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June 9, 2015
To:

Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties

From:

Mark Delaplaine, Manager, Energy, Ocean Resources and Federal Consistency
Joseph Street, Environmental Scientist

Subject:

Addendum to CD-0003-15 – San Francisco Veterans Affairs
Medical Center Long Range Development Plan, Phase 1

This addendum provides correspondence received by staff in response to the above-referenced
staff report and staff’s responses to comments, which are hereby also incorporated into staff’s
proposed Commission findings. This correspondence does not change staff’s recommendation
that the Commission concur with CD-0003-15.
Correspondence Received
o E-mail from C. K. Wai to Joseph Street, Coastal Commission, June 2, 2015
o E-mail from Raymond Holland to Joseph Street, Coastal Commission, June 5, 2015
o Letter from Julie Burns, Friends of Land’s End, Richard Corriea, Planning Association
for the Richmond, Amy Meyer, People for a Golden Gate National Recreation Area,
Jason Jungreis, Coalition to Save Ocean Beach, and Thomas Kuhn, Friends of Sutro
Park, to Coastal Commission, June 8, 2015
Staff Response to Comments
In the attached correspondence, the public commenters urge the Commission to object to the
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) consistency determination. These requests are based on
several points. Commission staff provides the following summary and response to each of these
points and hereby amends its proposed Commission findings to include these responses:
The Consistency Determination is Premature
In the attached correspondence dated June 5, 2015, Mr. Raymond Holland asserts that the VA’s
consistency determination for the San Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Center (SFVAMC)
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Phase 1, is premature for the following reasons:

