








































  

Attachment A –  

Communications from San Francisco Planning Department 



 

Memo 

 

 

 

DATE: June 13, 2013 

TO: SF Planning EP Planners & SFPUC Planners 

FROM: Scott T. Edmondson, AICP; Aksel Olsen 

RE:  Project Types Represented in the Land Use Allocation  

 

This Memorandum explains the Planning Department’s Land Use Allocation (LUA) and the types of 
projects included in the LUA. The 2012 LUA is the most recent update and uses the Association of Bay 
Area Governments’ (ABAG) May 2012 Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario. As this memorandum 
explains, the Planning Department expects that the LUA will encompass the vast majority of 
development proposals that project sponsors will present to the Planning Department. This 
memorandum also identifies possible unusual circumstances under which EP Planners and the SF PUC 
Planners may want to consult further with the Planning Department’s Information and Analysis Group 
to determine whether a project is encompassed within the LUA. 

ABAG’s Projections of San Francisco’s Economic Growth and the LUA  

The LUA takes ABAG’s 30-year projections of citywide household and job growth and allocates them to 
smaller geographic units, in this case, the traffic analysis zones of the SF Transportation Authority’s 
Countywide Transportation Model. Thus, the LUA does not project growth but simply allocates ABAG’s 
growth projections to subarea locations within the city. The current 2012 LUA uses ABAG’s Jobs-Housing 
Connection Scenario projections for San Francisco and covers the period from 2010 to 2040; these 
projections were released in May 2012 and are represented in five-year increments.  

ABAG derives its demographic and economic growth projections from assumptions about long-term 
demographic and economic growth.1 ABAG maintains its own set of regional models and develops each 
forecast with its in-house experts and private economic consultants.2 The forecasting is informed by the 
best information and assumptions available through federal and State agencies, such as the State 
Department of Finance, and private sources. However, ABAG develops its forecast based on local 
knowledge from over 50 years of forecasting and develops the forecast to reflect local conditions in 
contrast to more general forecasting assumptions of State or federal sources. ABAG’s estimate of total 
citywide growth for the 30-year period is expected to best represent actual growth at the end of the 30-
year period. However, projected growth for any portion of the projection period, such as growth in a one-
year or a five-year period, would be expected to vary from actual growth in such periods. Within the 30-
year growth projection period, higher than average growth periods could be followed by lower than 
average growth periods such that growth over the period would ultimately equal the projected 30-year 
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total. All projection methodologies make assumptions based on the best available information at the time. 
To minimize the effects of imprecision intrinsic to any projections methodology when used in for 
planning decisions, ABAG follows professional best practices and updates its projections every two years. 
Accordingly, the Planning Department updates its LUA every two years. The planning practice of 
frequently updating projections and plans allows the incorporation of new information over time to 
provide for the most up-to-date projections. 

The SFPUC updates its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. The UWMP typically 
relies on LUA projections or similar information. But, because the LUA is updated every two years, the 
SFPUC may want to review the LUA issued within SFPUC’s 5-year UWMP cycle; and if it varies in a 
significant way from the SFPUC’s projections used in its UWMP, discuss with Planning whether it should 
make any changes in its own water supply needs assessment during an UWMP cycle. 

Types of Projects Included in the LUA 

The LUA translates ABAG’s projected household and job growth into total expected development in San 
Francisco over a 30-year period. The LUA translates ABAG’s household growth into residential housing 
units and ABAG’s job growth into commercial space.3 Thus, the LUA projections of housing units and 
commercial space include all project types expected from San Francisco growth, such as housing, office, 
retail, production-distribution-repair (PDR), visitor, and cultural-institutional-educational (CIE). The 
LUA does not exclude any project type or potential growth. As such, the LUA and the ABAG economic 
projections upon which it is based contain the best estimates available of reasonably foreseeable growth 
and development in San Francisco over a 30-year period.  

Unusual Circumstances   

The LUA can be considered to include all reasonably expected growth and development and it is 
frequently updated to correct for expected variations. Nevertheless, there are possible unusual 
circumstances under which the EP Planners or SFPUC Planners may want to request further Planning 
Department consultation with the Information and Analysis Group to determine if a particular project 
falls within the LUA. ABAG’s projections and the Department’s LUA take into account urban economic 
trends and based on that information capture all reasonably foreseeable growth in San Francisco. Limited 
capital and aggregate demand of any urban economy constrains growth. However, occasionally the 
reality or perception may arise that a project lies outside the normal growth constraints of the San 
Francisco economy for some reason, and therefore lies outside ABAG’s projection’s and the Department’s 
current spatial allocation in its LUA.  

