to the I-80 freeway immediately east of the East
SoMa area within the Eastern Neighborhoods study area. That modeling effort, which
was specific to diesel exhaust, identified a maximum lifetime cancer risk due to
immediate proximity to the freeway (within about 65 feet, which was approximately
the location of the nearest anticipated residential receptor within the Rincon Hill Plan
area) of 27 in one million, based on 2006 emissions levels. This risk was nearly three
times the typical standard of 10 in one million used in CEQA-related health risk
analyses to identify a significant impact. However, the analysis in the Rincon Hill
Plan Final EIR noted that the 27-in-one-million risk was artificially high, in that it
can be reasonably be anticipated that diesel emission levels will decline considerably
even within the first few years of the 70-year lifetime that is the standard assumption
in health risk assessment. For example, the same risk calculation performed using
2020 emission rates revealed a lifetime cancer risk of 9 in one million, which is
below the typical significance threshold. Finally, the risk reported in the Rincon Hill
Plan FEIR was for an assumed downwind receptor. Because no receptor is downwind
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all the time, the results reported were conservatively high. Because the Rincon Hill
Plan area is generally upwind of the I-80 freeway, that Final EIR concluded that
“residential development within the Plan area would not be likely to result in a
significant adverse health impact to Plan area residents, and therefore no significant
effect would result.”171
While the proposed Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project would
result in new areas of housing both upwind and downwind of local freeways, no
location would ever experience the maximum risk noted above, because of the
variability of wind direction. Moreover, any associated health risk posed by exposure
to DPM would diminish over time (as DPM emissions decrease) and exposure over
the near term—pending DPM emissions reductions—could be reduced to a less-thansignificant level by providing upgraded ventilation systems in residential units and
avoiding locating other sensitive uses (e.g., schools, playgrounds, day care facilities,
medical facilities) within 500 feet of this freeway (see Mitigation Measure G-2,
p. 511).
Certain other uses that could locate in the project area could result in emissions of
DPM and other TACs. These include, for DPM, warehousing and distribution centers
and commercial, industrial, or other uses that generate substantial truck traffic. For
other TACs, uses would include, among others, dry cleaners, drive-through
restaurants, gas stations, auto body shops, metal plating shops; photo processing,
furniture upholstery, appliance repair, printing, hospitals and clinics, biotechnology
research, warehousing and distribution centers, and processing of textiles and leather.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-3, Siting of Uses that Emit DPM, p. 511,
would require that such uses be located no less than 1,000 feet from residential units
and other sensitive receptors, including schools, children’s day care centers, parks
and playgrounds, hospitals, nursing and convalescent homes, and like uses.
Mitigation Measure G-4, Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs, p. 512, would require
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify
residential or other sensitive uses within two blocks of the project site, prior to the
first project approval action. Implementation of these two measures would reduce
impacts of uses generating DPM and other TACs to a less-than-significant level.
The risk from DPM will decrease over time as cleaner technologies are phased into
use. The ARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan aims to develop and implement specific
statewide regulations to reduce DPM emissions and the associated health risk by 75
percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020. Nevertheless, until there is sufficient fleet
turnover and retrofitting of older trucks to reduce DPM emissions, sensitive land uses
would be subject to cancer-related health risks associated with proximity to freeways
and major roadways with large volumes of truck traffic within the Eastern
Neighborhoods. While potentially a significant impact of the proposed rezoning,
given future trends of declining DPM emissions and other vehicle emissions, length
of time that projected growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods would occur (2025),
local meteorological conditions, and overall land use objectives to encourage infill
and transit-oriented development (which would improve regional air quality), DPM171 The Rincon Hill Plan FEIR also noted that other factors would likely reduce residential health risk, including the

filtration effects of heating and ventilation systems, which typically results in lowered particulate concentrations
indoors, where people tend to spend most of their time, as well as the elevation above grade of local freeways,
which would tend to result in dispersion (both below and above the roadway) of pollutants, further reducing nearby
pollutant concentrations.
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related health risks to residents and employees of new development in the Eastern
Neighborhoods could be minimized by provision of upgraded ventilation systems
where modeling of DPM concentrations indicates such filtration is warranted. Along
with regulations already in place to reduce DPM emissions, such interior air
filtration, where warranted, would be expected to reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level (see Mitigation Measure G-2, p. 511).
Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-2 would reduce lifetime cancer risk from
DPM to less than 10 in one million, the commonly accepted standard is health risk
analysis.172 This is because an annual average concentration of 0.2 micrograms per
cubic meter is of PM2.5 is approximately translatable to a cancer risk of 10 in one
million (which would result from a DPM concentration of approximately
0.03 micrograms per cubic meter of DPM, using the state’s “unit risk value” of
3 x 10-4), assuming DPM constitutes approximately 15 percent of mobile-source
PM2.5, based on reported values.173 Moreover, San Francisco highways carry a
relatively lower percentage of diesel truck traffic than many other urban roadways.
Finally, as noted in the Setting, the ARB aims to reduce DPM emissions and the
associated health risk by 75 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020. Thus,
implementation of Mitigation Measure G-2 would reduce the impact of DPM
exposure to a less-than-significant level. (It is noted that the roadway-only risk would
exclude the existing Bay Area-wide cancer risk from DPM of about 480 in one
million, as of 2000, as reported in the Setting.)
Other Health Non-Cancer Health Effects Related to Roadway Proximity
On page 367, the following text is added after the first paragraph, and the following paragraph is
revised as follows, to include discussion on potential funding for open space improvements in
East SoMa:
The City and County of San Francisco has applied for a $15 million grant
administered by the state’s Housing and Community Development Department’s
Infill Infrastructure Grant program to renovate the South of Market/Eugene Friend
Recreation Center located at Sixth and Folsom Streets. The grant also seeks to fund
construction of bulbouts and a signalized crossing across Folsom Street, which would
connect the SoMa/Eugene Friend Recreation Center to the Victoria Manolo Draves
park and the Bessie Carmichael school. Additionally, the grant proposal would
provide supplemental funding for streetscaping improvements along Russ Street.
In addition to these parks and recreational facilities, east East SoMa is also served by
….
On page 370, the following text is added prior to the heading “Waterfront Land Use Plan (Port of
San Francisco, 1997)” to include discussion of an open space bond measure approved by San
Francisco voters subsequent to publication of the DEIR:
172 As stated in the Setting, the National Cancer Institute reports that the lifetime probability of being diagnosed with

cancer in the United States, from all causes, is more than 40 percent, or greater than 400,000 in one million.