Re: CD-0003-15 Addendum – SFVAMC Long Range Development Plan Phase 1
June 9, 2015
Page 2 of 5
(1) The LRDP is incomplete, the 2014 LRDP is still a draft, and it is not clear on which
version of the LRDP the consistency determination would be based;
(2) The Programmatic Agreement between the VA, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), executed in January,
2015, has not been fully performed and a final Finding of Effect (FOE) has not been
issued;
(3) No Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been issued for the
proposed project, and the comments and suggestions submitted on the March 2015
Supplemental Draft EIS have not yet been reviewed and acted upon;
The latter point, on the absence of a Supplemental Final EIS, is echoed in the attached letter,
dated June 8, 2015, submitted by Ms. Julie Burns and co-authors on behalf of five organizations.
Ms. Burns’ letter also asserts that the proposed replacement of the existing on-campus water
tower with underground tanks will require engineering and geotechnical investigations, and that
a consistency determination is premature until those studies have been completed.
The VA’s consistency determination is based on the current version of the LRDP, dated January
31, 2014. The VA does not characterize this version of the LRDP as a “draft”, but it does note
that the LRDP is a living document that can and will be updated from time to time as its needs
and development plans for the SFVAMC campus evolve. In the meantime, the VA has formally
submitted a consistency determination for this current version for the Commission’s review,
triggering the Commission’s review responsibilities, and there is no ambiguity as to which
version is being reviewed. In the event that substantive changes are made to the LRDP and/or
the development projects contained within the LRDP in the future, the VA would be required to
submit additional consistency determinations to the Coastal Commission for federal consistency
review under the Coastal Zone Management Act. The 2014 LRDP is the latest in a series of
SFVAMC actions that have been reviewed by the Commission, and it is anticipated that this
process will continue in the future.
The VA and SHPO initiated formal consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act on May 11, 2012, and on January 9, 2015, issued a Programmatic Agreement
outlining reasonable measures to mitigate adverse impacts on historic properties. In addition, the
SHPO has formally concurred (as of July 13, 2013) with the VA’s Finding of Effect.
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified by the SHPO will satisfy the requirements
of Coastal Act Section 30244 for the protection of historic resources.
Under the consistency regulations (15 CFR 930.37), the Commission cannot hold up its review
pending finalization of an EIS. Commission staff has reviewed all comments submitted on the
SDEIS. In addition, if future project changes occur, the Commission can review them under the
federal consistency “reopener” procedures. Also, the Commission is not a party to any
settlement.
As a recent change in the VA’s development plans for the SFVAMC campus, the water tower is
not a part of the project subject to the consistency determination before the Commission.
Replacing it with underground tanks may, depending on its impacts, be subject to separate
federal consistency review by the Commission at a future date.
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Parking at the SFVAMC is Inadequate; Parking Spill-over into Surrounding Areas Will Impede
Coastal Access; the VA’s Parking Analysis is Flawed;
The attached correspondence from Mr. Holland, Ms. Burns and co-authors, and Mr. C. K. Wai
(June 2, 2015), makes the following points on the issue of on-campus parking and the adverse
effects of parking “spill-over” on coastal access and recreation:
(1) Existing parking facilities at the SFVAMC are inadequate to meet current demand, as
evidenced by a 700 vehicle parking deficit identified in the August 2012 Draft EIS for the
2012 iteration of the LRDP;
(2) The VA should be required to eliminate the existing on-campus parking deficit before
construction of any new buildings;
(3) The number of new parking spaces provided by Phase 1 development is insufficient, and
thus inconsistent with the Coastal Act Section 30252 requirement that new development
provide adequate parking facilities;
(4) Parking spill-over from the SFVAMC campus into surrounding recreation areas results in
conflict for parking between visitors seeking coastal access and SFVAMC personnel,
impeding coastal access and recreation; Phase 1 development will aggravate this
problem;
(5) The parking and traffic analyses contained in the 2014 Supplemental Draft EIS are flawed
because (a) the VA projected future parking demand based only on its own employees,
and neglected other campus users, such as interns, residents and researchers from other
institutions; (b) the off-campus area considered in the analyses was of insufficient size
and cannot be considered a “representative sampling”.
The comments summarized above highlight long-standing concerns over the effects of overflow
parking from the SFVAMC on the surrounding community. There have been times in the past
when these on-site parking deficiencies have raised legitimate Coastal Act access and recreation
concerns. However, Commission staff believes that the proposed Phase 1 development does not
raise these concerns, and would reduce parking needs.
The proposed project consists of the VA’s Phase 1 long range development plan, which would
add new buildings and facilities, including parking structures, to the existing campus. The
Commission’s role is to assess the consistency of the proposed project with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act, not to correct historical problems in the baseline condition that are
not being exacerbated by the proposed project. Thus, with respect to consistency with section
30252 of the Coastal Act (“The location and amount of new development should maintain and
enhance public access to the coast . . .”), the question facing the Commission is limited to
whether Phase 1 development would generate additional demand for parking that cannot be
absorbed by the existing or proposed on-campus supply, resulting in overflow into public
parking spaces in the coastal zone at times and in such a manner that it would interfere with
public access to the coast. Information provided by the VA and its traffic and parking consultant
indicates that the net number of parking spaces created during Phase 1 development (306 spaces)
would exceed the projected increase in parking demand (132 spaces) during peak weekday
hours, and that there is no shortage of on-campus parking during weekends and holidays when
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demand for coastal access is greatest. The new development proposed under Phase 1 of the
LRDP includes adequate new parking to accommodate the new demand generated by the project,
would not exacerbate (and would partially alleviate) existing parking shortfalls, and would not
interfere with public access to the coast through parking overflow into adjacent coastal zone
recreation areas.
As described in the Supplemental Draft EIS (and in more detail in the Transportation Impacts
Study, attached to the SDEIS as Appendix E), the VA’s approach for projecting the future
parking demand generated by Phase 1 development was not dependent on specific estimates of
the number of VA employees versus employees or students of other institutions using the
campus at any given time. Rather, Phase 1 parking demand was projected based on “parkingdemand rates” related to the type (e.g., hospital, office, research building, nursing home) and
area (in square feet) of the new buildings and facilities proposed to be added during Phase 1
development. For example, a hospital of a specific square footage was assumed to generate a
specific demand for parking (in spaces). The land use-based parking demand-rates used were
taken from several Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publications that aggregate
empirical data for parking demand collected from a nationwide sampling of different land uses
and building types. The parking-demand rates were then adjusted to account for San Franciscospecific transportation mode splits (i.e., transit, bicycling, walking, etc., vs. automobile travel)
provided by City guidelines.
Phase 1 Development Does Not Protect Coastal Views and Scenic Resources
The attached correspondence from Mr. Wai and Ms. Burns and co-authors argues that the
proposed development is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30251 because it would
significantly alter coastal views. In particular, Phase 1 structures, including a five-story, 110,000
square-foot research facility (Building 40) and a relocated water tower, would “dramatically”
and “radically” impact views from Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) parklands,
including the Marin Headlands, and would loom over the California Coastal Trail in the Land’s
End area of GGNRA.
As shown in Exhibit 8 (p. 3) of the staff report, which depicts the view looking southwestward
from the Presidio near the Golden Gate Bridge, SFVAMC structures are at present partially
visible, through a screen of vegetation, from points north. A post-project simulation of the same
view shows minor changes to the SFVAMC “skyline”, with Building 40 and the relocated water
tower visible above the trees. However, at this distance of approximately two miles, the visual
effect of the project is slight, with no scenic features obscured or significantly degraded.
Alterations to the views from Marin County vantage points, three or more miles distant from the
SFVAMC, would be even less significant. As noted in Ms. Burns’ comment letter, the VA now
proposes to remove, rather than relocate, the water tower, which would eliminate concerns about
its visual impact. The El Camino del Mar trail, which comprises a local segment of the
California Coastal Trail, runs through the Land’s End parkland in close proximity to the
SFVAMC campus. As shown in Exhibit 8 (p. 1), Building 40 and the Building 211 parking
structure would be visible when looking inland from portions of the trail. However, it is also
evident that the campus is situated inland from and well above the elevation of the trail, and
would not interfere with ocean and coastal views from Land’s End trails. The simulations
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provided in Exhibit 8 do not depict the new trees the VA has proposed to plant along the campus
perimeter, which, with time, would partially screen and soften views of the new buildings.
Phase 1 Development Would Disturb Natural Habitat and Recreational Areas
In the attached correspondence, Mr. Wai suggests that increased traffic, noise and human
presence related to the new development could disturb natural habitats, vegetation and species.
Ms. Burns and co-authors cite Coastal Act Section 30240(b), the policy governing development
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) and parks and recreation areas, and
argue that (a) the proposed extensions of the Building 209 and 211 parking structures to near the
SFVAMC fence line would have a significant adverse impact on the aesthetic, recreational, and
historic values of adjacent GGNRA parklands, and (b) that the placement of these buildings
should come no closer to the fence line than they do at present.
No ESHA or sensitive species have been identified within the SFVAMC campus or in the coastal
zone parklands immediately adjacent to the campus. Phase 1 development would not extend
beyond the SFVAMC fence line, and would not directly or indirectly impede public recreational
access to coastal areas. As discussed above, Commission staff does not believe that the new
buildings that would be visible from adjacent GGNRA parklands would significantly degrade
their aesthetic value.
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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR
Consistency Determination No.:

CD-0003-15

Federal Agency:

Department of Veterans Affairs

Location:

San Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Center Fort
Miley Campus, 4150 Clement Street, City and County of
San Francisco.

Project Description:

San Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Center Fort
Miley Campus Long Range Development Plan, Phase 1.

Staff Recommendation:

Concurrence

____________________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) has submitted a consistency determination for the
San Francisco VA Medical Center (SFVAMC) Fort Miley Campus (Campus) Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP 1). The LRDP is a comprehensive plan created to guide the
development of the 29-acre SFVAMC Campus located at 4150 Clement Street in the City of San
Francisco. The LRDP outlines the construction of new buildings, demolition of old buildings,
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and retrofitting of existing buildings that would occur through the year 2027. The LRDP would
support the SFVAMC’s mission to be a major primary and tertiary healthcare center which
provides cost-effective and high-quality care to eligible veterans in the SF Bay Area and North
Coast of California.
As submitted, the LRDP consistency determination outlines a near-term phase (Phase 1) and a
long-term phase (Phase 2), with two location alternatives for Phase 2; one at Fort Miley and the
other in Mission Bay in eastern San Francisco. Since the two alternate locations for Phase 2
would result in varying degrees of impact, and because the VA has not made a final
determination as to which location will be selected, a “phased” review of this consistency
determination is appropriate. Therefore, the Commission’s review of the VA’s consistency
determination will only be for Phase 1 activities within the LRDP. The standard of review for
this project is consistency to the maximum extent practicable with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.
The SFVAMC Campus is surrounded by Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) lands
to the north, west, and east, and by the outer Richmond District residential neighborhood to the
south. Implementation of Phase 1 development activities would increase parking demand during
weekday peaks periods by 132 parking spaces. Since most of the parking in the surrounding area
is free, unmetered, parallel parking, off-campus parking by additional employees and users of the
medical facility has the potential to affect public access to the coastal zone and nearby GGNRA
lands. However, Phase 1 development includes construction of a new parking structure that
would provide a net increase of 306 parking spaces on Campus, which would accommodate the
parking demand increase generated by Phase 1 development. Therefore, the staff recommends
the Commission find the project consistent with Coastal Act public access and recreation policies
(Section 30210, 30211, 30212.5 and 30252).
All of the planned development for Phase 1 would take place within the existing SFVAMC
Campus development footprint, consistent with the height, materials, colors, and massing of the
existing development. Some of the new structures would be visible from outside Campus
through vegetation along trails within GGNRA lands. While this new development would alter
the scenery of the area, portions of the trails affected are not primary destinations for hikers. The
VA would mitigate permanent and temporary visual impacts by planting native trees along the
Campus borders and implementing best management practices during construction to screen
construction equipment. No creeks, wetlands, open water bodies, federally listed species, or
environmentally sensitive habitat areas would be affected by the Phase 1 improvements.
Implementation of the LRDP would limit impervious surfaces primarily to existing already
impervious sites, resulting in minimal impacts to the site’s runoff conditions. The VA would
include low impact development techniques, comply with the San Francisco Public Works Code,
and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan to reduce any potential impacts to water
quality. Therefore, the staff recommends the Commission find the project consistent with the
visual and water quality polices of the Coastal Act (Section 30251 and 30231).
Staff therefore recommends that the Commission concur with the consistency determination for
Phase 1 of the LRDP.
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I.

FEDERAL AGENCY’S CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

The Department of Veterans Affairs has determined the project is consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP).

II.

MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion:
I move that the Commission concur with consistency determination CD-0003-15.
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion. Passage of this motion will result in an agreement
with the determination and adoption of the following resolution and findings. An affirmative
vote of a majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.
Resolution:
The Commission hereby concurs with consistency determination CD-0003-15 by
the Department of Veterans Affairs on the grounds that the project is fully
consistent, and thus consistent to the maximum extent practicable, with the
enforceable policies of the California Coastal Management Program.

III.