One can envision the rare case of a project arising outside the City’s economy (demand and capital) from 
an organization not located in San Francisco using nonprofit foundation funds or private donations to 
construct a large institutional project in San Francisco, such as a major hospital, a university, or an office 
complex. These projects would represent spending and demand beyond that normally active in the San 
Francisco economy, and therefore represent net additions to projected growth beyond that captured by 
ABAG’s projections and reflected in the Department’s LUA. Indicative characteristics of such projects 
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would include those with non-local sponsors, of large size, and for an institutional land use. 
Alternatively, very large project proposals from local project sponsors active in the SF economy involving 
a large site, land assembly, a planned unit development (PUDs), master plans, or area plan and rezoning 
proposals may warrant individual assessment for a range of reasons even though they are likely captured 
in ABAG’s projections and the LUA. Such projects would be similar to recent projects such as Hunters 
Point/Candlestick, Park Merced, Treasure Island, Pier 70 Master Plan, Eastern Neighborhoods, or the 
Transit Center District Plan.  

The bi-annual update of ABAG’s projections and the LUA would be able to capture development 
associated with such projects. However, should such a project be proposed between updates, the EP 
Planners and SFPUC could treat its appearance as sufficient cause to  request the Planning Department’s 
assistance in determining whether to consider the project outside the latest LUA projections.  

                                                           

1 Please see ABAG’s summary of its research and forecasting on its website: http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/index.html  

2 ABAG describes its current Jobs-Housing Scenario policy-based forecast here: 
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Appendices_Low_Res.pdf.  

3 The LUA citywide totals only differ slightly, up to within one percent of ABAG totals (+/-). The difference is produced by LUA’s 
complex method of translating ABAG projections into development (residential units and commercial space) and allocating total 
citywide growth to subarea locations. The minor difference between the LUA and ABAG citywide totals is real in absolute terms, 
but not in the sense that they are different projections. The one percent difference does not constitute a difference of projections. 
ABAG and MTC consider variation of one percent in citywide totals, plus or minus, as sufficiently representing ABAG’s projections 
for consistency with the MTC regional projections and modeling purposes (congestion management, etc.). Even if a few versions of 
the LUA must be done to make minor subarea spatial allocation corrections, as long as the LUA’s citywide totals are within one 
percent of ABAG’s projections, and ABAG’s projections have not changed, the LUA citywide totals have not effectively changed 
either. Any of those LUA versions’ citywide totals fully represent the same unchanged ABAG projection totals. 

http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/index.html
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Appendices_Low_Res.pdf


 

Attachment B –  

655 4th Street Project Demand Memo  
 
 
 
 



 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 
DATE:  January 30, 2019  

TO:   Fan Lau, SFPUC  

FROM:  Chris Thomas, Environmental Planning  

CC:   Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning  

RE:  655 4th St. Case #2014-000203ENV, Water Supply Assessment 

Request  

The purpose of this memorandum is to request that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

(SFPUC) prepare a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the proposed 655 4th Street mixed use 

residential/commercial project, in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15155 and Sections 

10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code. The project site is located at 655 4th Street in San 

Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood.  The intersection of 4th Street and Townsend 

Street is directly south of the project site, with 4th Street to the west and Townsend Street to the 

south. Interstate 80 (I-80) is approximately two blocks north. The proposed project would entail 

demolition of the three existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, and vegetation on the 

project site, including street trees and other plantings. The project would merge the seven existing 

lots and construct two new buildings containing approximately 1,001,930 square feet of residential 

area with 960 residential units, 24,510 square feet of hotel area, 24,230 amenity/lobby space, 21,840 

square feet of office area, 11,460 square feet of restaurant space, 17,720 square feet of fitness gym, 

10,440 square feet of ground-floor retail use, and 8,000 square feet of landscaped area. The new 

development would also include a 170,300-square-foot below-grade, four-level basement 

containing a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, refuse handing area, car parking, and other back-

of-house features such as mechanical equipment required for operation and maintenance of the 

building. 

 

The project sponsor has provided project information intended to meet the requirements outlined 

in the SFPUC guidance memo dated September 6, 2016. A summary of the project description, 

proposed average daily water demands, and supporting tables prepared by the project sponsor’s 

consultant (based on the SFPUC Non-Potable Water Calculator Version 5), are attached. Non‐

Potable Water Calculator spreadsheets for the proposed project are also attached.  

Should you have questions or need additional information from the Planning Department or the 

project sponsor, please contact Chris Thomas at 415-575-9036, christopher.thomas@sfgov.org). 