173 Hodan, William M. and William R. Barnard, Evaluating the Contribution of PM2.5 Precursor Gases and Re-

entrained Road Emissions to Mobile Source PM2.5 Particulate Matter Emissions, Prepared by MACTEC Under
Contract to the Federal Highway Administration, Available on the internet at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/conference/ei13/mobile/hodan.pdf.
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Proposition A
As part of the City’s 10-Year Capital Plan, the Recreation and Park Department and
the Port of San Francisco introduced a parks and open space general obligation
capital bond (“Proposition A”) on the February 2008 ballot to address the significant
capital needs of the City’s open space system. In planning for the bond, the
Recreation and Park Department developed an inventory of the system’s physical
needs, which allowed for the systematic evaluation of the capital needs in over 200
parks, estimated to be approximately $1.7 billion. The Department engaged in a
stakeholder outreach process throughout 2007 around the City’s overall parks and
recreation facilities capital needs, which sought to identify priorities and develop
criteria used to determine the bond proposal, including project and program selection.
The bond passed with 71 percent of the vote, exceeding the 66.7 percent required
threshold.
Some of the facilities identified within the bond program are within the Eastern
Neighborhoods planning area, including: Mission Playground (Mission); Brannan
Street Wharf (East SoMa); and Crane Cove Park, Warm Water Cove, and Islais
Creek (Central Waterfront). Mission Playground improvements would entail
renovation of courts and existing fields, lawns and seating areas, repairs to the
playground, equipment, and clubhouse restrooms, as well as seismic upgrades to the
pool entrance area. The proposed improvements along the City’s eastern waterfront,
known as “the Blue Greenway,” entail replacing dilapidated piers and creating a
public wharf and open space between Piers 34 and 36 (Brannan Street Wharf);
renovation of historic maritime structures adjacent to the Pier 70 shipyard and an
expansion of public access and recreational water uses at Islais Creek. In addition,
funding for restroom upgrades has been programmed for the Potrero Hill Recreation
Center and the Victoria Manalo Draves Park in East SoMa.
The general obligation bond was determined to be exempt from CEQA under CEQA
Guidelines 15378(b)(4), which excludes projects that create government funding
mechanisms or other government fiscal activities that do not involve a commitment
to any specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact
on the environment. Specific park, recreation and open space improvements that
could be funded under this bond would be subject to project-specific environmental
review as part of the permitting process.
On page 393, in Table 56, the entry for Franklin Square under “Option B Height Limits” is
revised as follows to correct an editorial error:
Percent
of park in
shadow,
6:48 AM

Shadow
recedes;
park in
full sun

50

8:55 AM

Shadow
resumes

Percent
of park in
shadow,
7:35 PM

6:00 PM
5:30 PM

40
70

On page 405, the fourth full paragraph is revised as follows to correct an editorial error:
Under Option B, at the summer solstice, the period of full sunlight would
be of the same duration as the future No-Project scenario with existing
height limits, though it would begin and end approximately 15 minutes
earlier and end approximately 15 minutes later. The shadow cast on the
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park at the last Prop K minute would be of a greater extent than similar
to that under the future No-Project scenario, covering approximately 70
40 percent of the park area, compared to 40 percent.
On page 473, the fourth sentence of the last paragraph on DEIR p. 473 is revised as follows to
correct an editorial error:
Depending on the degree to which individual buildings and/or districts that are
known historical resources are adversely affected, the range of proposed rezoning
project options would contribute to the above-described loss of historical resources
and potential resources resulting from actions other than the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project, both within the study area, as well
as elsewhere in San Francisco.
On pages 506 – 507, Mitigation Measure E-11 is revised as follows to incorporate aspects of
Mitigation Measure E-12 into a more holistic concept of Transportation Demand Management
and Mitigation Measure E-12 is deleted as a separate measure, as follows:

Mitigation Measure E-11: Transportation Demand Management
As a mitigation measure to minimize delays to transit vehicles due to projected traffic
congestion and to encourage use of alternative modes of travel, including transit,
implement collaborative management of workplace facilities, work hours, and
transportation resources. Mitigation may be achieved through some or all of the
following measures:
•

Establish a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program in the Eastern
Neighborhoods that could be designed to expand citywide, and that would
coordinate programs promoting alternative means of transportation and reducing
dependence on the automobile. Such a TDM program could support growth in
transit usage where capacity is available and/or existing service appears to be
underused, such as in the Folsom Street, Valencia Street, and South Van Ness
Avenue corridors, and in the Mission Bay North area. A TDM program could
include one or more of the following strategies:




•
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Require cash-out policies for all employers who are providing on-site
parking or subscribe to a parking facility to provide employee parking.
Require car-sharing and bike-sharing in developments near transit centers as
a means of increasing incentives for residents and employees not to own or
depend on automobiles.
Require that employers in all new office development projects provide free
or subsidized transit passes or Commuter Checks to all employees.