APPLICABLE LEGAL AUTHORITIES

Phased Review
As submitted, the SFVAMC Campus LRDP consistency determination outlines a near-term
phase (Phase 1) and a long-term phase (Phase 2), with two location alternatives for Phase 2. The
first Phase 2 alternative, involving building demolition and new construction at the Ft. Miley
Campus, has the potential to affect public access to the coastal zone because it would increase
the number of employees on campus and create new parking demand. However, the actual
number of new personnel, and thus the severity of any future Campus parking shortage or spillover into coastal recreation areas, remains unknown. During the implementation of Phase 1, the
VA will have the opportunity to collect new information on Campus use, commute patterns, and
parking behavior which will help constrain the potential effects of Phase 2. The second Phase 2
alternative, which would create a new SFVAMC location at Mission Bay, would be far outside
the Commission’s coastal zone and would not affect coastal resources or public access. Because
two Phase 2 location alternatives, with varying potential for coastal zone effects, remain under
consideration, and because the implementation of Phase 1 would allow for the development of
new information relevant to Phase 2, a phased review of this consistency determination is
appropriate. The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) allows (and encourages) “phased
federal consistency reviews” in cases where federal decisions to implement an activity are also
made in phases. Section 930.36 (d) of the CZMA implementing regulations provides:
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(d) Phased consistency determinations. … In cases where federal decisions
related to a proposed development project or other activity will be made in
phases based upon developing information that was not available at the time of
the original consistency determination, with each subsequent phase subject to
Federal agency discretion to implement alternative decisions based upon such
information (e.g., planning, siting, and design decisions), a consistency
determination will be required for each major decision. [15 CFR Section
930.36(d)]
When reviewing federal agency long range plans, the Commission typically relies on this
provision; among other benefits of this type of phased review are that: (1) it provides the federal
agency, in advance of specific project or plan implementation, notice of what issues are likely to
arise under the CCMP; and (2) it provides the Commission with an overall planning context
within which to review specific plans or projects subsequently proposed.
As such, the Commission is only reviewing the LRDP’s Phase 1 activities through this
consistency determination. The Commission expects that the VA will continue to coordinate the
implementation of its LRDP with the Commission, to enable further Commission review of a
supplemental consistency determination for Phase 2 activities in the event Phase 2 would affect
the coastal zone.

IV.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The U. S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) has submitted a consistency determination for
the San Francisco VA Medical Center (SFVAMC) Fort Miley Campus (Campus) Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP). The LRDP is a comprehensive plan created to guide the
development of the 29-acre SFVAMC Campus located at 4150 Clement Street in the northwest
portion of San Francisco (see Exhibits 1 – 3 for the project location). The LRDP outlines the
construction of new buildings, demolition of old buildings, and retrofitting of existing buildings
that would occur through the year 2027. The LRDP would support the SFVAMC’s mission to be
a major primary and tertiary healthcare center which provides cost-effective and high-quality
care to eligible veterans in the San Francisco Bay Area and north coast of California. The
proposed development and modifications included within the LRDP would help the SFVAMC
meet necessary seismic safety requirements and the needs of veterans in the area over the next 20
years.
The existing SFVAMC Campus occupies approximately 1 million square-feet and includes an
inpatient hospital building, an outpatient clinical building, research buildings, two hoptel 2
buildings, a community living center, administrative/office buildings, storage, 10 surface parking
lots, two parking structures, and a helipad (Exhibit 4a). The SFVAMC has identified in its
LRDP a deficiency of 589,000 square-feet of building space. All new development would be
designed to meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Certification,
2
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the VA’s sustainability goals as outlined in its VA Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan, and
VA seismic design requirements (VA Directive H-18-8) in compliance with Executive Order
12941.
The LRDP is laid out in two phases, a near-term phase (Phase 1) to be completed by 2020, and a
long-term phase (Phase 2) to be completed by 2027, as outlined below:
•

Phase 1 (near-term, 2014 – 2020): New construction or expansion of 14 buildings,
including research and administrative facilities, an emergency operations center, and
patient welcome center and drop-off area, an expanded mental health clinic and
psychiatric intensive care unit, new and expanded parking garages; seismic retrofitting of
7 buildings 3; relocation of an existing water tower; and demolition of 4 existing
buildings, removal of 4 modular trailers, and reductions of existing surface parking lots.
Phase 1 work would result in a net of 152,200 new gross-square-feet of facilities space
and 232,252 new gross-square feet of parking garage space on the Campus (see,
amounting to a net increase of 306 on-campus parking spaces. Exhibit 4b provides
details on Phase 1 development. The Building 211 parking garage and emergency
operations center (previously reported to the Commission as ND-012-11) was completed
in July 2014.

•

Phase 2 (long-term, 2020 – 2027):
o Alternative 1 - Ft. Miley campus option: New development of an ambulatory care
center (Bldg. 213), comprising 170,000 gross-square-feet of new patient-serving and
associated facilities (see Exhibit 4c for details on Phase 2 Alternative 1
development).
o Alternative 2 - Ft. Miley, alternate schedule: Same as Alternative 1, except that
three of the seismic retrofit projects listed under Phase 1 would take place during
Phase 2.
o Alternative 3 – Mission Bay campus option: Same as Alternative 1, except that the
ambulatory care center would be built off-site in the Mission Bay area of San
Francisco.