 



 
 

 

DATE:  November 8, 2018 
TO:  Chris Thomas and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning 
  415-575-6813; elizabeth.white@sfgov.org 
 
FROM:  Darcey Rosenblatt, Dudek 
  Jeremy Bachrach, Tishman Speyer 

(415) 344-6277  jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com  
 
SUBJECT: Water Supply Assessment for 655 4th Street Project 
 

General Information 

Environmental Planning case number 2014-000203ENV 

Estimated construction date Q4 2019 

Environmental Planning case manager Elizabeth White 

Project address and block/lot 655 4th Street 

3787/ 26, 28, 50, and 161-164 

Current land use See table below 

Project site size in square feet and acres 71,290 square feet (1.64 acres) 

Days of operation per year for the project 365 

 

Current Land Use 

Assessor’s 
Block/Lot Street Address Building 

Year 
Built 

Existing 
Building 

(gsf) Use 
Building 
Tenant 

3787/ 26 655 4th Street 2-story  
industrial 1947 17,600 

Restaurant and 
Fitness 
 

Creamery 
(restaurant), 
United Barbell 
(gym), and the 
Iron Cactus (bar) 

3787/ 28 280 & 290 Townsend 
Street 

1-story 
industrial 1947 41,100 Retail  Bulthaup 

3787/ 50 262 Townsend Street surface 
parking - - Surface parking lot 

Bulthaup 
customer 
parking 

3787/161-162 - vacant lot - - Vacant lot - 

3787/ 163-164 294-296 Townsend  3 -story 
condominium 1990 6,600 Residential 

condominiums Residents 

Total 70,400   
 

  

mailto:sminden@tishmanspeyer.com
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Project Description 

The project site is located at 655 4th Street in San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood.1 The 
intersection of 4th Street and Townsend Street is directly south of the project site, with 4th Street to the west and 
Townsend Street to the south. Interstate 80 (I-80) is approximately two blocks north, and the Caltrain Station is 
located diagonally across the street, at the intersection of Townsend Street and 4th Street. AT&T Park is located 
two blocks to the southeast. The closest public transit stop is located at 4th Street and Townsend Street, and serves 
the E-Embarcadero Historic Streetcar; the N-Judah and T-3rd Street Muni Metro Rail lines; the 10, 30, 45, and 47 
Muni Bus lines; and 81X and 82X bus lines.  
 
The proposed project would entail demolition of the three existing buildings, associated surface parking lots, and 
vegetation on the project site, including street trees and other plantings. The project would merge the seven 
existing lots and construct two new buildings containing approximately 1,001,900 square feet of residential area, 
24,500 square feet of hotel area, 21,900 square feet of office area, and approximately 21,900 square feet of 
ground-floor retail use. The new development would also include a 170,300-square-foot below-grade, four-level 
basement containing building amenities, a vehicle drop-off area, a loading dock, retail operations, refuse handing 
area, car parking, and other back-of-house features such as mechanical equipment required for operation and 
maintenance of the building. The project is anticipated to begin construction in December 2019 with completion 
anticipated in January 2023, immediately followed by project occupancy. The project is not anticipated to be 
phased. 
 
The project will contain 960 multifamily units and 38 hotel rooms. In the sub-grade amenity space the project will 
contain an indoor swimming pool of approximately 1,500 square feet, approximately 17,700 square feet of fitness 
amenity space, and approximately 11,200 square feet of general amenities. The hotel/ gym will include a laundry 
room which is estimated to wash 20 loads per day. There are no decorative water features anticipated as part of 
the project. 
 
The total landscaped area will be approximately 8,000 square feet on the ground level. This area is anticipated to be 
planted with trees and ground coverings.  
 
OVERALL SITE WATER MANAGEMENT APPROACH 
The project must comply with the Stormwater Management Requirements (SMR) regulated by the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), which requires new and redevelopment projects to manage stormwater runoff 
using green infrastructure (GI) where feasible. GI is a stormwater management strategy that takes advantage of 
sustainable processes, such as infiltration and rainwater harvesting, to manage stormwater runoff at its source. 
 