Promote the creation of on-site Transportation Management Associations at work
sites to restrict employee parking, facilitate and encourage the use of transit
passes, emergency-ride-home policies, and other promotions for alternative mans
of commuting, and to promote alternative work schedules for drivers that focus
on making better use of off-peak roadway capacity.
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On page 508, Mitigation Measure F-3 is revised as follows to achieve consistency with
Measures F-4, F-5, and F-6.
For new development including noise-sensitive uses located along streets with noise
levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), as shown in Figure 18, where such development is not
already subject to the California Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations, the project sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis
of noise reduction requirements. Such analysis shall be conducted by person(s)
qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation features
identified and recommended by the analysis shall be included in the design, as
specified in the San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for
Community Noise to reduce potential interior noise levels to the maximum extent
feasible.
On page 508, Mitigation Measure F-4 is revised as follows to provide a more specific distance for
application of the measure and to clarify qualifications necessary for the analyst:
To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses and new
sensitive receptors, for new development including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning
Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a
site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within 900 feet two blocks of,
and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and including at least one 24hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at least every
15 minutes), 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 Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and
that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear
to warrant heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such
concerns be present, the Department may 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, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise
levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.
On page 508, Mitigation Measure F-5 is revised as follows to clarify the time periods during
which noise in excess of ambient levels would require further analysis and the qualifications
necessary for the analyst, and to provide a more specific distance for application of the measure:
To reduce potential conflicts between existing sensitive receptors and new noisegenerating uses, for new development including commercial, industrial or other uses
that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise, either
short-term, at nighttime, or as a 24-hour average, in the proposed project site vicinity,
the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at
a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet
two blocks 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 at
least every 15 minutes), 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 comply with the
use compatibility requirements in the general plan and Police Code 2909, would not
adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, and that there are no particular
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circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened
concern about noise levels that would be generated by the proposed use. Should such
concerns be present, the Department may 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.
On page 511, Mitigation Measure G-2 is revised as follows to include in the discussion of
roadway-related risk from vehicle emissions to include both non-cancer risk as well as cancer
risk:
Within the Eastern Neighborhoods, new residential development that is proposed
within 500 feet of the I-80, US 101, and I-280 freeways, or within 500 feet of at any
other location where total daily traffic volumes from all roadways within 500 feet of
such location exceed 100,000 vehicles, shall, as part of its CEQA review, include an
analysis of diesel particulate matter (DPM) PM2.5 and shall, if warranted based on the
results, incorporate upgraded ventilation systems to minimize exposure of future
residents to PM2.5 (which includes DPM) and other pollutant emissions, as well as
odors. The analysis shall employ either site-specific modeling of DPM PM2.5
concentrations or other acceptable methodology to determine whether the 70-year
cancer risk from roadway emissions of DPM annual average concentration of PM2.5
from the roadway sources within 500 feet would exceed the commonly accepted
threshold, or action level, of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter. For the purpose of this
mitigation measure, PM2.5 serves as a proxy for pollutant exposures from roadway
vehicles that is amenable to both exposure analysis and the setting of a significance
threshold. According to the Department of Public Health, this threshold, or action
level, has been shown to result in an increase of approximately 0.28 percent in noninjury mortality, or an increase of approximately 20 “excess deaths” per year (e.g.,
deaths that would occur sooner than otherwise expected) per one million population
in San Francisco. 10 in one million for maximum lifetime cancer risk due to chronic
exposure. If the incremental risk annual average concentration of PM2.5 concentration
(from roadway sources only) were to exceed 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter 10 in
one million at the project site, the project sponsor shall be required to install a filtered
air supply system to maintain all residential units under positive pressure when
windows are closed. The ventilation system, whether a central HVAC (heating,
ventilation and possibly air conditioning) or a unit-by-unit filtration system, shall
include high-efficiency filters meeting minimum efficiency reporting value
(MERV) 13, per American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning
Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2 (equivalent to approximately ASHRAE
Standard 52.1 Dust Spot 85%). Air intake systems for HVAC shall be placed based
on exposure modeling to minimize roadway air pollution sources. The ventilation
system shall be designed by an engineer certified by ASHRAE, who shall provide a
written report documenting that the system offers the best available technology to
minimize outdoor to indoor transmission of air pollution. In addition to installation of
air filtration, the project sponsor shall present a plan that ensures ongoing
maintenance plan for the ventilation and filtration systems. The project sponsor shall
also ensure the disclosure to buyers and renters regarding the findings of the analysis
and consequent and inform occupant’s proper use of any installed air filtration. If
active recreation areas such as playgrounds are proposed as part of any future
residential development, such areas shall be located at least 500 feet from freeways,
if feasible.
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Within the Eastern Neighborhoods, new residential development that is proposed
within 1,000 feet of warehousing and distribution centers or other uses served by at
least 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per day, or uses that generate toxic
air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations, the Planning Department
shall require a screening-level health risk assessment or other comparable analysis
prior to approval of such new residential development to ensure that the lifetime
cancer risk from DPM or other TACs emitted from the uses described above is less
than 10 in one million, or that the risk can be reduced to less than 10 in one million
through mitigation, such as air filtration described above.
The above standard shall also apply to other sensitive uses such as schools, daycare
facilities, and medical facilities. (It is noted that such facilities are somewhat more
likely to employ central air systems than are residential developments.)
On page 512, Mitigation Measure G-4 is revised as follows to provide a more specific distance
for application of the measure:
For new development including commercial, industrial or other uses that would be
expected to generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations,
the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at
a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or other sensitive uses within two
blocks 1,000 feet of the project site, prior to the first project approval action. This
measure shall be applicable, at a minimum, to the following uses: dry cleaners; drivethrough restaurants; gas dispensing facilities; auto body shops; metal plating shops;
photographic processing shops; textiles; apparel and furniture upholstery; leather and
leather products; appliance repair shops; mechanical assembly cleaning; printing
shops; hospitals and medical clinics; biotechnology research facilities; warehousing
and distribution centers; and any use served by at least 100 trucks per day.
On page 520, the first sentence in the second full paragraphs of Mitigation Measure K-2 is
revised as follows in response to a comment from the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board:
Additions will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and any proposed addition should
be located in an inconspicuous location and not result in a radical substantial change
to the form or character of the historic building.
On page 521, the last sentence of the fourth full paragraph in Mitigation Measure K-2 is revised
as follows in response to a comment from the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board:
“The design respects the general historic and architectural characteristics associated
with the property and the district without replicating historic styles or elements that
will result in creating a false sense of history. For more information regarding the
characteristics character-defining features of the South End historic District, refer to
Appendix I of Article 10, Section 6 (Features) of the Planning Code.”
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On page 521, the first sentence in the second full paragraphs of Mitigation Measure K-3 is
revised as follows in response to a comment from the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board:
Additions will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and any proposed addition should
be located in an inconspicuous location and not result in a radical substantial change
to the form or character of the historic building.
On page 522, the last sentence of the fourth full paragraph in Mitigation Measure K-3 is revised
as follows in response to a comment from the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board:
“The design respects the general historic and architectural characteristics associated
with the property and the district without replicating historic styles or elements that
will result in creating a false sense of history. For more information regarding the
characteristics character-defining features of the Dogpatch Historic District, refer to
Appendix L of Article 10, Section 6 (Features) of the Planning Code.”
On page 523, Mitigation Measure K-1: Hazardous Building Materials is renumbered as follows to
correct an editorial error:

Mitigation Measure K L-1: Hazardous Building Materials
On page 525, the following improvement measure is added to further reduce potential noise
effects on new residential uses:

Improvement Measure F-2: Pre-Occupancy Noise M
To ensure that noise assessment of new residential projects is adequately completed
and, where applicable, noise attenuation features incorporated into project design
are sufficient to reduce ambient noise to acceptable indoor noise levels, the City
could develop a protocol to require sponsors/developers of residential projects to
conduct pre-occupancy noise level measurements that would be submitted to the
City for review and approval prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. This
protocol would apply, at a minimum, to development of noise-sensitive uses along
streets with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), as shown in DEIR Figure 18, where
such development is not already subject to the California Noise Insulation Standards
in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, and to new development that
includes noise-sensitive uses where noise-generating uses are within 900 feet of,
and have a direct line-of-sight to, the site of the noise-sensitive use. The protocol
could be developed cooperatively by the Planning Department, Department of
Building Inspection, and Department of Public Health, with review and/or
enforcement, as appropriate, to be the responsibility of one or more of these
departments.
On page 525, the following improvement measures are added to further reduce potential project
effects on parks, recreation and open space:
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space
Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to
Existing Recreation Facilities
To help offset the potential for an accelerated deterioration of existing park and
recreation facilities in Eastern Neighborhoods due to projected increases in
population, the City should undertake measures to implement funding mechanisms
for an ongoing program to repair, upgrade and adequately maintain park and
recreation facilities to ensure the safety of the users.

Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open
Space
To avoid the effects of overcrowding, overuse, and conflicts in recreational uses to
existing park and recreation facilities in Eastern Neighborhoods, the City should set
concrete goals for the purchase of sufficient land for public open space use in
Eastern Neighborhoods. The City should set a goal of purchasing one neighborhood
park in each Eastern Neighborhood.
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Gavin Newsom, Mayor
Mitchell H. Katz, M.D.,
Director of Health

Comments on Eastern Neighborhoods DEIR—Case 2004.0160E

1390 Market Street, Suite 210 San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone 252-3800, Fax 252-3875

2. The 2003 PedSafe Study, described in more detail below, included a detailed program of
countermeasures that were chosen for effectiveness and selected particularly for high pedestrian
injury density zones in San Francisco’s SoMa and Mission neighborhoods through a interdisciplinary expert process. We suggest that the countermeasure plans recommended by the
PedSafe study be considered for implementation either as mitigations or through the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans.

1. Mitigation Measures E-3, E-4, E-5, E-6, E-10, and E-11 along with numerous transportation
policies of the Eastern Neighborhoods area Plans, if implemented, would support the reduction of
vehicle related air pollution and collision hazards by reducing the number of vehicle trips in the
project area. Traffic calming, implementation of the Better Streets Plan, parking pricing policies,
a congestion pricing scheme, and transportation impact fees seem particularly promising
approaches. We encourage the implementation of these measures to the greatest extent feasible
and the development of a coordinated implementation timeline for land use development and
transportation facilities improvements.

Comments on Mitigation Measures

The additional comments enumerated below simply aim to ensure that the EIR provides complete and
clear interpretations of the best available environmental and public health evidence. We are particularly
interested in ensuring that the EIR specifies technically effective and consistently interpreted
environmental health mitigations. While we agree with the overall frameworks for mitigation laid out in the
EIR, we believe effective mitigations require some minor but critical and feasible modifications in
technical approach, particularly for Mitigation G-2. We would appreciate meeting with you and your staff
to discuss and resolve these issues.

