
 

November 19, 2018 

Rachel Schuett, PPS EIR Coordinator 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Via: Email to CPC.PotreroPowerStation@sfgov.org 

Re:  Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Potrero Power Station 2017-
0011878ENV 

Dear Ms. Schuett: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Potrero Power Station Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”). Our overarching concerns include the lack of reasonable 
alternatives; inaccurate population growth assumptions; outdated methodology; inconsistencies with 
the objectives of established land use plans; unmitigated transportation impacts and impacts to 
historic resources; and shadowing of open space. 

Detailed comments are attached as Exhibit A hereto. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

J.R Eppler      Alison Heath 
President      Secretary & 
       Chair of Development Committee 
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EXHIBIT A  

Detailed Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments 

I. Historic Architectural Resources 

The Proposed Project would demolish individually significant historic buildings as well as buildings 
that contribute to the Third Street Industrial District and justify its inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources. These buildings are representative of the explosion of industry on 
Potrero Point from the mid-19th to early 20th centuries. This was the most important power plant 
west of the Mississippi. The District is part of the only area in San Francisco that combines industrial 
and residential communities. 

Proposed mitigation measures, such as books-printed-on-demand, videos, displays or salvaged 
fragments, and design controls for new construction will never compensate for the loss of these 
historic structures.  

The only structures that would be retained as part of the Proposed Project would be the Boiler Stack 
and possibly Unit 3, both built in 1965. The analysis done for the DEIR extended the period of 
significance to the mid-1960s to include these structures. Although they are character defining, their 
design and construction isn’t unique. Dozens of additional power plants of similar design were 
constructed in the latter half of the twentieth century and early 2000s. 

The Proposed Project will rehabilitate the Boiler Stack, but there is little likelihood that Unit 3 will be 
retained to the extent that it would retain any historic significance whatsoever. The Boiler Stack 
would be the last remaining historic resource, and its integrity would be compromised in setting and 
feeling as it would be surrounded by new buildings and overwhelmed in scale by the bulk of the 300’ 
tower to the west.  

As noted in the section on Area Plans and Policies, the Proposed Project is in conflict with several 
policies protecting historic resources.  

II. Transportation and Circulation 

Although the DEIR admits that the Proposed Project would result in substantial increases in transit 
demand and substantial delays to transit or operating costs that could not be mitigated, the inaccurate 
and inadequate analysis probably means that the actual impacts are far worse than stated. Additional 
analysis is necessary. 

Mitigations that rely on proposed improvements to public transit are uncertain, as is the availability 
of adequate funding. As noted in the DEIR, these improvements “are outside of the control of the 
project sponsor” and will require discretionary approvals by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”) and other agencies, as well as funding to operate at increased 
frequencies. Sources for full funding have yet to be identified and it is unlikely they will be identified 
prior to the certification of the EIR. 

No reliable transportation options to downtown San Francisco from the project site currently exist. 
The effectiveness of planned improvements such as the new 55 Dogpatch and the Central Subway 
remain uncertain.  
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We do know that the system is already near capacity on lines serving the area. As noted in the DEIR 
(4.E-10) the T-Third is already at or beyond capacity (103.7% outbound during a.m. peak; 119.2% 
inbound and 98.7% outbound during p.m. peak) during the peak hours.  

“T-third has never lived up to its promise” as reported recently in the San Francisco Chronicle: 
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/The-T-line-never-lived-up-to-its-promise-Now-
13306888.php.  

SFMTA data from July 2018 provides ample evidence that MUNI service is unreliable and getting 
worse. The 22 Fillmore had an on-time arrival only 57% of the time, for the 48 Quintara it was 31%, 
and the T-Third was on time only 14% of the time. 

A Civil Grand Jury Report on the Port of San Francisco in 2014 stated that: 

The City’s transportation plans so far have not provided a solution, and its planning for increased 
traffic resulting from new development would not resolve the current situation but would only 
attempt to mitigate additional transportation needs. It is critically important that any waterfront 
future development place heavy emphasis on transportation needs in practice as well as in theory. 
Adding additional parking, for example, assures additional roadway traffic.  

