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Comment Comment | Reference (Page  Section/ N Response |Response
Reviewer : Review Commert Respondent Response Comment
| e Dwa. [ Fig. # P Date Code P
FLANNING
1 Plannin Completenes| g page 8 please add more inform ation on deconstruction opps on site - this is a great new trend for the city
9 [ s check pag instea of just dem ofrecycling (added term but still not talking about reuse onsite... or target rates)
[WR The ST posTtve Iiiiraton assessm e, Seems permeabIe paving 15 @ §ood BV Gpp for stomnwater
B meianes managem ent? including parking strips (some falks at public works have expressed interest in proving this and
2 planning |7 gnm / being able to add to standard palette). Has this been considered in the streets where the text says it's hard to
meet the 25% reduction? still not seeing connection btwn infiltration section, stormwater management,
and perm eable paving in DSG
e w ortvconcept of *prctected” 15 Mok found 11 AsSOCTaNar W ary G e BIKE Tanes o (e sectans? 1 you
3 planning TGS / ony using the class num bers, please Sow typical cross sections th understand the difference (still only in
psc)
4 Planning | BN /Section6.3.4. 6.3.4 to nclude minimizing curb CULIN(o? (now, the MIP does not mention curb cuts atall - only the DSG)
653 neds (o mertion plantng palette I ted to Ciim ate ppropTiate CA/SF Naive or non-Tvasive non-natve
5 Planning | “7Eee /Sedion6.53 species that support biodiversity, tiie Should Inclule |andscaping, since the text 1s ot ust rees (sl no
merntion of citywide bioversity goals, plant palette, sidewalk
6 Planning “TEEE /Secion6.5.5 6.5.5 shoulc also refer to eneray efficiency and ight pollution standards/goals (st don't)
[E— [FIEase 20d a section 1n the INtro on TS Projects overall Mentions [ MaKe e Sie Cimate proor, resient, et
7 Planning |~ ghew 1 lto flooding, . air quality ete, As well as a contributor to the City's climate goals.
(still no mention of climate, adaptation, resilience)
my understanding is residential buildings are supposedto be net-zero by 2020 per Stafe regs? we should speak
to this and cesign accordingly. An essential piece will be 100% renewable electricity on site, whether through
g planning |ComBletenes 1 SFPUC power or green power purchase with PGAE (more expensive). Also, the project proposes having al-
9" s check electric buildings, which is smart and awesome — the Infrastructure plan stil mentions natural gas pipelines,
letc. Maybe this gets added to the Jist of discussion topics? (no mention of net-zero, carbon -- and gas
systems are not sustainable, page 7)
Completenes| MGre Inform aion on a1l SIe 1anasCaping MGaton BENg Served by Nor-pOTabIe W ater? (SBll not investigating
9 Planning i
5 Check a district scale system)
Completenes| Stormw ater/rairm ater caplire/detentioneaiment system 1o Service Steet cleaning Tl staions? (S8l no.
10 Planning ’
5 Check mention)
1 Plannin Completenes 7 lis there consideration / cost-benefit analysis of district nan-patable that can service the affordable housing
9" scheck lvs the costs as many separate systems? (seems they're still not investigating, need to ask SFPUC)
Completenes| 35 part of e LEs Ave 55Us, IMagine we are QiSCUsSing Now 10 ContnuE protected bike 1anes 1 Ocean? (This|
12 Planning ’
5 Check been addressed)
Completenes|
13 Planning s Check 7 does the MIP not need to class 2 cover bike parking? (seems not, but no one answered)
1 stanning |Completenes| i Imore info on passenger and commercial [oading please, which we know will be significant in today/future
9 scheck neighborhoods (new section 6.25 + DSG; also see Comm ent #34 on Section 6.2 5 below)
15 Planing c A [Figures shouid be taken into acoourt for page numbering
15 o & —_— IP1ans should not show building footprints as the final building plans may differ. Planning recommends using ju
9 " Iparce! outiines. Please clarify what is the strategy b adcress the townhouses parcel
[DSG does not focus prim aiily on the design of BUIdings, 1Ts @ docum ent that regulates the entire developm ent,
17 Planning G 112
including streets. open space, and private parcels
18 Planning c 213 E;E:fﬂg:lm&s analysis for 1550 units as well. Does the "overall Project Ltility demands” take into account
o r— E e in e previous page, the DSG Was rererenced as a £ om panion docUm ent, BULSEcion 113 G08s ot mention