As the project site is within the Combined Sewer System (CSS) area with an existing imperviousness of greater than 
50%, the SMR requires a stormwater management plan that reduces the stormwater runoff rate and volume by 
25% relative to pre-development conditions for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm. Additionally, the SMR requires 
project applicants to assess the feasibility of meeting this requirement using rainwater harvesting before looking to 
other stormwater management/GI approaches such as bioretention planters, permeable pavement, or green roofs. 
For projects in the CSS with challenging site constraints, the SFPUC has developed a Modified Compliance Program 
that allows qualifying projects to decrease the volume reduction percentage requirement in combination with an 
equivalent increase in the peak flow percentage reduction. However, as per the SFPUC Modified Compliance 

                                                
1 Following San Francisco convention, Market Street and streets parallel to it are considered to run east/west, and the perpendicular numbered 
streets are considered to run north/south. 
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Application, this project is not eligible as it is within the recycled water use area and will generate a non-potable 
demand (including irrigation, toilet/urinal flushing, and cooling) greater than 2,500 gpd/acre. 

 
Water Demand by Use 
 

Phase 

Indoor Water Demand (1) (2) 

Outdoor 
Water 

Demand 
(1)(3) 

Total Demand 

Commercial 
(6) 

Multi-Family 
Residential  

Other Indoor 
Demands (4) 

HVAC/ 
Cooling (5) Irrigation (1) Average 

mg/day 
Average 
mg/year 

Potable 0.8396 28.9265 0.0438 0.0000 0.0000 0.0817 29.81 
Non-Potable 0.3689 4.2822 0.1241 2.5500 0.0779 0.0203 7.40 
Total 1.2084 33.2086 0.1679 2.5500 0.0779 0.1020 37.21 
(1) Daily average volume in units of millions of gallons per day (mgd). 
(2) See SFPUC Calculator Tab 2. 
(3) See SFPUC Calculator Tab 4. 
(4) Included in Potable Demand: Indoor swimming pool of approximately 1,500 square feet with 1/8” per day in 
evaporation. This creates a 120 gallon per day (gpd) demand for additional water, a total of 43,800 gallons per year 
(gpy). Included in Non-Potable Demand: Commercial laundry facility associated with hotel/ gym use. Assumed 17 
gallons per load, 20 loads per day, 124,100 gpy. 
(5) The calculation of monthly water use for cooling towers is based on calculated values for cooling tower 
evaporation, cycles of concentration and drift.  These calculations are based on load profiles of the project and the 
associated weather data.  The calculated cooling tower make up water loads are based on the factors listed in the 
table. The calculated annual cooling loads for the project were made using IES-VE energy modeling software.  This 
provides provided hour-by hour cooling load (and associated heat rejection load) profiles for the entire year.  A post 
processing Excel spreadsheet was then utilized that factors in the prevailing dry-bulb temperature, wet-bulb 
temperature, cycles of concentration and drift to calculate the necessary cooling tower make-up water. 
(6) Hotel FTE’s were determined using the “LEED BD+C: New Construction V.4” default occupancy counts for hotel 
occupancy: 1,500 gross square feet/Employee and 700 gross square feet/Transient. 
 
 Given the project site’s unfavorable soil conditions, the most feasible GI technologies are:  rainwater harvesting, 
green roofs, and flow-through bioretention planters. Due to the relatively high imperviousness assumed for the 
proposed project, the reduced performance of lined flow-through bioretention planters, and the SFPUC’s 
technology priorities, rainwater harvesting is the best approach for achieving compliance efficiently. The inclusion 
of additional GI elements (such as green roofs and/or under drained pervious hardscape that does not accept runoff 
from adjacent impervious surfaces) will decrease the total rainwater cistern volume required by reducing the 
amount of stormwater runoff produced. 
 
The project also meets the criteria to comply with the City’s Non-potable Ordinance (NPO), which requires that new 
developments with greater than 250,000 square feet of gross floor area implement an onsite water reuse system to 
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meet non-potable demands. Additionally, the project is subject to the Recycled Water Ordinance (RWO), which 
requires qualifying projects (e.g., have a gross square footage of 40,000 sf or more) located in the designated 
recycled water use areas to provide building dual-plumbing for the following uses: irrigation, flushing toilets and 
urinals, and cooling. 
 
The NPO requires that qualifying projects capture rainwater (defined as runoff from building roofs and other above-
ground surfaces, distinct from stormwater which in this context refers to runoff from at- or below-grade surfaces), 
graywater (wastewater from showers, bathroom sinks, and laundry), and foundation drainage (nuisance subsurface 
water collected to maintain a buildings structural integrity or to dewater below grade floors that would typically be 
discharged into the CSS) and use these alternate water sources to meet the following non-potable demands: 
toilet/urinal flushing and irrigation. To the maximum extent practicable, the project must either meet 100% of 
these required non-potable demands or utilize 100% of the available rainwater, graywater, and foundation 
drainage. Other non-potable demands, such as cooling tower makeup water or clothes washers, are not required 
but may be met by the water reuse system at the project’s discretion. 
 