The current transportation system of light rail and vehicular traffic is inadequate. The 
Embarcadero has been closed to traffic entirely in order to accommodate special needs such as cruise 
ship passengers arriving or departing. Other events along the waterfront may also result in lengthy 
backups. Of greater concern, there are times when emergency service vehicles cannot use the roadbed 
but must instead drive on the light rail tracks.  

The full details and extent of the Proposed Project’s private shuttle service, as well as coordination 
with the Pier 70 shuttle, have not been determined so it is impossible to gauge its effectiveness in 
supplementing public transit. Although a ferry and water taxi landing is planned at Mission Bay, the 
possibility of providing a water taxi landing at the Power Station has also been mentioned. If this is a 
serious proposal that could effectively mitigate some transportation impacts, it should be analyzed in 
the final EIR, and formalized in the Development Agreement, Design for Development (“D4D”) 
and Transportation Demand Management (“TDM”) plans.  

Transportation analysis is based on outdated projections. Mode analysis for the project is derived 
from the outdated SF Guidelines from 2002. This analysis didn’t consider Transportation Network 
Companies (“TNCs”) as a unique transit mode although the DEIR includes a footnote about “app-
based ride-hailing services” in Table 4.E-11 without explanation as to how this was determined or 
how it would have been an option in 2002. 

The Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development Project Estimation of Project Travel Demand, contained in 
Appendix C and cited in the DEIR, is confusing, lacks transparency and contradicts some of what is 
in the DEIR itself. It appears to be based on outdated methodology, supplemented with speculative 
assumptions of future conditions with little empirical basis. For example, it seems to arbitrarily 
determine that mode share for the project would be some combination of the 2002 NE (downtown) 
Quadrant and 2002 SE Quadrant. The analysis goes on to cite national trends from the 2010 Improved 
Estimation of Internal Trip Capture for Mixed-Use Development, a Presidio Trust Management Plan from 2002, 
and the Final Mission Bay Subsequent EIR, dated 1998. None of these are relevant to current or 
anticipated conditions in the area of the Power Station.  
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Glaring discrepancies between and Table 4.E-11 in the DEIR and Table 9 in Appendix C must be 
clarified. For example, is the auto share 35.7% or 47.2%? 

 

 

The TDM Plan for the project is not adequate and once build-out begins, there will be a significant 
time lag between annual transportation monitoring reports and any required increase in TDM 
measures, allowing 30 months to improve performance. At the end of the 30 months there would be 
another opportunity to demonstrate improvements. As a result several years could pass before 
effective measures would be implemented.  

Additional transit analysis that uses accurate data with realistic projections must be provided and 
funding sources need to be in place before the project is entitled.  
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III. Traffic 

This is a very car-centric project. With a total of 2,622 parking places, parking comprises 921,981 
gross square feet or 17% of the entire building area. Adequate analysis of noise, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, emergency vehicle access, pedestrian and bike safety are all dependent on 
accurate and realistic traffic and mode share projections, rather than outdated modeling from SF-
CHAMP and 2002 SF Guidelines. Traffic is considered only indirectly, but its impacts are undeniable.  

There is no recognition of TNCs as a transit mode anywhere in the DEIR or Transportation Analysis 
outside of one unexplained footnote. Recent analysis by the SF County Transit Authority (TNCs and 
Congestion) shows that these vehicles are responsible for 51% of the increase in daily vehicle hours of 
delay and 47% of increase in Vehicle Miles Travelled (“VMT”). These impacts are particularly acute 
in urban areas, throwing into question the accuracy of VMT analysis.  