lthe DSG. Please include the DSG here and re-num ber the appendice:

20 Planning E TFigue 11A [Double check on the SFEUC retained fee geometry - it should be a straight ine.

The Block numbers and ot lines do nat Iook right. Block 3180 006-009 shauld be 4 lots. Parcel 3180010 should

21 Rladding E IFigutETAA Ibe shown separately - this parcel is part of the existing Lee Ave stretch narth of Ocean

5 . T TFawa 1B ﬁv?gﬂc;‘?:;lne o the legend or remove The curb mes rom T figure a5 The Curh Tnes are not a criical part of
The portion of e Ave north o North Steet - 3t sme P, we GIscussed TS porion 1o be one-way steet and

2 Flanning: ¢ AR 2R rivately owned_ Clarify the latest decision on the ownership of this portion.

- Hanclh g FiursdisH The legend for Townnome streets reads Iike there will be no public access. Please revise to read *private street

9 9 with public access” unless these streets will be gated; Planning does not recom mend a "gated community*

o — o m— e e S e L)

[Define the diference between “Frqec( Boundary’ and P roect Lim T and change Te TIe pes &5 T8 project
=
® Planning £ FigureS1 im ts lines are not clearty shown

ary show
77| Faming 5 [Crarty arading strateqy for townhouses parcel
28 Planning E T oAt Y &ND. [1ypo - defete at* atter "Tre bicycle network..."inthe 5t i of the paragraph

[Cast sentence following the first paragraph says' the reviewer shall review both chapter 6 of the [P and chapter

- Pierining £ TExmuHizng 5 of the DSG and then repeats this info in 6.1. The sentence in 6.1 can be rem oved

Use the indusry T and be COnSIstent PoUGROWE Te WP ang DSG. CTass I SNoU ot be ererred as a
30 Planning E 16/6.2.2 Bicycle circulation  bike lane. hitp:/fwww. uat a bike-p
orochure 072517 paf (consult with SFMTA

o
inciude Ciass 1M for Lee Avenua Tiext to the Whole Fo0ds BUNINg Where he ROW 15 Imited (south of FUC.

3 Planning 3 167622 Biyele cireuhtion [ 100 T80
Revise e last Sertence 1 1220 " The BIyble nemwork and BIkew ay design Gudenes are furher oerned i
%2 Planning 3 Rl
7 TYP0 - Gelete *a anter AN Streets In e st sentznce
16/6.2.3 Vehicuk
73 FEg £ SaZEYeiaer U Define a low-speed street Will they be speed lim ts?
[Revise "Servicing needs for Develapmert Parcels will BE aCcommaaated o all et - A 1oading
% anmif 5 ilEE Imanagem ent pian is being Beveloped by the RCP and will be revised by SFMTA and Planning, Off-street

loacnm e mesessary mysome egs g Thenad WIE:shodlceiecine[asef dhgussion s e proerton:
Ioaging strategy

The pian details the public street components, but it does not mention private streets (exceptin Figure 6.1).
3 Planning & 17163 Public Street Systern  [who will develop the private strests, will they be publicly accessible, what are the guidelines? What is the
rationaie for private streets/ and their function should be clearly stated upfront

[iTfhe Tocation of Norh Street changes in fie CCSr parcel, This paragraph Needs to be upoated. Aemaively,