The SFVAMC Campus is surrounded by Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) lands
to the north, west, and east, and by the outer Richmond District residential neighborhood to the
south (Exhibit 2). The west side of the SFVAMC Campus is located within the coastal zone
boundary (Exhibit 3); however, because the Campus is on federal land the entire site is
considered “excluded” from the coastal zone. Development included in the LRDP could
nevertheless have potential impacts on resources within the coastal zone. Activities proposed at
the Mission Bay location in Alternative 3 of Phase 2 are within or affecting the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC’s) area of jurisdiction and are not
subject to review by the Coastal Commission. In the event that Alternative 3 is chosen for Phase
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2 and development is proposed within BCDC’s jurisdictional area, a consistency determination
would need to be submitted to BCDC prior to finalization.
B. OTHER AGENCY APPROVALS AND CONSULTATIONS
Section 106 Consultation – State Historic Preservation Office
The VA engaged in a formal consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for historic, cultural and archaeological
resources at the project site. The consultation concluded in January 2015 with the execution of a
programmatic agreement between the VA, SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.
Construction General Permit – San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
The VA is required to apply for coverage under the statewide Construction General Permit and
implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for construction-related pollutants and
storm water discharges to a small drainage system on the north side of the SFVAMC Ft. Miley
Campus. Most of the Campus, however, discharges storm water to the City of San Francisco’s
combined sewer system (see below).
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Permits
The SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus operates under an Industrial Class I Wastewater Permit
(Permit No. 10-06550; effective June 18, 2010) issued by SFPUC under Article 4.1 of the San
Francisco Public Works Code , which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the
City’s combined sewer system. This permit requires the implementation of a site-specific Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that describes SFVAMC’s storm water management
program and includes procedures to reduce or eliminate pollution related to storm water runoff.
The existing SFVAMC SWPPP and wastewater permit will be updated as needed prior to the
proposed Phase 1 development. Since much of the SFVAMC Campus drainage system
discharges to the City combined sewer system, the VA must also apply for a Construction Site
Runoff Control Permit from the SFPU, in accordance with Article 4.2 of the Public Works Code.
This permit requires the preparation of either an erosion and sediment control plan (ESCP) or
submission of an SWPPP covering construction-related discharges. It is anticipated that a single
SWPPP for construction activities, fulfilling both state and local requirements, will be prepared
for the entire Campus.
C. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION
Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211 and 30212.5 state:
Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted,
and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to
the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but
not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of
terrestrial vegetation.
7
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Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to
mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by
the public of any single area.
Coastal Act Section 30252 states (in part):
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit
service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads,
(3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing
adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, …
The SFVAMC Campus is surrounded on three-sides by a contiguous system of parklands
including the Land’s End and Fort Miley areas of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(GGNRA) and the City-owned Lincoln Park (see Exhibits 2 and 3). An access road to Fort
Miley through the SFVAMC Campus may be temporarily closed during construction periods
included in Phase 1 of the LRDP. While this road is occasionally used to access the GGNRA
parklands, it is not a primary entry point, and multiple other access points exist. The VA intends
to maintain this road as an open access way to the maximum extent feasible during Phase 1
construction. However, if closures are needed, notice would be posted two weeks in advance of
the closures. As this is not the primary entry or access way to the park, and notice of closures
would be posted, temporary closure would not significantly inhibit public access to GGNRA
lands.
Phase 1 of the LRDP would result in an increase in parking demand of 132 spaces during the
weekday peak period as projected in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the SFVAMC LRDP (Suppl. Draft EIS). Prior to implementing the LRDP, the SFVAMC Campus
contained two parking structures (Building 209 and Building 212) and 10 surface parking lots,
providing 1,253 total parking spaces (see Exhibit 5a). Field observations conducted by the VA
have shown that these facilities were filled to capacity during weekday peak periods (typically
morning and midday), with occupancies at or near 100 percent. Supplemental on-site valet
parking services operated by the VA were also well-used, but have capacity to accommodate
additional vehicles. On-site parking occupancy rates during the evening peak period were
significantly lower, at approximately 30%. Off-campus parking in the vicinity of the SFVAMC
Campus also exists in the form of unmetered parallel parking on city streets, and farther afield, in
public parking lots serving GGNRA recreational attractions such as Sutro Baths, Sutro Heights
Park and Land’s End. VA field observations reported in the Suppl. Draft EIS indicate that onstreet parking use within a few blocks of the VA ranged from 80 – 100% during weekday peak
hours.
The SFVAMC is located in a dense urban area which provides alternative methods of
transportation including transit services, taxis, bicycles, and foot travel. The VA estimates that at
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present approximately 40% of its SFVAMC staff commute to the Campus using public
transportation. Additionally, the VA operates free commuter shuttle services for employees and
patients that serve approximately 1,285 people per day. These alternative modes of
transportation will continue to be available in the future, and the VA expects that transportation
options other than single-occupancy vehicles will continue to be used by a large fraction of
SFVAMC employees, patients, and visitors. As discussed in the Supplemental Draft EIS,
planned future expansions in municipal bus service has the potential to increase transit ridership
among SFVAMC personnel.
In past consistency determinations, the Commission has expressed concern over the adequacy of
parking for the SFVAMC and coastal recreational impacts caused by the use of off-site parking
on adjacent GGNRA lands by employees and users of the medical facility. In the late 1980s, the
SFVAMC constructed a 4-level parking structure (Building 209) to provide additional parking.
When reviewing a later project for the development of a District Counsel office building, the
Commission noted that, due to fees charged for parking within Building 209, as opposed to free