The VMT analysis also fails to incorporate recent San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
(“SFCTA”) analysis showing that a substantial share of TNC trips have shifted away from public 
transit. SFCTA’s publication TNCs Today estimates conservatively that TNCs contribute 570,000 
VMT on a typical workday. Urban areas are experiencing especially acute increases in traffic due to 
this shift. We can no longer assume that a project’s location in an urban area will automatically result 
in reduced traffic.  

SB 743 is applied for projects that are located within areas served by transit and where the VMT 
criteria “promote[s] the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses”. (New Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(1).) Here, the Proposed Project results in acknowledged impacts to transportation networks 
and increases reliance on cars by substantially increasing automobile trips. It should not have 
qualified for SB 743. 

The Proposed Project also should not have qualified for AB 900 which requires that the project will 
achieve at least 15% greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects. 

Traffic congestion is already a fact of life in the area. Third Street is limited in its carrying capacity 
and cannot be widened. Without adequate transit, traffic on this major artery heading downtown and 
towards SOMA will only get worse. This will have a profound effect on the community’s quality of 
life and must be considered so that appropriate mitigation measures and alternatives to the Project 
may be fairly reviewed and proposed for implementation within the context of the DEIR. 

The DEIR considers existing traffic volumes but doesn’t include any analysis of projected impacts 
even though Appendix C contains detailed raw Level of Service (“LOS”) data. A discussion of 
automobile delay impacts under LOS is relevant and should be provided for informational purposes 
to better determine traffic-related impacts and thus provide a fair analysis of alternatives and inform 
a more realistic TDM plan. 

IV. Loading Impacts 

The Loading Demand analysis doesn’t recognize potentially significant impacts and should be 
redone. Delivery vehicle use is vastly understated by reliance on the outdated 2002 SF Guidelines. For 
example the DEIR states that there would be 80 deliveries a day for 2,622 units. Analysis in 
Appendix C shows 81 daily delivery trips for 2,682 residential units (or .03 deliveries per 1000 gross 
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square feet). This amounts to roughly 3 deliveries per day for 100 units. No doubt this is because the 
SF Guidelines use studies done in the Center City Pedestrian Circulation and Goods Movement Study (Wilbur 
Smith & Associates for San Francisco Department of City Planning) which was published in September 1980.  

In the age of Amazon, Blue Apron, Caviar and a host of other delivery dependent services, reliance 
on 1980 loading demand data is extraordinarily misplaced.  

V. Shadowing 

Shadowing impacts on open space, nearby buildings and public space are potentially significant and 
demand further analysis. 

Planned public open space will be greatly impacted by shadowing, nearly year-round. Pervasive shade 
will greatly diminish the comfort and usability of open space onsite and at Pier 70. Shadowing 
diagrams show deep shadowing over much of the project and nearby area for much of the year. 
However, in analyzing shadow impacts, the DEIR erroneously concludes, “the proposed project 
would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or 
other public areas”.  

Not only are impacts to planned public areas onsite and at Pier 70 not considered; neither are 
impacts to the existing Bay and shoreline, nearby sidewalks or Bay Trail.  

The Project’s proposed street grid, height and massing of buildings will result in substantial 
shadowing of lower buildings as well and potentially limit Forest City’s flex buildings along 22nd 
Street to office uses instead of housing, an undesirable outcome that will skew the jobs-housing 
balance and increase transportation impacts there.  

Since shadowing of planned onsite open space appears to be significant it must be considered in the 
EIR, along with mitigations. These mitigations could be provided in the design with height 
reductions, orienting planned open space from north to south to optimize sunlight, and larger breaks 
between buildings. There is no discussion of this anywhere in the alternatives analysis or elsewhere in 
either the DEIR or D4D. A good example of what should be considered is articulated in the Urban 
Design Guidelines:  

• Orient and design publicly accessible open space to maximize physical comfort. Consider solar 
orientation, exposure, shading, shadowing, noise, and wind.  

• Mass buildings to minimize shadow impacts on residential areas, lower buildings, parks, and 
open space.  