36 Planning G B8R aiscuss the two options of North Street Incations in the MIP

Al streets will project for two-way traffic and fire access..." - What are "all streets*? All publicly owned streets
37 Planning G 181632 or bath publicly and privately owned streets? Please clarlfy. Some privately owned street range 22-34 fest -
lexplain how fire access is secured in those streets

[The 2015 subdivision regulatians will be updated sormetime in 2020 SFMTA, Planning, PUC, DPW, and other
38 Planning c 191641 agencies are cumently working an updating the subdivision regulatians. The RCP team should closely
coordinate with agencies to ensure future plans are cansistent with the updated subdivision regulations

[f?e 1251 paragraph states hat ihe DEvEIoRer or HOA will BE responsible Tor M a FEenante of pavement of the

39 Planning c 2”5512:5:@“"”‘”“ Iraised crosswalks. Will it be stated in the DA? s it a typical approach? What about flashing beacans o other
rarfic contro's for raised crosswaiks?

a0 Planning /671 [See comment on Section 6.3.1 above

a1 Planning = 7276 10 SFMTA fastrocture _|A0d fiashing beacons 2nd similar to the ISt (cHEck with SEMTA

42 Planning c 26,12 la part of Lee Ave is within the CCSF property. Shouldthis MIP tiscuss hiaw the COSF side will be handled?

a3 Planning 5 TFigue62 [Fas O bk Ianes (class 1) on North Street within the CCSF property confirm ea?

44 Planning E TFigue6 2 [The portion of Lee Ave south of the PUC retained fee should show Olass I

~ — & P— [Graphic suggestion - Use similar colars for the same class bike facities, just ffereriate e types. Use e
incustry temn s (same comment as to 6.2.2

= pr—— 7 T [The existing bike facilties Snown on FIgure 6 2 are Gerert from T ones 11 Hhe DSG. Please make them

consistent

[Based on other sections (Figure 64 D and 6 4E), some bulbolts Include bioretention, but this figure indicates
only one bulbolt within the CCSF praperty includes a bioretention area, therefare this figure appears to be
a7 Planning G IFigure 63 inaccurate. If the purpose of this figure Is to show trafic calming measures, just call ot hulbouts and raised
crosswalks. The differentiation of different bulbouts does not seem necessary. There should be a separate
figure that shows all proposed bioretention facilities.

a8 Planning C TFigue 63 [Who wil bioretention area within the COSF property? 1s [tSUbjectia COSF eview?.
43 Planning E TFigue 64C [Typo - the sidew alk width should be 12_not 11" (botor of the pian view)

I the purpose of these figures i5 1o snow raised crossing configLrations, 1s 1 necessary o show all Uity nes
50 Planning G IFigures 6.4 AE except for CS? The wtility plan views and sections are shown in the later section - 50 maybe just cross

Jrterence trem?

Eil Flanning G TFiguresbd AE [Provide a key map for each figure
I 8 T o 3 e T S e They? Frovide

clarification or cross reference
- There shouid be one figure showing all proposed bioretention facilities within the project st

I in adiition, are the corfigurations of the biaretention areas final? Whowil be maintaining t? Have PUC and
52 Planning c IFigures 4 AE IDPW signed off on them ?

. DISCUSSION ITEM: 12 bioretention seems Very wide given that the sidewalk (pedestrian patiway) will be
lonly &'t thatlocation. Please explain the rationale forthe 12'width and consider reducing the wicth to provide
oot el (pesestin parway)