parking within and surrounding the medical center, the use of the structure remained low and the
parking problems in the surrounding area persisted (CD-026-91). The Commission nevertheless
concurred with the VA’s consistency determination, as legislation prohibited the VA from
allowing free use of the parking structure, finding the development consistent “to the maximum
extent practicable” with the Coastal Act access and recreation policies. At present, the VA
charges relatively low parking fees of $1 per day, or $12.50 per month, which would not be a
major deterrent to on-campus parking.
Phase 1 of the LRDP includes the construction of a 377-space, 5-level parking garage (Building
211) on an area previously occupied by a surface parking lot (Parking Lot J). The Commission
has already authorized this parking garage through concurrence with a VA negative
determination (ND-012-11), and this project was completed in July of 2014. Future Phase 1
projects include the expansions of the existing Building 209 and 211 parking garages, which
would create an additional 250 parking spaces. Other new building construction and expansion
projects would result in the loss of existing parking spaces (from surface lots D, E, H, J, K and
L), but in aggregate, Phase 1 would result in a net increase of 306 on-campus parking spaces.
This net addition of parking spaces is well in excess of the projected growth in peak hour parking
demand of 132 spaces, and appears adequate to accommodate the proposed Phase 1 development
without exacerbating off-campus parking shortages or impeding public recreational access to the
coastal areas of GGNRA.
Some Campus parking spaces would be unavailable during Phase 1 construction in order to
accommodate construction vehicles and to allow space for temporary modular structures that
would be used as work spaces while certain buildings are being seismically retrofitted. This loss
of spaces from surface parking lots during construction would be mitigated by the availability of
new parking spaces in the Building 211 structure and, as needed, the provision of temporary onand off-site parking with the use of shuttle and valet services, and the promotion of rideshare,
carpool, mass transit vouchers, and work schedule change programs during project construction.
The VA’s proposed mitigation of potential parking impacts during the construction period is
described in more detail in Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 from the Supplemental Draft EIS,
provided here as Exhibit 6.
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In relation to the remainder of Phase 1 development, the Commission further finds that both
temporary and permanent impacts to parking demand resulting from Phase 1 construction would
be met by the LRDP planning and mitigation measures, including a net increase of 306 new
parking spaces, which would be sufficient to meet the projected increase in parking demand of
132 spaces from Phase 1 development. Moreover, future parking demand would be greatest
during weekday peak hours, when the largest number of VA employees is on Campus. Peak
recreational parking demand, in contrast, occurs during weekends and holidays, when ample oncampus is available for the relatively small number of employees who must access the Campus.
Therefore, the Commission finds that Phase 1 of the LRDP would not adversely affect parking
availability for coastal recreation and would be consistent with Coastal Act polices 30210,
30211, 30212.5, and 30252. The Commission expects the VA to continue to coordinate with the
Commission in its long-term planning efforts, to ensure that adequate parking and transportation
options for employees and users of the medical facility will continue to be available to assure
that Phase 2 development would not affect access to the coastal zone and nearby GGNRA lands.
D. VISUAL RESOURCES
Coastal Act Policy 30251 states:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas
such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation
Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
All of the planned development within Phase 1 of the LRDP would take place within the existing
SFVAMC Campus development footprint. The Campus is already substantially developed with
medical and research buildings, parking structures, and parking lots that are partially visible to
the surrounding area. All of the new proposed development would be consistent with the height
of the current development on Campus, with no building height exceeding the height of the
tallest existing building (Building 2). All new structures would also be built with materials,
colors, and massing consistent with the existing SFVAMC development (See Exhibit 7).
New buildings located in the central portion of the Campus would be mostly screened from
views outside of Campus by existing buildings. New buildings located on the western end of
Campus would be screened by existing buildings, dense vegetation and other landforms, and
would not be visible from outside of Campus. New buildings located near the eastern and
northern portion of the Campus adjacent to GGNRA lands would be visible through existing
vegetation and would alter the physical surroundings experienced by visitors in this area
(Exhibit 8). While this development would alter the scenery of the area, especially to those
hiking along the El Camino del Mar trail, these areas are not primary destinations for hikers, but
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rather are areas hikers usually pass through on their way to more scenic GGNRA lands. To help
mitigate impacts to surrounding views the VA will plant native, drought-resistant trees along the
perimeter of the Campus to further screen the new buildings.
The presence of construction equipment would also result in minor temporary visual impacts;
however, the VA would implement best management practices (BMPs), such as screening
construction staging areas, to limit this impact. Construction activities would be limited to
daylight hours, which would minimize any construction lighting impact.
The Commission therefore concludes that Phase 1 of the LRDP would protect scenic coastal
views, minimize landform alteration, be consistent with the visual character of the surrounding
area, and be consistent with the visual resources policy of the Coastal Act (Section 30251).
E. WATER QUALITY
Coastal Act Section 30231 states:
The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion
of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.
No creeks, wetlands, open water bodies, federally listed species, or environmentally sensitive
habitat areas are located within or adjacent to the SFVAMC Campus. Implementation of Phase 1
of the LRDP would increase the impervious surfaces on the Campus by approximately 4% (0.69
acres). The increase in impervious surfaces would result in minimal impacts to the site’s runoff
conditions as the project would occur primarily on existing impervious sites. The VA would also
implement low impact development techniques to infiltrate, evaporate, and detain storm water to
maintain the pre-development storm water runoff conditions. Any development within the LRDP
would require compliance with the San Francisco Public Works Code which regulates the
quantity and quantity of discharges into the sewer system. In addition, most storm water and
wastewater from the project site would be treated at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant
prior to discharging into the Pacific Ocean. Lastly, the VA will develop and implement a storm
water pollution prevention plan to reduce any project related pollution of surface water through
construction activities.
The Commission therefore finds Phase 1 of the LRDP consistent with the water quality policy of
the Coastal Act (Section 30231).