Shadowing of planned open space doesn’t comply with protections in the San Francisco General 
Plan, Urban Design Element and Central Waterfront Plan: 

Recreation and Open Space Element 

Policy 1.9: Preserve sunlight in public open space. 

Urban Design Element 
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Objective 3: Moderation of Major New Development to Complement the City Pattern, the 
Resources to be Conserved, and the Neighborhood Environment. 

Accompanying text as part of “Fundamental Principles for New Development” states, “Plazas or 
parks located in the shadows cast by large buildings are unpleasant for the user. 

“A. Large buildings can be oriented to minimize shadows falling on public or semi-public 
open spaces. 

“B. The height and mass of tall, closely packed buildings can be shaped to permit 
sunlight to reach open spaces.” 

 Policy 3.4: Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and 
other public areas. 

 Central Waterfront Area Plan 

Policy 5.2.6: Ensure quality open space is provided in flexible and creative ways, adding a well-
used, well-cared for amenity for residents of a highly urbanized neighborhood. Private open space 
should meet the following design guidelines: 

A. Designed to allow for a diversity of uses, including elements for children, as 
appropriate. 

B. Maximize sunlight exposure and protection from wind. 

C. Adhere to the performance-based evaluation tool.” 

VI. Inconsistencies with Area Plans and Polices 

There are a number of clear inconsistencies with the Central Waterfront Plan, Plan Bay Area, 
Waterfront Land Use Plan, and General Plan which must be considered as part of the CEQA review. 
The DEIR cherry picks its analysis, overlooking inconsistencies with a number of local and regional 
plan policies. The DEIR admits that it doesn’t provide a comprehensive analysis of general plan 
consistency and asserts that this will be considered in future staff reports. However CEQA requires 
the EIR to discuss and analyze the Project’s inconsistency with area plans and policies. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15125(d).)  

Please state how the Project is consistent with the following plan policies:  

Central Waterfront Area Plan 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan promised “a full array of public benefits”. Unfortunately the City 
has failed to provide most of the necessary infrastructure to support existing development, let alone 
massive unanticipated growth in an area already underserved by public transit and other public 
services. Rather than adhering to the objectives and policies of the Plan, the Proposed Project 
discusses amending it to address inconsistencies. The Power Station site is very much part of the 
Central Waterfront Area. It was specifically mentioned in the Plan and its location “west of Illinois” 
and “historically set off from the rest of the Central Waterfront Area” doesn’t exempt it from Central 
Waterfront Area Plan policies.  
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The Proposed Project is broadly inconsistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The DEIR 
identifies some, but fails to properly identify all inconsistencies. While acknowledging a failure to 
meet objectives for noise and air quality, it also notes that the project is inconsistent with the Plan’s 
anticipated use of the site: 

The Central Waterfront Plan anticipated that the Power Plant site would be used for large-scale 
commercial and research development: 

Policy 1.1.8: Consider the Potrero Power Plant site as an opportunity for reuse for larger-scale 
commercial and research establishments.  

Remarkably, the DEIR erroneously concludes, based simply on a presumption that hazardous 
materials onsite could be remediated to instead allow for residential uses, that the project would 
avoid “any physical effects” due to these inconsistencies with the Area Plan. The opposite is true. 
The sheer scale and density of the Proposed Project as a mixed-use development with non-industrial 
uses would result in a number of significant physical impacts, both individual and cumulative that 
were never anticipated or analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR.  

The Plan sought to protect manufacturing. One of two key policy goals was ensuring a stable future 
for Production, Distribution and Repair (“PDR”) businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a certain 
amount of land for this purpose. Although the proposed project includes 45,040 gross square feet of 
PDR and 645,738 gross square feet of Research and Development (“R&D”) space, this amounts to 
only .08% PDR and 12% R&D of the total proposed building area. The vast majority of the space 
will go to Residential, Retail, and Office uses, which are generally more impactful than traditional 
industrial uses. Considerably denser than what was anticipated under the central Waterfront Plan, the 
Proposed Project will further exacerbate impacts and the need for infrastructure improvements.  