I want to begin this comment by commending you and the Major Environmental Analysis Unit of the
Planning Department for your efforts to deepen the analysis of environmental health concerns in this
DEIR. Your efforts are appropriate given the breadth of potential environmental health issues associated
with the rezoning of historically industrial and mixed use areas of San Francisco. The mitigations and
improvements measures provided in this DEIR for air quality, noise, and pedestrian safety represent proactive and responsive actions to protect the health of San Francisco residents.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comment on the DEIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans Project.

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

Re:

Paul Maltzer
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 450
San Francisco, CA, 94103

July 17, 2007

OCCUPATIONAL & ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

City and County of San Francisco
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

T5

MM2

MM9

5. We strongly support the inclusion of G-1, which recognizes that construction related particulate
matter can be a public health nuisance and irritant. It would be useful to explicitly designate a
public agency (e.g. Department of Building Inspection) to review, approve, and monitor
compliance of the required dust abatement plans.

2

a. All motor vehicles, not exclusively diesel vehicles, are the important exposure sources
with regards to roadway proximity health impacts. As stated in the DEIR on p.333, “…it
is not possible at this time to attribute roadway related health effects to a single type of
roadway, vehicle, or type of fuel.” In children, exposures to PM 2.5 and nitrogen dioxide
are correlated with roadway proximity and adverse health outcomes such as asthma
prevalence, asthma symptoms and hospitalization, and impaired lung growth.
b. Diesel exhaust, while important as a toxic air contaminant and carcinogen, represents a
variable fraction of roadway air pollutant emissions and the relationship between diesel
particulate matter and total fine particulate matter cannot be assumed to be described by
the 15% fixed fraction cited by the DEIR. According to the reference cited, the 15%
figure represents diesel as a fraction of PM 2.5 mobile source at the citywide level based
on source apportionment estimates from several western cities (not including San
Francisco). There is a large degree of regional variation in the share of road traffic
represented by diesel trucks and vehicles. For example, in Oakland, trucks represent
about 10% of the daily vehicle volume along I-880 while in San Francisco along US 101,
trucks compromise 1-2% of vehicle volume. Within the City of San Francisco, some
streets will have higher and lower shares of diesel vehicles as well.
c. Furthermore, as described in the DEIR on page 336, stricter regulatory controls aim to
reduce diesel exposure by 85% by 2020, meaning that the fraction of PM attributed to
diesel engines relative to gasoline engines will likely decline significantly and rapidly in
the medium term. Over time, exposure assessment based on DPM as a fixed fraction of
total PM will tend to underestimate total PM exposure.
d. As stated in the DEIR on page 335, there are no standard tools designed specifically for
measuring or modeling diesel particulate matter. The analysis of DPM exposure in the
Rincon Hill Plan EIR, cited in the DEIR, used a modeling tool designed to predict

AQ1

N2

4. Mitigation F-5 would benefit from more explicit description of the threshold for the required
analysis. The current threshold, “noise levels in excess of ambient noise,” is potentially subject to
varying interpretations because it does not specify the time frames of noise measurement. For
example, a noise generating use that produces levels of noise sufficient to disturb sleep at night
may not generate sufficient noise to trigger this mitigation requirement if comparisons are made
with regards to 24 hour averages. We suggest the following revision to make this mitigation more
effective: “…noise levels in excess of ambient noise, either short term, at nighttime, or as a 24
hour average.”

6. We support the inclusion of Mitigation G-2 which aims to mitigate land use-air quality conflicts
due to roadway related air-quality health effects. However, as written, we are concerned that
mitigation G-2 would not consistently prevent adverse environmental health impacts related to
non-diesel mobile source emissions because the mitigation is triggered only by analysis of diesel
particulate matter (DPM). Based on the best available scientific evidence, diesel particulate
matter is not the appropriate environmental measure for the health relevant exposures from
roadway proximity. Changing the exposure trigger from DPM to an equivalent but more general
exposure signal for roadway related health impacts (e.g., modeled PM 2.5 or Oxides of Nitrogen)
is both achievable and necessary to ensure mitigation G-2 is effective with regards to its intent.
We provide the following detailed rationale to support this change.

N3

3. Mitigation F-3, F-4, F-5, and F-6, if implemented, would be effective steps to reduce noise
exposure. We suggest that Mitigation F-3 explicitly require the acoustical analysis triggered by
ambient noise threshold to be conducted by licensed acoustic engineer to be consistent with
mitigations F-4 and F-5.

3

8. Based on the DEIR we understand that the exposure threshold for required ventilation mitigation
has been set to be equivalent to 0.2 ug /m3 PM 2.5 in Mitigation G-2. This exposure threshold
corresponds to an approximately 0.3% increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of
approximate twenty excess deaths per 1,000,000 populations per year, based on a recent study
by Michael Jerrett and colleagues in Los Angeles. We do believe this is a reasonable threshold
for requiring health protective action in an urban area such as San Francisco; however, we also
want to recognize that we would prefer that such a threshold be ultimately reviewed through an
open public process, and that it may be reasonable to adjust such a threshold in either direction
to take into account sensitive populations and competing environmental health interests.

7. We would like to ensure that the exposure analysis requirements in Mitigation G-2 be triggered
where daily cumulative traffic volume is >100,000 within a 500 feet radius of a potential project.
As written, the screening trigger in the first sentence of mitigation G-2 might be interpreted so as
to not consider such cumulative traffic conditions and only consider proximity to a high volume
roadway. We recommend the screening trigger for analysis be revised to be “…or locations
where daily cumulative traffic volumes of 100,000 exist within 500 feet radius or where proximity
to traffic volume and vehicle type results in an equivalent exposure.” This change is necessary to
ensure an effective, consistently interpretable mitigation requirement.

particulate matter and estimated Diesel PM exposure based on emission factors for
certain diesel vehicles
e. Both PM2.5 and Oxides of Nitrogen provides signals for near source motor vehicle
exhaust emissions and thus would be more appropriate measures for evaluating land
use-roadway conflicts. Standard modeling tools, such as, EMFAC 2007, CALINE 4 and
CAL3QHCR dispersion models exist to assess human exposures PM 2.5 and NOx
associated with traffic.

AQ1
cont.
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10. Section on Pedestrian Safety P.287. Para 4. This paragraph could note that area wide
strategies to reduce vehicle volume, including traffic reduction strategies proposed as mitigations
in the DEIR, also would have beneficial effects on pedestrian hazards.

11. Section on Pedestrian Safety P.288. Para 5. This section is duplicated from the section on
setting. As discussed above (item 9), San Francisco’s higher pedestrian injury rate is only
partially explained by population pedestrian activity. At the end of that same paragraph, p.289, it

4

1 Jacobsen PL. Safety in numbers: more walkers and bicyclists, safer walking and bicycling. Injury Prevention. 2003 Sep;9(3):205-9.
This relationship between injuries and the proportion walking to work can be summarized with the following equation: % change in injury = (% change in
walking)0.4. Using this empirically derived relationship and publicly available data from the U.S. Census on the proportion of workers walking to work in the U.S.
(2.9%) and in San Francisco (9.4%), we would expect San Francisco to have about 1.6 times more pedestrian collisions than comparable cities ((9.4 / 2.9) 0.4= 160%).