11

CD-0003-15 (Department of Veterans Affairs)
APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
Consistency Determination CD-0003-15 (Department of Veterans Affairs, San Francisco VA
Medical Center Long Range Development Plan, 2015).
Consistency Determination CD-026-91 (Department of Veterans Affairs, 2-story, 9,900 squarefoot District Counsel office building at the Fort Miley Medical Center).
Negative Determination ND-012-11 (Department of Veterans Affairs, 5-level parking structure
on an existing parking lot).
Department of Veterans Affairs, Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, San
Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Center Long Range Development Plan, March 9, 2015
(AECOM).
Department of Veterans Affairs, San Francisco Veterans Affairs Medical Center Long Range
Development Plan, January 31, 2014.
Department of Veterans Affairs, Draft Environmental Impact Statement San Francisco Veterans
Affairs Medical Center Long Range Development Plan, August 17, 2012 (AECOM).
Department of Veterans Affairs, Seismic Design Requirements (VA Directive H-18-8), August
2013.
Department of Veterans Affairs, Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan, June 2010.
Executive Order 12941, Seismic Safety of Existing Federally Owned or Leased Buildings,
Federal Register Vol. 59, No. 232, December 5, 1994.
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Coastal Consistency Determination

Source: Base layer from SF County; coastal zone boundary layer from California Department of Transportation TSI/GIS Data Branch, 2009; data compiled
by AECOM in 2014
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San Francisco VA Medical Center

Coastal Consistency Determination

Source: VA, 2014
Note: The 17 subphases of Phase 1 components identified in Table 1 are indicated in this figure.

Figure 2:

Alternatives 1 and 3 (Phase 1) Footprint and Concept Plan
through 2020—SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus
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San Francisco VA Medical Center

Coastal Consistency Determination

Source: VA, 2014
Note: The one Phase 2 subphase component identified in Table 3 is indicated in this figure.

Figure 4

Alternative 1 Long-Term (Phase 2) Footprint and Concept
Plan through 2027—SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus
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(From SFVAMC Supplemental Draft EIS, Chapter 3.13)
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New Parking Facilities – Phase 1

Loss of parking
from Lots D & J.
(-321 spaces)

Source: SFVAMC Supplemental Draft EIS, Chapter 3.13

LRDP Phase 1 Changes in Parking Supply (to 2020):
• Building 211 Garage + extension
• Building 209 Extension
• Surface Lot Removal

+ 377 spaces
+ 250 spaces
- 321 spaces

Net Gain  306 spaces
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Use of alternative routes, particularly through the surrounding neighborhoods, is actively discouraged. SFVAMC and its construction contractors will monitor truck
arrivals and, if necessary, implement a queue abatement program to ensure that haul trucks do not queue up and idle on the Campus or on adjacent or nearby streets.

k: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: SFVAMC will use only a combination of the three haul truck routes identified below for LRDP construction-related activities:

the appropriate ambient noise levels at the proposed off-site medical research facility for a detailed HVAC and emergency-generator noise reduction analysis. The
recommendations of the acoustical consultant will include specific equipment design and operations measures to reduce HVAC and emergency-generator noise to
acceptable levels for exterior and interior noise levels as specified in the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance.