As noted in the Transportation section of the DEIR, proposed mitigations fail to adequately address 
existing transportation issues as well as those from future development. The Proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the following public transit objectives and policies in the Central Waterfront Area 
Plan: 

Objective 4.1: Improve Public Transit to better serve existing and new development in Central 
Waterfront 

Policy 4.1.6: Improve public transit in the Central Waterfront including cross-town routes and 
connections to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and Third Street Light Rail. 

Objective 4.10: Develop a comprehensive funding plan for transportation improvements. 

Objective 4.3: Establish parking polices that improve the quality of neighborhoods and reduce 
congestion and private vehicle trips by encouraging travel by non-auto modes. 

The scale of the historic Dogpatch neighborhood was to be protected by lower height limits under 
the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The site was zoned for heights of 40 to 65 feet, with area heights 
stepping down eastward from the Caltrain station and elevated freeway to the water’s edge. Views 
from Potrero Hill were not to be affected. With increased heights and density from rezoning under 
the Proposed Project, views of the Bay and historic features from the west will be greatly diminished 
in conflict with the following Central Waterfront policy: 
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Policy 3.1.5: Respect Public View Corridors 

The DEIR fails to consider this loss of public vistas as inconsistent with the Central Waterfront Plan. 
CEQA section 21099 doesn’t preclude the application of local general plan policies related to 
protected views. 

The proposed project conflicts with the following objective to preserve historic resources. Preserving 
the Stack is not a substitute for preservation of more significant resources. The Proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the following: 

Objective 8.2: Protect, preserve and reuse historic resources within the Central Waterfront Area. 

Policy 8.2.1: Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources and historic districts in 
the Central Waterfront area plan from demolition or adverse alteration, particularly those elements 
of the Maritime and Industrial Area east of Illinois Street. 

General Plan  

The Proposed Project will conflict with the following General Plan policy by blocking public vistas 
of the Bay and historic buildings, while shadowing the Bay shoreline and much of the onsite open 
space. The DEIR doesn’t address inconsistences with this policy: 

Priority Policy 8: That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from development. 

Housing Element of the General Plan  

The San Francisco Housing Element requires that infrastructure needs be planned and coordinated 
to accommodate new development, but the Proposed Project conflicts with a number of objectives 
and policies of the General Plan’s Housing Element, and in particular fails to balance housing growth 
with adequate infrastructure, particularly public transit. Analysis of consistency with the Housing 
Element is omitted entirely despite the fact that the Proposed Project will disproportionately burden 
the neighborhood with growth well beyond any previous projections and concentrate it in an area 
with inadequate public services. Among the policies and objectives that should have been considered 
are the following: 

Objective 12: Balance housing growth with adequate infrastructure that serves the City’s growing 
population. 

Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable 
patterns of movement.  

Policy 12.2: Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, childcare, and 
neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. 

Policy 12.3: Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public infrastructure 
systems. 

Policy 1.2: Focus housing growth and infrastructure necessary to support growth according to 
community plans.  



 
 – A-9 – November 19, 2018   – A-9 – November 19, 2018  

Policy 4.6: Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site 
capacity.  

Policy 13.1: Support “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.  

Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in 
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.  