T5

9. Section on Setting, P. 260. Para 2. This section attributes San Francisco’s higher pedestrian
injury rate largely to the degree of population pedestrian activity. We do not believe evidence,
including evidence in the DEIR, supports this statement. As explained in detail on P. 289 of the
DEIR, pedestrian activity explains a part of the higher rate but is not the primary or predominant
explanation. The rate of pedestrian collisions in San Francisco is 104/100,000 or ~250% of the
State rate of 40 /100,000. Adjusting for the relationship between walking behavior and injury
rates in California Cities suggests that San Francisco should have a rate ~160% of other cities, or
of 64/100,000 when applied to the statewide rate 1 This adjustment for pedestrian behavior thus
explains only about one-third of the excess when San Francisco is compared to the statewide
rate. Our research suggests that spatial differences in hazardous environmental conditions for
pedestrians, including high traffic volumes and arterial streets (which are typically wider and carry
traffic moving at higher speeds), are additional important explanations. Our research has not
determined a single predominant causal factor. The following map below illustrates the relative
differences in pedestrian collision rates in different areas of the City.

Comments on Section on Transportation Impacts
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13. Section on Impacts. P 290 Para 2. The relationship between pedestrian volume and injury risk
reflected in “safety in numbers” are already reflected in the DPH model and outcomes predicted
by the DPH model do not require further adjustment for this phenomenon. Specifically, the
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Further, changes in population-based collision incidence over time are best evaluated at the City
level. In the application of the Pedestrian Injury model to the Eastern Neighborhoods, the
increase in collisions is proportionally greater than the increase in population at the city level,
reflected in an estimated increase in the rate of pedestrian injuries from 104 to 106 collisions per
100,000 per year. Supporting data from the application of the pedestrian injury model is provided
below. This is a particularly salient issue in the evaluation of the Eastern Neighborhoods, as
some of the most dangerous areas in the city for pedestrians are areas of the Eastern
Neighborhoods (these conditions are further detailed in this section of the DEIR), with some
census tracts with rates upwards of five times the city rate (as illustrated in the map on the
previous page). Using these neighborhoods as their own standard to assess change in
pedestrian injury rates accepts conditions resulting in high numbers and rates of pedestrian injury
collisions as a standard – which is inconsistent with protecting the public’s health.

12. Section on Impacts P. 290 Para 1. Comparing the proportional increase of pedestrian collisions
to the proportional increase in population in the project area is potentially misleading. In the
context of any hazardous environmental condition, changes in the incidence of an injury or illness
are expected to change relative to the population exposed. Incidence may increase out of
proportion with population if the new exposed population is more susceptible to the effects of the
hazard than the existing population. These well-known relationships do not, however, make a
condition less or more hazardous when increases in injury and population are similar. Given that
vehicle-pedestrian collisions are not ‘natural’ events (and are therefore 100% preventable),
evaluating net changes (i.e, the number of additional expected collisions) in pedestrian collisions
is most appropriate from a public health perspective.

is also notable that we assessed the contribution of the number of workers in each census tract in
our model predicting pedestrian injury collisions, and that variable did not significantly contribute
to the model’s predictive ability.
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3 Ragland, DR. Markowitz, F. MacLeod, KE "An Intensive Pedestrian Safety Engineering Study Using Computerized Crash Analysis" (May 1, 2003). U.C. Berkeley Traffic Safety Center. Paper UCB-TSC-RR-

2 Zone Guide for Pedestrian Safety. NHTSA, 1998.

15. Section on Impacts. P 290 In this section, the DEIR should describe and reference relevant
existing pedestrian safety analyses conducted in the project area in San Francisco using the
traditional traffic engineering approaches discussed on p. 290. For example, in 2003, the San
Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Authority completed the PedSafe analysis using the well
established zone analysis approach to identify neighborhoods and intersections that had a high
“injury density” (i.e., a large concentration of pedestrian-injury collisions in a relatively small
geographic area). 2 3 This analysis involved mapping 12,557 reported pedestrian-injury collisions
that occurred in the city from January 1990 to May 2001 by severity. The PedSafe analysis
identified 20 areas of the city, both street segments and geographic areas that had high densities
of pedestrian-injury collisions. Injuries were highly concentrated in (i) the greater downtown area
and (ii) along major arterials in the rest of the City. Pedsafe identified a number of specific
neighborhoods or planning areas as having relatively higher densities of pedestrian injuries. For
example Western SOMA contained 5.7% of the City’s pedestrian injuries but only 0.93% of the
City’s area. Injury density was similarly high for the Eastern portions of SOMA, the entire Mission
District, the Western Addition, Downtown, and the Tenderloin and Civic Center area. The results
of the Pedsafe analysis are also consistent with the spatial variation of pedestrian collisions
illustrated in the map above.

14. Section on Impacts. P 290 Para 3. In this context, it is appropriate to also discuss collisions
along a road facility and in an area in addition to collisions at an intersection. Pedestrian
collisions do not happen exclusively or primarily at intersections. Intersection-level “black spots”
with high numbers of pedestrian injury collisions, often used by the traditional traffic engineering
approach to identify high risk intersections and described in the DEIR, account for a relatively low
proportion of the total number of pedestrian injury collisions. For example, the five intersections
cited on p. 289 with 10 or more vehicle-pedestrian collisions from 2001-2005 accounted for a
total of 57 collisions, less than 2% of the vehicle-pedestrian collisions in San Francisco during
that period (n=3,765, based on data presented in the 2005 DPT report). Finally, there are arealevel patterns of pedestrian injury collisions in San Francisco (illustrated in the map on page 3)
that are predicted by environmental and demographic characteristics.

Additionally, while there is demonstrated evidence of the effect of “safety in numbers,” this effect
is independent of land use and transportation system environmental mitigations to ensure safe
environments for pedestrians.

outcomes already take into account non-linear relationships between pedestrian volume and
pedestrian collisions by including pedestrian behavior variables in a multi-variate pedestrian
injury model. Further adjustment of the outcomes would not be appropriate. The final
parameters of the DPH pedestrian injury model include (log) traffic volume, population, land area,
proportion of arterial streets, proportion of population without access to automobiles, and (log)
proportion commuting via walking or public transit.
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18. Section on Diesel Particulate Matter P. 335. The last paragraph incorrectly attributes the
particulate matter study San Francisco Electricity Reliability Project to SFDPH and incorrectly
describes this study as a short term study using portable monitoring equipment. The SFDPH
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17. Section on Sensitive Receptors P.331. While recreational uses do subject persons to ambient
air; the DEIR should note that exposure durations for these uses are much less than for school,
work, or home environments.
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16. Section on Environmental Setting We recommend the following data from the San Francisco
Electric Reliability Project Focused Particulate Monitoring Study be included in the section on
environmental setting. This study provides relevant high-quality long term monitoring data
descriptive of the area variation in particulate matter in the project area. The San Francisco
Electric Reliability Project Focused Particulate Monitoring Study aimed to compare the air quality
measurements for PM 10 and PM 2.5 from several community stations with the measurements
from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (Bay Area AQMD) permanent monitoring
station at Arkansas Street and determine whether the Arkansas Street station is collecting data
that is representative of community exposure. 4 Monitoring started in early July 2005 and
continued through late March 2006. Monitoring took place at two locations in Bayview/Hunters
Point and two locations in Potrero at sites were chosen to be representative of community
exposures. The study also monitored at the Bay Area AQMD's Arkansas Street monitoring
station so that we could directly compare the Bay Area AQMD’s measurements with those from
our program. Monitoring demonstrated that particulate matter measures (as an annual average)
ranged from 16.9 to 20 ug / m3 for PM10 and from 7.6 to 9.3 ug/m3 for PM2.5. In general, lower
levels correlated with areas with predominant residential uses. The results of the study are
described in the tables below.