j: Mitigation Measure NOI-4: VA will retain the services of a qualified acoustical consultant to conduct an additional site-specific noise study to evaluate and establish

to monitor potential impacts from construction related to this alternative. In the event that measured vibration levels exceed 65 VdB and would disturb the operation of
sensitive medical equipment, additional measures will be implemented to the extent necessary and feasible. These measures include providing notice to equipment
operators to coordinate regarding the timing of construction activities showing vibration levels above 65 VdB, possibly temporarily relocating the sensitive equipment,
and/or installing isolation equipment (i.e., vibration-dampening mounts).

i: Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Vibration levels will be monitored at the nearest interior location of adjacent medical structures containing vibration-sensitive equipment

utilized) will be recorded in the form of a preconstruction survey. The preconstruction survey will determine conditions that exist before construction begins and will be
used to evaluate damage caused by construction activities. Fixtures and finishes within a 50-foot radius of construction activities susceptible to damage will be
documented photographically and in writing before construction. All buildings damaged will be repaired to their preexisting condition.

h: Mitigation Measure NOI-2: The preexisting condition of all buildings within a 50-foot radius of construction areas (where large construction equipment would be

of each major phase of construction (e.g., demolition, trenching, structure erection). If noise levels are found to exceed 55 dBA Ldn, VA will implement additional
measures to reduce noise levels at affected on-site receptors as a result of construction noise. These additional measures may include but are not limited to relocating
occupied patient beds to other areas of the SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus, installing temporary acoustic attenuating features/barriers, preventing the line of sight
between the receptor in question and noise source, and providing in-room sound-masking equipment (e.g., white noise).

g: Mitigation Measure NOI-1: VA will monitor exterior noise levels at on-site receptors located closest to a particular construction site for a 24-hour period at the onset
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x If no active nests or roosts are found, no further action is required. If an active nest or roost is discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150

x Should vegetation removal be required during the breeding season (approximately March through August), a qualified biologist will conduct a survey for native
nesting birds and bats no earlier than 14 days before the removal of trees, shrubs, or buildings. The biologist will determine the time period that the results will
remain valid, based on the seasonal timing. The area surveyed will include all locations of vegetation or building removal, as well as areas within 150 feet.

x Removal of shrubs, trees, or any vegetative cover will be conducted outside of the breeding season, roughly from September to January 31 (breeding season is
typically February through August).

n: Mitigation Measure WH-1: SFVAMC will implement the following measures to avoid potential effects on nesting birds and bats, should potential nesting or roosting
habitat be identified within 150 feet of the proposed development area:

m: Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: SFVAMC will implement temporary strategies to ensure ADA compliance while Lot B is in use for modular swing space. Potential
strategies could include temporarily striping ADA spaces in other parking facilities on the Campus, such as Building 212, or implementing valet parking at the traffic
circle outside the Patient Welcome Center for patients and visitors requiring ADA accommodations.

be required to optimize site utilization and schedule arrivals to minimize the associated traffic and vehicle parking impacts on the Campus community and
surrounding neighborhoods.
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g area needs and coordinate vendor arrival schedules. In the development of construction plans, contractors should
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Potential pprograms
g
((or other measures deemed necessary and adequate to ensure that spillover parking demand into the surrounding neighborhood does not increase
beyond current conditions) could include the following:

Should these coordination efforts
indicate that construction activities could result in a major
ff
j pparking
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f
on the SFVAMC Fort Mileyy Campus,
p SFVAMC will
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p
measures to ensure that construction-related parking
p
g demand,, as well as anyy associated parking
p
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specific
p f LRDP projects
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p construction contractors
t
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p
their own estimates off construction
construction-related
-related traffic
ff and pparking
demand to the estimated parking capacity and surveyed occupancy levels, to determine whether additional temporary measures are required to mitigate expected
parking constraints.
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Before Phase 1
Construction

After Phase 1
Completion

*Note: The relocated water tower, visible on the far left (west)
of the post-project view, has been eliminated from the project.
The tower will be removed from the Campus.
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A – Before Project (2012)

B – After Project (2020)

Southeastward View of SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus from GGNRA
(El Camino del Mar trail).
(A) Before Phase 1 construction; (B) After Phase 1 construction
Source: SFVAMC Supplemental Draft EIS, Chapter 3.1
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A – Before Project (2012)

B – After Project (2020)
Southward View of SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus from GGNRA
(Land’s End-El Camino del Mar trail junction).
(A) Before Phase 1 construction; (B) After Phase 1 construction
Source: SFVAMC Supplemental Draft EIS, Chapter 3.1
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A – Before Project (2012)

B – After Project (2020)
Southwestward View of SFVAMC Fort Miley Campus from
GGNRA (SF Presidio, Lincoln Blvd near Ft. Scott).
(A) Before Phase 1 construction; (B) After Phase 1 construction

Source: SFVAMC Supplemental
Draft EIS, Chapter 3.1
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*Note: The water tower relocation (shifted west, A->B) has been eliminated from the proposed
project. The tower is now proposed to be removed entirely.
SFVAMC Long Range Dev. Plan
Views from Coastal Zone Recreation Areas
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