Transportation Element of the General Plan 

The Proposed Project is car-centric with a large parking component. Nearly 50% of the external 
person trips each day will be by private automobile and parking comprises 17% the entire building 
area. Given the Project’s location within a congested area underserved by transit, inconsistencies with 
the Transportation Element that should have been considered but were omitted include the following: 

Policy 1.3: Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the 
means of meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

The Transportation Element also requires that developers coordinate land use with transit service and 
mitigate traffic problems. Instead the Proposed Project will burden transit and increase traffic. The 
severity of these impacts, their adherence with the following policy, is not considered:  

Policy 11.3: Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, 
requiring that developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

BCDC Bay Area Plan 

Although the Proposed Project includes only a 100-foot swath of land along the shoreline, the 
proposed hotel and other private uses such as cafes and private events may encroach on this land. 
With a hotel complex as tall as 128 feet extending across much of the waterfront, views of the Bay 
will be impacted and private access may be compromised. The DEIR fails in consistency with the 
following policies: 

The most important uses of the Bay are those providing substantial public benefits and treating the 
Bay as a body of water, not as real estate. 

Views from vista points and from public roads should be protected and scenic roads and trails 
should be built in accordance with the policies on Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views. 

All bayfront development should be designed to enhance the pleasure of the user or viewer of the 
Bay. Maximum efforts should be made to provide, enhance, or preserve views of the Bay and 
shoreline, especially from public areas, from the Bay itself, and from the opposite shore.  

Views of the Bay from vista points and from roads should be maintained by appropriate 
arrangements and heights of all developments and landscaping between the view areas and the water. 
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VII.  
Project Description 

The Proposed Project incorporates a flexible land use program in which certain blocks permit both 
residential and commercial uses. Future market conditions and other economic considerations may 
ultimately determine the type and amount of residential and commercial land uses to be developed.  

The specific uses would be determined after the EIR is adopted and after Project approval. This type 
of scheme shortcuts the required public review process that is meant to occur prior to adoption of a 
project.  

The “worst case” analysis states that under a maximum commercial scenario, impacts are based on 
office use, but the specifics are unclear. For example, would it include the grocery store that has been 
promised to the neighborhood, and generates far more trips than office, or even general retail?  

It is unclear as to whether Block 9 will be developed as residential vs. hotel and it is not explained 
whether ancillary restaurant or retail uses in the hotel were included in the analysis. Both of these 
uses generate far more trips and employee density than hotel or even office uses. 

Another unknown is whether the PG&E subarea will be developed as part of the Proposed Project. 
Its provision of housing will be critical to maintaining a good jobs/housing balance and affordable 
housing. The proposed new Georgia Street is within the subarea and infrastructure improvements 
including utilities and transportation are dependent on the subarea’s inclusion. A much-needed San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks recreation center has been proposed for this location. This would 
help mitigate recreation impacts from massive population growth. Whether or not it would be built if 
the subarea is not developed under the Proposed Project is unclear.  

An accurate, stable and consistent project description is necessary to an adequate evaluation of the 
project’s impacts; the project description should describe the physical development that will result if 
the project is approved; and the description should be sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation 
for a complete analysis of environmental impacts. 

VIII. Population and Housing 

Impacts to Population and Housing should be classified as significant. The Proposed Project will 
result in significant population increases with the potential to result in adverse physical impacts. A 
full and accurate analysis of physical impacts resulting from that growth should be provided. 

Individually the project would increase the residential population by 6,842 people, an increase of 51% 
in the area from the 2012-2016 baseline. Cumulatively the DEIR shows that approved and proposed 
projects, when combined with the proposed project, would add up to approximately 22,734 net new 
residents in 10,015 units in the vicinity. Once complete, the Project would bring up to 5524 jobs and 
cumulatively 25,066. However, cumulative analysis omits major developments including India Basin, 
UCSF medical office expansion and dorms, The Exchange, Uber offices at 1455 Third, and some 
smaller residential projects, all within a .5 mile radius of the proposed project.  

The DEIR analysis of cumulative growth employs a faulty methodology by which it looks at 
combined growth from nearby projects and then compares them to citywide Plan Bay Area 
projections. The comparison of population increase directly resulting from the Proposed Project to 
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projected overall population throughout San Francisco is not a valid basis; the proper comparison is 
the Project’s cumulative contribution within the area.  