Comments on Section on Air Quality Impacts

CC:

Michael Jacinto, MEA
Bill Wyco, MEA
Tom Rivard, SFDPH
Megan Wier, SFDPH
Peter Alpert, MTA
Rachel Hiatt, SFCTA
David Burch, BAAQMD
Joe Steinberger, BAAQMD
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Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH.
Director, Occupational and Environmental Health

Sincerely,

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments. I would appreciate scheduling a meeting
with your staff and your technical consultants to review these comments and to develop a consensus on
the mitigations related to public health and safety.

19. Section on Roadway Related Health Effects, P. 356. Trigger levels for minimizing adverse
effects due to PM 2.5 can not be assumed to be similar to those for avoiding diesel particulate
matter exposure because the relationship between DPM and PM 2.5 varies from road to road
within the region and within the project area and will vary significantly over the timeframe of the
project’s implementation as a result of diesel engine regulations. A detailed rational for using a
more general surrogate exposure measure for roadway related health effects is provided in the
comments on mitigation G-2 above.

efforts did occur but we have not published or reported the results because of their inconclusive
nature. The SFERP effort is a long term monitoring effort and should be a considered reliable
source of within city variation of particulate matter exposure. The SFERP study, however, did not
measure diesel particulate matter, and we suggest the results of this study be presented in a
different section of the DEIR.
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Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report:
The subject of the proposed rezoning is an approximately
2,200-acre project area that includes four neighborhoods on
the eastern side of San Francisco: East SoMa, the Mission,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill and the Central Waterfront.
The proposed rezoning would introduce new use (zoning)
districts, including: (1) districts that would permit only
production, distribution and repair (PDR) uses; (2)
districts that would permit at least some PDR uses in
combination with commercial and/or residential uses; (3)
districts mixing residential and commercial uses; and (4)
new residential-only districts. The project would also
include certain adjustments to height limits. In
conjunction with the proposed rezoning, the Planning
Department is also developing area plans for inclusion
within the General Plan for the four neighborhoods in the
projet area. These plans address policy-level issues
pertaining to housing, transportation, historic resources,
urban design (including building heights and urban form),
open space, and community facilities.

8

REPORTED BY:

EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS REZONING AND AREA PLANS -

7

9

6

6
7

5

ITEM 23 2004.0160E (MICHAEL JACINTO: (415) 575-9033)

5

4
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

1

1

This is the public hearing on the draft

Good evening, commissioners.

In the A and C citywide staff are delighted to be

writing in the comment and responses document, which will

Comments will be transcribed and responded to in

this evening to answer questions or respond to comments.

I'd like to point out that the staff is not here

to coming back to you with the final EIR of 2008.

significance milestone in this process and we look forward

The publication of the DEIR represents a

neighborhoods planning process.

allegation and patience with the ongoing eastern

here and we appreciate the commission and the public's

project.

DIR for the eastern neighborhoods rezoning and area plans

This is a hearing to receive comments on the draft

Michael Jacinto, Department of Staff.

MR. JACINTO:

environmental impact report.

plans.

number 2004.0160E, Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area

Case

The planning commission is back

Let me see if I can get this right.

Okay.

Commissioner, you are now on item number 23.

in session.

THE CLERK:

-oOo-

400, ITEM 23; VP ALOGUE PRESIDING; 7:OO P.M.

THURSDAY, AUGUST 9, 2007; CITY HALL, 400 MCALLISTER, ROOM

2

appropriate.

3

That hearing will follow

DIR.

9

a copy of the comments and responses document when it is

completed.

12

13

began on June 30 and it extends until 5:00 p.m. on

August 31.

17

18

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you.

open the public hearing.

24

25

I would respectfully suggest that the commission move to

23

This concludes my presentation on this matter and

at the address in displayed here on the screen.

22

writing to the attention of the Environmental Review officer

21

Um, comments on the draft DIR may be submitted in

20

19

commission.

16

The public comment period for this project

also take any comments on the draft DIR or the planning

15

After comment from the general public, we will

accurate transcript and so staff can provide commenters with

11

14

their name and address so the court reporter can produce an

10

Comments should speak slowly and clearly and state

and accuracy of the information contained within the draft

8

Comments today should be directed to the adequacy

filing the EIR certification.

6

7

disapproval of this project.

5

This is also not a hearing to consider approval or

received and make provisions to the draft DIR as

2

4

include responses to all verbal and written comments

1

3

25
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12

11
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3
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1

I'm sorry that's the only hearing that's been

To my knowledge, this is the only,

Okay.

Right.

We have a couple of speaker cards.

I notice there's

Um, and this is on page 90.

This is policy 2.4,

And so, as the staff and the department itself, to

department of general public can review on community safety

look and find, seeing that there is more policies that the

itself.

community safety that is not in the hard copy or on the desk

there should be -- there need to be more policies concerning

And I'm requesting that, or a comment is direct or

2.6 and 2.8.

hard copy.

only three policies that are listed on our -- in the hard --

concerning the community safety element.

All I have is a very brief comment and that's

C-o-l-l-i-n-s.

Start

Good afternoon, commissioners.

For the record, Ray Jazzie Collins, J-a-z-z-i-e

SPEAKER COLLINS:

with Jazzie Collins followed by Joseph Ferrucci.

Okay.

VP OLAGUE:

the counter of the document there.

formally scheduled, um, so the schedule really is just on

um, copy.

MR. JACINTO:

hearing schedule for this?

How many hearings are we going to have and this

Do we have a copy of the schedule?

4

P4

Second and Third.

12

development on the western slope of Rincon Hill.

17

what we would, um, urge the commission to do is to consider

tolerability building heights on the western side of Rincon

Hill such that building sites are tapered down from the top

of the hill going down those slopes.

21

22

23

24

25

Rincon area plan that rises approximately 600 feet.

20

So we would urge the commission to -- to examine

And

tower rising at the top of Rincon Hill consistent with the

19

Currently, there is, as -- as you know, there's a

consider a higher density tolerability in the heights of

16

18

somewhat concerned, that the draft DIR does not adhere to

15

And we were very surprised, and

behalf of our client.

14

We have just began to examine the draft DIR on

western slope of Rincon Hill on Harrison Street between

11

13

Homes controls some property in the east SoMa area on the

And Christy

Our law firm has just recently been retained by

Christy Homes, which is a developing company.

10

9

8

Forward, Hamilton and Scripps.

I'm with the law firm of Luce,

7

Good evening, commissioners.

SPEAKER FERRUCCI:

My name is Joseph Ferrucci.

6

Joseph Ferrucci.

4

5

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you.

Thank you.

3

elements.

2

1

5

P4
cont.
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1

We will be submitting some written comments that

In the draft DIR -- excuse

Thank you.

Good evening, commissioners.

My

These points of our concerns.

This has been

The draft memorandum in San

table two that 14.5 acres of land will be needed for open

Francisco Eastern neighborhoods needs assessment states in

units in industrial areas.

exacerbated by rampant development of residential live-work

competition for use of existing space.

and open space in the Eastern neighborhoods and significant

There's a wide knowledge dearth of usable parks

environments.

or increasing the private common areas, open space or

most thoughtful attention to state street state improvements

healthy neighborhoods and cannot be replaced by even the

recreational facilities are an essential components of

the draft DIR does not adequately recognize that parks and

The Neighborhood Parks Council is concerned that

I'm going to read a written statement.

name is Mary Beth Thomas of the Neighborhood Parks Council.

SPEAKER THOMAS:

get a sense of who might be speaking.

If you could please come along this side so we can

Is there any additional public comment?