fo
D smewalk A et The Doretortar o e rom 38 St mwmum znd Lnnsmer awider

53 Planning G IFigure 6.4 E el el
E] Flanting T TFgueba F [We'd like to see more than striping on the Gast s136 of West Street. Could Tt be a small bulbout
Please acd details and sections o IUstrate the relalonsri of the Curb ramp, 4' Median, and parking 1ane on
58 Planning g {FIuEBSH IthewesxsxdeurLeeAvE,suuth of North Street.(e g. ADA compliance, etc)
55 Flanting E TFue BEAE [AG reference to the cross-section draw g In Figure 5.2AE
25" drivew ay (0 BUIGNG G 15 00 WIde. Please reduce e widHh For 3 TesIaenTal BUTAMg Garage, we Usualy
57 Planning = IFigue 658 recommend 10, I this 15 for a public parking garage or shared with loading trucks, we will ask for tuming
templates
- S— . pre— [ihe corner Gesign at North StreeyWest STeet does ot seem sare, The propased 397 Curh Cut Shoud be ciosely
reviewed by SEMTA.
55 Flaniing c TFigueBEEET In general, the divew ay locations have notbeen finalized. Flease 300 notes about It
60 Planning [ IFigure B.5C same comments as tofigure 6.5.8 about the curb cutwidth, the comer design, and driveway lacation
61 Planning c /Figure 6.5 8 (North ST &West t) (Question for SFMTA - curt cut to tow rhomes: could itbe namawerthan 207
- — P T [AT Coa/S o0t S, we 112ed 2 betier ESIGN Tor BIEyCISts. The SN DEwEEn e Bike 1ane and favel lane wil

not be sufficient enough to aderess conflicts between bicyelists and rightturning cars