The DEIR states that the level of population growth can be accommodated under “the City’s 
existing zoning (height and bulk controls) … and the existing controls for the project site are not a 
barrier to growth”. This is a nonsensical statement given the dramatic upzoning, density and land 
uses for the Proposed Project. Zoning controls established under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 
anticipated industrial and R&D uses at the site with heights ranging from 40 to 65 feet. 
Concentrating development in this area would not only push growth well beyond what was 
anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the level of growth cannot be accommodated by 
existing services and infrastructure. Clear evidence of this can be found in the DEIR’s analyses of 
significant and immitigable impacts. 

As noted in the DEIR, the project would “generate a cumulatively significant impact… should the 
cumulative residential or employment growth substantially exceed planned growth, and… [if]… the 
growth could not be accommodated by existing services and infrastructure”. Physical impacts directly 
related to population increases acknowledged throughout the DEIR include significant impacts to 
transportation, along with impacts to air quality and ambient noise from motorized vehicles. These 
physical impacts can’t be simply dismissed as the result of an economic or social change. They are 
directly related to an increase in population. 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”) projections and Plan Bay Area goals are for 
the whole region and cannot be the sole measure of growth at the neighborhood level. It’s 
unreasonable to label impacts from the Project’s population growth as “less than significant” by 
simply claiming the Project is a consistent with Plan Bay Area’s goals for the entire region. In fact, 
under Plan Bay Area, population increases for the entire Port of San Francisco Priority Development 
Area (“PDA”) and Eastern Neighborhoods PDA are already on track to well exceed 2040 targets 
without inclusion of Proposed Project. ABAG has a “Fair Share” policy to ensure that individual 
PDAs do not shoulder too much of the responsibility for meeting the region’s housing needs. That is 
exactly what is occurring in both PDA’s where anticipated residential growth exceeds the policy’s 
110% threshold. To make matters worse, Plan Bay Area does not address the need for infrastructure 
improvements at the project or neighborhood level, nor does it provide any direct funding to 
mitigate impacts for the significant population increase in the vicinity of the Project. 

Rather than confronting the fact that residential growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan has been 
exceeded, the DEIR discusses amending the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The Central Waterfront 
growth projections for residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan were already 
maxed out by 2017. As noted in the 2010-2015 Monitoring Report, over 2704 residential units had been 
constructed or were in the pipeline in the Central Waterfront at the end of 2015, with hundreds more 
submitted for review in 2016. Additional projects currently underway will result in approximately 
7900 new residential units in an area that had planned for just 2020 units. Meanwhile, infrastructure 
improvements and community benefits to mitigate impacts of projected, let alone actual 
development have lagged way behind what was promised in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. 

The Proposed Project may result in adverse and direct physical environmental effects due to 
population growth from a large commercial component. Employment opportunities at the Power 
Station and nearby developments will induce massive population growth, exacerbating the demand 
for additional housing locally as well as throughout the region. The DEIR considers some regional 
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impacts, but should also analyze neighborhood and citywide impacts from cumulative job growth in 
the Central Waterfront and nearby Mission Bay. 

Growth-inducing impacts under CEQA are defined as “the ways in which the proposed project 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment”. The Proposed Project is growth-inducing 
because it would accommodate new residential and employment growth in an undeveloped area with 
a direct increase in population on a very large scale, resulting in direct and cumulative adverse 
physical environmental effects due to that population growth. 

IX. Recreation 

The Initial Study asserts that the project would increase the use of existing neighborhood parks and 
other recreational facilities, but that the construction of new facilities would not be required. This 
conclusion is based on outdated population data from the 2010 census that was included in the 2014 
Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE). The maps in ROSE show low population density in the area 
because intensive development of the Central Waterfront had not yet occurred. One of the maps 
projects just 0-33.41 potential new people per acre by 2040 at the Power Station site. Despite its 
drastically understated population projections, ROSE acknowledges that this as a “high needs area”. 
In fact most, if not all, of the site is over one-half mile from any open space or facility for active uses 
and proposes. Furthermore, the proposed network of new open space onsite is inadequate, poorly 
designed, and includes very little active open space. 