VP OLAGUE:

detail those comments further and thank you for your time.

me.

that alternative in the plan.

6

Showcase Square Potrero; 4.2 acres in Eastern SoMa; and 1.9

acres in the central waterfront.

3

4

the acreage goal can be met, certainly without changing city

policy regarding open space or parks for development, which

8

9

acknowledge that increased use of existing parks would

create or accelerate physical degradation.

14

15

than the amount of acreage, the EIR analysis does not

correctly and adequately describe the existing open space or

consider the limitation on access, including topography and

other barriers or uses, particularly in areas controlled by

the Port of San Francisco and the San Francisco

Redevelopment Agency.

19

20

21

22

23

24

The competition for use of existing resources or

provides needed services to the population is more important

18

25

location and walking distances, in whether a facility

17

While stating that accessibility in terms of

significant impact on the environment and does not

13

16

recreational resources in itself would not be considered a

The EIR states that an unmet demand for parks and

are only encouraged in the EIR.

12

11

10

part of the rezoning effort.

7

And there's no guarantee that

parks or recreational facilities that will be developed as

6

The proposed area plans do not include specific

including 4.3 acres in the Mission District; 4 acres in

2

5

space and parks under the planned rezoning scenarios,

1

7

25
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Specific details will be provided in

Okay.

Okay.

I

I have no idea if it's on.

Time's running.

Members of the commission, I'm Robert Meyers.

Good.

I will reactivate the overhead,

Do you want to start?

SPEAKER MEYERS:

THE CLERK:

VP OLAGUE:

SPEAKER MEYERS:

Mr. Meyers.

This is Folsom

uses in this area.

The map seriously overstates the presence of PDR

Street, Townsend, Second and Fourth.

I'll point out the map here.

map, which is feature seven, page 39 of the draft EIR.

wish to discuss errors in the east SoMa existing land use

please.

Thank you.

Any additional public comment?

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you.

included as a condition of increased residential density.

public access to park and recreational facilities are

mitigation requirements that will insure that adequate

it needs and any existing inventory and include forceable

The EIR should be amended to include corrections

a written report.

and maintaining parks.

the severe limitations on financial resources for upgrading

8

small offices, and permits any market rate housing.

4

The intention of the sell unit is to preserve and

office buildings.

22

there are many fewer PDR buildings and uses than when the

map was prepared.

24

25

And

improvements that made the buildings appear and function as

21

We concluded that the map is inaccurate.

permits -- there was unquestionably significant tenant

20

23

the entire building to office -- and we didn't check any

19

While the owners may not have formally converted

don't fall into typical PDR categories.

17

18

new elevators, life safety features and businesses that

16

These buildings have improved lobbies, relatively

retail or mixed use with residential and non-PDR at all.

14

15

are multistory large floor light offices and others are

13

Some of them

the small area that the map dis-labels as PDR.

So far our survey has found about 20 buildings in

and in some cases speaking with them.

12

11

10

observing interior activity and viewing a list of tenants,

Our office surveyed each building on foot

map's accuracy.

9

Being very familiar with the area, we question the

attract PDR uses and provide affordable housing sites.

8

7

6

5

overlay.

The overlay would permit affordable housing and

would be rezoned mix use with affordable only housing as an

3

Last October somebody announced that this area

2

1

9
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Thank you.

Hi.

feel that EIR, in part, is really not reflecting how

neighborhoods we have large congregation of families.

So we

Um, especially given the fact that in the eastern

be able to reach this goal.

opportunity for us to be able to work with the city and to

And we believe that the eastern neighborhood is a wonderful

Francisco from 1500 or 1700 as I were saying to 3,100 units.

increase the number of affordable family housing in San

the public officials in this city agreed that they wanted to

a year ago or about six months ago we -- we had -- most of

And so about

My name is Salazar Sanchez.
I'm a current advocate for children and youth.

SPEAKER SANCHEZ:

Is there any additional public comment?

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you for your time.

our comments later in this month.

We'll summarize our findings and submit them as

there on the ground.

Please have the map revised to reflect what's actually out

replaced with modern economically viable office type uses.

SLI, service light industrial, uses in the area, are being

We can only conclude that much of the intended

base their rezoning overlay is inaccurate.

that the map and so the basic data on which the department

This is important because our survey is showing

10

H2

the social economic impact of not providing for families

affordable housing, um, is it is -- is really has taken, um,

into consideration a little bit more.

language about affordable housing but, and there's a lot of

language about inclusionary housing, but what we know that

inclusionary housing is not affordable for those families,

especially to live in parts of the mission.

the eastern neighborhood as a whole.

now that the housing element of San Francisco beginning

taking to heart and being challenged, we want to make sure

that because of the housing element, it doesn't basically

take away from -- from the language that it intends to be

used it is referenced many times in the EIR.

wondering exactly how that -- that is going to affect this

EIR report.

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

prepared comments in terms of a letter.

Good evening.

25

Hi.

And we are

But that should be

And I don't have -- I haven't

SPEAKER TOMPKIN:

23

Christofferson Tompkin.

VP OLAGUE:

22

And of course,

And, um, especially

24

Thank you.

21
Thank you.

fact that as you're reviewing this report, we believe that

5

That there's a lot of

neighborhood report and we urge you to really consider the

4

Um, we will continue, um, reviewing the eastern

required, um, in this selling process.

2

3

desperately the need of affordable family housing is

1

11

H2
cont.
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There are a couple of things though I do want to

I have a timeline.

And,
And more important in the

So I'd like to

Thank you.

districts, one is RTO, residential transorient.

The other

two of the news-only classifications are transit-oriented

And

Um, you have four areas, substantial areas of

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

San Francisco being composed for land reclassification.

Diane Amini.

SPEAKER AMINI:

Is there is any additional?

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you.

way we want to have more certainty about those dates.

then how this fits in or if it's even to as to SoMa in any

that is going to be incorporated so once it gets recertified

see if there can be a published timeline about what, how

impacts the -- the timeline of the process.

Another thing is also the housing, how this

community and the neighborhood.

of course, on the plan itself.

impact on any of the -- any of the reports' findings.

EIR if it is going to come forward it will have tremendous

like to see some way to capture that impact in this draft

have really significant impact in eastern SOMA and I would

This is going to

One is a consideration that there would be a

value coming around the parking increase.

back gate on.

add, too, that hopefully this is going to put this to the

coming.

12

G6

those districts.

contains the legislation for those districts, there are 254

pages.

in these areas have not received notice regarding the

proposed reclassification.

that there be early-on participation of people to determine

adequately what might be significant impacts in an area.

And in all of these plans, and I don't know --

district.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

the -- or the RTO -- the NCT.

And then there's little bit of confusion about the NCT and

other areas.

that's the greenish beige area there.

13

14

15

16

active consideration of rezoning in their area.

good faith measure to let people know that this is

happening.

closed on the thirty-first.

should be adequate notice, mail notice to those people

19

20

21

22

23

Planning Code Section 306.3.

25

And the time for consideration

within the boundaries and 300 feet thereof as is required by

There

24

This is some hiatus.

And the public hearing on the draft shouldn't be

It is a

they should be mailed notice to let them know that there's

But in order for people to participate, really

It said that it's very much like the MUR and

And the RTO is the beige.

18

17

but the red is the NCT missionary early draft plan.

12

And

I'll put that up -- the -- you can't see the color too well

11

Sequel, chapter 31, requires

People who, to my knowledge, the people who reside

And as in the legis-- in the plan that

In the DEIR there are only seven lines describing

NCT, neighborhood commercial or commercial transit-oriented

1

13
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That is the basis of Ceku law that there be

Thank you.