&3 Planning T TFigue67 [Any reason why we cant have conc rete paving biocks at parking lanes?
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Comment| Comment | Reference (Page Section i Response |Response
Reviewer & Review Comment Respondent Response Comment
No. Type Dwag. I Fig. # pol Date Code POl
[This plan Shows  precise architectural plar Insteat of & diagram of preferred [ocaliony ntentions for Sevices,
64 Planning = IFigue 69 entres, etc. Clarity now the team wil address the discrepancy when the final bulding plans are not exact the
same as oepictea? building flexibilty in the MIP
65 Planning G /Figure 6.9 [ This figure is not cansistent witn the figure in DSG, The DSG shaws a parking garage entry ta Building C.
[The second to the [ast sertence - Only design and ConsiTUChon are mentioned as coNgatons in this secton
e Gkl £ 2 [Piease and the word "maintain® as explained in section 7.2
= — = 4771 Propsesd open space and |The N bers in the table SHOUIA e approximate numbers. THE CUrent propasal 15 sTghty Tess than @ 2 ac
q central park. Also be consistert - is it Reservoir Park ar Central Park?
58 Planning E 2477 [The last sertence is nct correct There are spaces owned by the SFPUC
- i £ o The last sertence states "the proposed parks and open spaces will be added to the City inventory of pemittabel
9 spaces®. What does it mean? Please clarity. Whatis a city inventary of permittable spaces
70 Planning B IFigure 8.2F in the DSG, this portion of West Street is shown s a curbless street, Which one is right? Please be consistent
7 Planning c 39/ Figure 132 Number of o Goes not m alch DSG Figure 6 16-3 B
[Recommend spitting this figure into 2 -3 diagrams ta make them simpler and more irtertional about story
teling
1) The regiona transit map des not need to shaw bullding faotprints, Itwould be helpful t have distinctive
colors for *venicle* routes than transit routes. U sing the BART Iogo would be preferted. In adaition, whats the
Balboa Park Transit Station thatis shown as a red star? Lastly, both bus andtrain are part of Muni. Relabel
72 Planning & ATTACHMENT Af Figure 5.1-1  [tnem Muni Bus and Muni Metro. Transit lines are unclear, where do they go, where they are coming from?
2) A map zoomed into the project site can show details like nearby bus/metro stops, walking radlus to BART
andthe loop, etc
) a building footprints map may not be necessary unless it Is referenced In e text
l4)*Primary Auto Connections* coesnt make sense nless is backed Up by data. It would be preferred to have a|
Imap showing the street hierarchy that s comprehensive of all street tyes in a separate dagram
[FTTiere are many patiway options  providing COrVENTent aCcess to commurity facliies, eic * This Sertence
73 Planning G ATTACHMENT A2 Iprovides detailed information that are nct shown in Figure 5,21, EIther show these amenities n the figure or
delete this sentence
[Snow ali* o the potentialfuture crosswalks; do not ifferentiate raised crosswalks. The goal of tis figure s to
74 Flanning E ATTACHVENT A/ Figure 5241 [0 the pedt network. Explain in the text how "Prim ary ped flow* routes have been identiied.
— Pp— n ATTAGHVENT A Figuras 21 |7 BERET - 00 e Show BUTANG TOoTprts T TESE I o 2grams. Parcel Ties ShGU BE Sucient o1
= T 5 ATACEWENT Mrquasa |2 Show i SEs et oIS v ar e Tove e e T A ana ety
= e— = ATTASHIENT 53 By Nt [ e 3CCanSeore o PO f e, Pt CeserDE Ty NUETE Eese e Toues At so eanes
understand where bicyclists are coming from using these routes
= — = ATTACHVENT A Figwres 21 [P e ik Foule U bers Tnean anyiing (o pEDp\E (General pubic)? Flease a0d 1 ore Gescrpton 2bout Tiem
or remove the rumber reference
= i 5 ATTAGHVENT A/ Figore5 31|52 comments (Comments #30 and #46 abiove) on MIP Secton 62 regarding T Bike Classincaion terms and
figure and MIP figure
. [Use aifterent colors or line types for existing, proposed, Aiferent bikeway Tacilies. For Instance, bike faciiies
L RO E ATTACHNENT A/ Fig2831 _lon L ee shouid be ifferent from the ones on Frida ko
81 Planning E ATTACHVENT A/ Figure5:3-1 _[Show streetnames south of Ocean Ave
(A Flanning G ‘ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 31 _[For *shared ped @ bike routes" we shodld Nave speciic Jesion guidelnes
[Figure 5 4-1 provioes more detailed infarm aon than the text. The text an e figure Should complement each
83 Planning IS ATTACHVENT A S4NEREe  other ang consistent It anes not seem to be necessary 1 flustiate & EV station and sigrialized ntersections
nere
% Ta— 5 ATTAGHNVENT A Frgurab 41 | 1OWTHOME Street, Te IGUTe sNaws "Parking CoUTts" WHTe Te T says "anared stieets Please be
consistent of these temns
85 Planning G ATTACHMENT & 5.4 Vehicle |0 oo rephrase *the limited traffic street loop of .
& Flanning S ATTACHVENT A/ Figure5 41 _|Rename “auo pedestrian strests" or a0d a defntion
a7 Planning G ATTACHVENT A/SAVEREIE it al of the cross references as bullet points e the end of the section. (glabal)