Analysis of Recreation impacts was omitted in the DEIR and should be included in the Final EIR. 

X. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Despite greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reduction measures, the Initial Study notes that proposed project 
“would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs”. The DEIR simply assumes that all 
alternatives (except the No Project alternative) will produce similar levels of GHG Emissions based 
simply on adherence to particular policies. A full analysis that considers varying impacts with each 
alternative should be included in the EIR. 

Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts was omitted in the DEIR and should be included in 
the Final EIR.  

XI. Public Services 

The need to construct facilities for Public Services is acknowledged in the Initial Study but never 
analyzed despite recognition there will be an increased need for these services because of population 
growth.  

Analysis of Public Services impacts was omitted in the DEIR and should be included in the Final 
EIR.  

XII. Jobs Housing Balance 

The DEIR includes housing numbers for the adjacent PG&E parcel, which comprises 27% of the 
total, but there are no guarantees that the PG&E site will be developed for residential use in the 
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foreseeable future. If not developed, the ratio of jobs to housing will be even higher, exacerbating the 
local and regional imbalances in the growth of jobs versus the growth of housing. 

Analysis of the jobs housing balance is critical because commercial uses tend to be more intensive 
then residential ones, and impacts on transportation are worse with commuters traveling within the 
region to jobs.  

Analysis of Jobs Housing Balance impacts was omitted in the DEIR and should be included.  

XIII. The Range of Project Alternatives 

The range of project alternatives considered in the DEIR is not adequate or reasonable. Viable 
alternatives should have been considered that would save the most important historic structures, as 
well as reduce transportation, noise, air quality, wind and shadowing impacts. Given the 
acknowledged deficit of recreational facilities in the area, and stated project objectives to provide 
active uses, better consideration should be given to the quality and quantity of open space and 
recreation opportunities provided onsite. None of the proposed alternatives provided any additional 
open space than the Preferred Project, a serious omission. 

A Reduced Density Alternative should have been included and was not. This was requested in Scoping 
comments. A reduced height and density alternative would analyze a project under similar height and 
zoning controls as those approved for the Pier 70 mixed-used development under Forest City. 
Because of the east-west orientation of the central Power Station Park and unbroken massing of 
buildings throughout, much of the open space is in shadow, and vistas of historic resources and the 
Bay are obscured. The proposed project stands in stark contrast to Pier 70. An alternative should be 
considered that matches and complements Forest City’s development in height and density; but also 
its awareness of the context of historic structures, fine grained massing of buildings, open sightlines, 
midblock passageways, and streets that don’t follow a simple grid. Additional consideration should be 
given to reduce parking as a means to reduce impacts from private vehicles. 

The Full Preservation Alternative with Reduced Program (Alternative B) has been identified as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative however it is not a Reduced Density Alternative, something 
that should have been included in the analysis. It retains the same footprint as the proposed project 
and simply lops of the top third of each building. Under this alternative, historic resources would not 
be presented in an appropriate context with ample open space and vistas, and open space would be 
compromised. The Planning Department has already stated that it would not meet some project 
objectives and it will most likely be deemed infeasible. 

The Full Preservation Alternative with Similar Program (Alternative C) is extremely dense and tall, with no 
reduction in Transportation, Noise, Air Quality and Wind impacts. Shadowing and wind impacts 
would be worse than with the Proposed Project and the integrity of historic buildings would be 
severely compromised in setting and feeling. 

Aspects of each Partial Preservation alternative would mitigate some impacts on historic resources, but 
none reduces all impacts. They all fail to properly prioritize the most significant structures over the 
1965 structures. Impacts to historic resources would remain significant with each, and none of the 
Partial Preservation alternatives adequately mitigate other significant environmental impacts.  

[End of DEIR Comments] 