Where do they find it?

And there are fully over

It's not in

Thank you.

Um, I want to move that we

I think Marilyn Meady is correct that some of the

VP OLAGUE:

Do we want an action for this?

be extended from August 31 to September 10.

opportunity and what I would like to do is ask for comments

people of the coalitions and neighbors haven't had an

comment.

continue this another ten extra days to allow for public

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE:

Commissioner Bill Lee.

Commissioners.

public comment is closed.

If there's no additional public comment, so then

VP OLAGUE:

Thank you.

accommodate these new districts?

fifty sections of the code being amended and revised to

the code.

new transferee and dezoning classifications.

to where the wording is on these two new or at least three

And they should be notified as

Thank you.

SPEAKER TOMPKIN:

VP OLAGUE:

and without notice how can a person be involved.

informed public participation in the decision making process

informed way.

so all members in the community are able to respond in an

of this draft environmental impact report should be extended

14

G6
cont.

Excuse me.

25

MR. RICH:

Basic standards as far as Eastern

throw off your schedule too much, Mr. Rich?

24

Would this

I think there is a basic

agreement that the fourteenth -- how about you?

23

Okay.

jurisdiction and your purview to extend that.

21

VP OLAGUE:

have for a draft EIR review.

20

22

fully needs our standards for, um, the timeframe that we

19
So it would be within your

period already so I believe anything above and beyond that

Currently, our policies for draft

DIR public review is 45 days and we have a 62-day review

MR. JACINTO:

16

18

Mr. Jacinto.

15

17

VP OLAGUE:

14

Yeah, I would like to hear from staff.

that extension.

Would that be a commission motion?

13

MR. GOSH:

Somehow we need some instruction from the commission to make

11

Yes, I would like to hear from staff.

12

VP OLAGUE:

extent it to September 14.

9

10

would be good to get more public comment so we would like to

8

We felt it

Commissioner Moore, because of the holidays.

7

I would change that to

I just had a side discussion with

COMMISSIONER LEE:

September 14.

6

5

would support?

THE CLERK:

3

4

COMMISSIONER LEE:

2
Is that something that the commission

No?

1

15
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I would just say,

A longer -- a longer delay would probably

Okay.

It is a Friday.

Well, I want to have a

VP OLAGUE:

I would support it, I would support

I'm not sure how we would schedule it.

Just extending it, I'm

comments to that?

To the motion?

Um, Commissioner Antonini, do you have any

VP OLAGUE:

fine with that, too.

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE:

allowing people additional time for submitting --

comment.

hearing but I want to give the opportunity for public

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE:

comment period and not holding an additional public hearing?

So we're just talking about extending the

COMMISSIONER SUE LEE:

I just have a

So we hear a motion and a

Sue, did you have --

VP OLAGUE:

clarification.

second?

Yeah.

The fourteenth?

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

MR. RICH:

VP OLAGUE:

affect our schedule but I think we can live with this.

would be fine.

but I think balancing the need for the public testimony, it

you know, it would probably put us back a couple of weeks

Generally that would be fine.

Neighborhoods.

16

THE CLERK:

Let's take it

On the motion to extend the comment

Comments, yeah, I mean.

THE CLERK:

COMMISSIONER SUE LEE:

THE CLERK:

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE:

THE CLERK:

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

14

15

16

17

18

19

Aye.

25

24

23

can add that.

Okay.

THE CLERK:

generally understood.

5:00 p.m.

Yeah, it is

Close of business whatever date but we

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE:

you do that.

21

22

the close of business so that there is a timeframe by which

20

I think we need to add until

Commissioner Moore?

Aye.

Commissioner Bill Lee?

Aye.

Commissioner Lee?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

period to September 14, Commissioner Antonini?

now.

VP OLAGUE:

13

12

11

10

9

I mean we can take a vote

now but we can take the end of all commission comments.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

7

Okay.

THE CLERK:

adding an additional public hearing.

6

But that would not include

5

8

I

So that would be to extend the comment

I'm fine with that.

period until September 14.

VP OLAGUE:

don't have any comments.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

4

3
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Thank you.

Yeah.

Aye.

I just wanted to, I

Um, I did not

And

And while

probably a little clearer definition than some of the terms.

calendar that talks about the different districts is

bit, I think, actually the summary here that talks in our

Um, the other thing that I found just a little

transit to their jobs in San Francisco.

outlining areas and now would be able to walk or take public

much as some of these people previously have lived in, um,

assume that we would perhaps see an easing of traffic in as

because it's in not really a nexus study, per se, one would

this is hard for this document to address this type of thing

commuters that are now living in San Francisco.

presumably many of these new residents would be previous

alternative and then project A, B and C options.

88,000 new residents depending on the NOE project

much as we're anticipating somewhere between 73--- and

in terms of pollution and in terms of traffic easing in as

being decease the -- the positive, I guess, effects of -- on

see, it may be in here, the address of the possibility of

which, I think, is -- us extremely well done.

guess, put a few comments in in regards to this document,

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

Commissioner Antonini?

VP OLAGUE:

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

And, um, Commissioner Antonini?

18

PR2

T3

where there should be residential and commercial, presumably

no PDR and then residential only.

know, perhaps a little easier concept to understand than

some of the -- the transit terms that are used with some of

these districts so, um, that's just my opinion on that.

3

4

5

6

7

think the project options tend to preserve more PDR than the

non-project ones.

document.

13

14

15

extraordinary amount of effort that Mike Jacinto put into

25

Commissioner, if I may, I

would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

24

Thank you.

23

extended to close of business on September 14, 2007.

22

everyone that the response, public response period has been

21

It is just a reminder to

20

Yes.

THE CLERK:

19

Is there any additional commissioner

Seeing none, the hearing's completed for now.

VP OLAGUE:

18

17

comments?

is a little bit of a difference depending on which ones I

12

16

falling regardless of which option is undertaken, and there

11

But all in all, I think it is a good

had already talked about the fact that the PDR demand is

10

And, um, basically that's -- those are about the

main thing, I think, that I -- that I saw that I think we

9

8

allowed where PDR can be mixed with residential/commercial,

2

And I think that's, you

I mean we're talking about a district where PDR -- PDR is

1
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Thank you.

Commissioner, you still have public

And at this time the public may address you on

THE CLERK:

With respect this category, each

VP OLAGUE:

Commissioners, well, I would

Is there any public comment?
SPEAKER TOMPKIN:

So we have an extension

The burden is really on the planning

consider adjusting that as well.

those people who have been notified.

So I hope this duly

there is not adequate description or adequate notice to

department and that burden really hasn't been met because

that's pending.

members of the community about something very important

The burden isn't on the community to notify other

until the fourteenth.

interest or motivation to comment.

if people aren't notified that they have no basis for no

to comment doesn't really satisfy the need for notification

period through them which residents of the public have time

like to say as a matter of general process, extending a

minutes.

member of the public may address you for up to three

reached on the calendar.

agenda item which would have been addressed at the time it

matter jurisdiction of plan commission with exception of any

items of interest to the public; that is, in the subject

comment.

document.

the document and also Rich Plice's effort to get this

20

Seeing none, public comment is closed and the
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(Whereupon, at 7:25 p.m. the meeting adjourned.)

meeting is adjourned.

Is there any additional public comment?

3

5

VP OLAGUE:

2

Thank you.

Thank you.
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