88 Planning B ATTACHMES‘TW:SA Vehiele o ezse rephvase tris sentence - “tnis simple loop allows... solelyto ped and bike circulation? It is not clear
= — - “ATTACHNENT A/54 Vehicle [T Sentence - *The amangemert of shared seets 15 I1UsTalive - can b remaved from fis section It
network seems random calling out just shared street figure:
- i . ATTACHVENT /54 Vehicle  [The sentences starting "the final corfiguration of shared streets may vary. Refer to Chiapter 7 .. also can be
4 network Iremoved from this section. These sentences oo not add information aboLt the sitewide venicle network
o1 Flanning S ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 5 41 _|Potential parkineg garage 1ot ations shold be Shown I The figure 55 ey are referenced Inthe tet
= — p o —— in the first sentence- insteza of calling it" e North, West and South Street Ioop" can we cal 5 the ntermal
streets* or something else?
% Planning G ATTACHVENT Al Figure 651 _[the red oxes (re truck) are Iocated on Ul outs. Should they be within the roadway?
o4 Planming G ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 551 _|Add grey atow tothe legend
Move the Bicycle Parking section to Section 5.3. Section 6.3 already talks about bike parking. Repeating it here
- Piarning e B eRNENTAsE seems redundant. The bike parking facilities can also be femoved from figure 5.6-1
The second paragraph under Bike Parking can be removed after "Refer to chapter 7 for buildings requiring
2 Reghning & ATTARHMENTHY S orivate bike parking. These guidelines are in Chapter 7 and do nat nieed to be repeated in tis intro section
57 Planting [ ATTACHVENT A [What's the purpose of Sections & 15 67 1Hro? OVENVIEW? Standards?
98 Planning G ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 5 6:1_|diferent from MIP figure (parking garage enfry, raised streets
59 Planming G ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 5 b-1__|explain that the pubiic parking garages are potertial [ocations
100 Planning G ATTACHVENT A 57 Sreet de6n | epnrase th first sertence or elete t.Please state clearly what the sreet design objectives are
= — B ATTAGHVENT A/57 Street deagn Tence - SHOUGTIS Chapter Aescrbe Gesign ObJectves and IMErt Berare descrbing recomm ended|
9 objectives materials, etc 2
102 Planning G ATTACHMETJ:SZ:"“‘ 988190 [11e paragraph under "Concept does not read like @ concept.
105 | prannin . ATTACHMENT A'57 Street design [Under“Concept* the sertence - “The design will provide for streettrees .. to encourage walking and cycling...*
9 objectives. reads like only trees would encourage walking and biking, Please revise this sentence.
04 Flanning G ATTACHWENT A Figure&7-1_[Shouia ait b shown as privately owned streets?
V. legend snoud be relabeled to read *publicly owried strests" and *privately owned streets with public access*
105 | Pranning 6 ATTACHVENT A/ Figure57-1 [/, whowill develop the private streets, will they be publicly accessiole, what arethe quidelines? What is the
rationale for private streets/ and their function should be clearly stated upfrant
106 | Planning 3 ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 571 [Figure tile, “Streetscape Key Plan” does not match the figure confent. Should it be "Street ownership*?
107 | Planning E ATTACHVENT A/ Figure7-1 _|There should be no gaps between red bubbies
106 | Flanning 5 "ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 572 intert and objectives of each Streat ypoloqy Xt 1o Tis figure (0e 1 the vision)
ATTACHVENT A/ Figure5.73
109 | Pranning 3 AT in the table, clarify the wickh is the ROW width
T8 | Fianty B “ATTACHMENT A/ Figure 573 [What wil b& In the Steet Elem et column? nstead of the Sireet Elerment column, we recommend aadng e
9 Street Widths rollowing columns - Sidewalk wicths, Bike Faciity Type, and Strest Typolog,
EEE] Planning G ATTACHVENT A/ Figure 5681 _|Revise It 1o show Extension Zones and Drive Lane Zones a well 1o match the text on the (et
ATTACHVENT A/5.10 Sreet Tre [UnGr " Species”, reference b com plete tres species 115U street ies pa elie needs to refer (o e Comect page
12 | eranning 3
Planting lnumber (not page 46)
15[ Planing 5 ATTACHMENT A/ Section& 11 _|combine this section with 519
4| Planning [ ATTACHMENT A/ Section & 11_[all stangards regarding tree spacing should be In one Section, ot toughodt diferent section
115 | Planning & ATTACHMENT A/512___[MIP Oid ot show any 1 ounitzble roundabouts. Are they St on the table?
Text shoud 0o o a greater [evel of detal why e sueettypes were chosen for sach lacalon, also ShouaTst 2
16 Planning T ATTACHMEEIQ/; 18.8reet | referred 2nd choice in case certain species are not avaiiable: The plan needs to define parameters for
lsunstiutions in case certain species are not availale
P [e— T [N A Tgwes e w St Troes Promees Shes i BEs Shou Sper Y e 3 T s VP T e 2 Ve Teeyon e

jtable - not only by color