As this project is subject to the requirements of the SMR, NPO, and RWO, there is a clear synergy in pursuing a 
compliance strategy involving a non-potable water reuse system that prioritizes the collection and use of rainwater 
to meet the SMR and incorporates available graywater to meet the NPO.  

 
A water balance analysis of the potential alternative sources and projected non-potable demands was based on: 

• Building gross square footage (GSF) provided by Bjarke Ingels Group (BIG) 
• Occupancy load factors per the SFPUC Non-potable Water Calculator 
• Building cooling tower makeup water demand provided by PAE 
• Pervious and irrigated open space areas assumed 

 
It was determined that residential showers, bathtubs, and washing machines are a viable source of graywater for 
the project. In addition, rainwater collected on roof surfaces and other aboveground collection surfaces will be 
captured and reused to meet the SMR requirements. As required by the NPO, toilet flushing, urinal flushing, and 
irrigation demands will be met by the captured graywater and rainwater. Additionally, though not an end use 
demand required to be met by the NPO, the building cooling tower make up water demand was included as a 
component of the system.  This additional demand on the reuse system provides dual performance benefits, both 
improving the ability to meet the SMR requirements with a reduced cistern size (with greater demands on the 
system, more of the supply in storage is used each day and the system can regenerate volume available to manage 
future storms more quickly) and increasing the annual volume of potable water offset. 
 
ONSITE DRAINAGE  
The water reuse system has been designed to meet the SFPUC Stormwater Management Requirements via 
rainwater harvesting, so additional retention and/or detention of stormwater runoff with green infrastructure 
facilities such as bioretention planters and permeable pavement will not be required. However, the drainage design 
will strive to further reduce the amount of stormwater entering the combined sewer system by implementing the 
following strategies: 
 



November 8, 2018 
Water Supply Assessment, 655 4th Street 
Page 5 
 

 5 

• Reduce the amount of impervious surface wherever practical. Increases in pervious areas may allow for a 
decrease in the calculated rainwater cistern volumes, or show that the project is going beyond the 
minimum stormwater management requirements.  

• Sheet flow paved surfaces onto adjacent landscape to encourage infiltration, filtration, and attenuation of 
the runoff prior to it being directed into drain inlets. Draining hardscape surfaces onto landscape surfaces 
has the additional benefit of decreasing the number of drainage inlets, trench drains, etc. within the 
pedestrian areas.  

 
The site drainage infrastructure will consist of drain inlets, area drains, trench drains, cleanouts, and HDPE storm 
drain piping. Drain grates within accessible routes of travel will need to be ADA compliant. Drains within landscape 
areas will have atrium grates where blockage caused by landscape debris is a concern. The storm drain pipe 
network will be sized to carry the 10-year storm flow at a minimum to the CSS within adjacent streets and alleys. 
Sand traps meeting city standards will be provided at each connection point.  

 
Attachments:  SFPUC Single Site Non-Potable Water Calculator v.6(1) for 655 4th Street Project 
   
 
END 



NON‐POTABLE WATER CALCULATOR
Project Summary Sheet

Project Contact: Jeremy Bachrach Estimated Site/Building Permit Issuance Date: 12/15/2019
415-344-6277
jbachrac@tishmanspeyer.com

1. Demands and Supplies Summary

Grant Criteria Status: This building is 250,000 sq.ft. or greater in size and is not eligible for a grant

Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply for Project (gpy): 7,279,000 Meets grant criteria of offsetting a minimum of 1,000,000 gal/yr of potable water use

Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply for Project * : 20%

Project Total Annual Water Demand (gpy) * : 37,044,938

Project Total Annual Toilet + Irrigation Water Demand (gpy) * : 4,728,902
Toilet + Irrigation Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply * : 100.0%

Daily Wet Weather Potable Allocation (gpd): 94,214 Projects are allocated these potable supplies during wet weather months (October - March)
Daily Dry Weather Potable Allocation (gpd): 100,660 Projects are allocated these potable supplies during dry weather months (April - September)

2. Building Information Summary

Project / Building Name: The Creamery Building Type: Mixres
Project Address: 655 4th St (gross square footage or GSF): 1,112,130

Total Lot Size (ft 2 ): 71,290

Number of Residential Units: 960

Assessor's Block & Lot No. / APN: 3787026 Impervious Surface Above Grade (ft 2 ): 48,227

Year Online: 2023 Impervious Surface Below Grade (ft 2 ): 15,063
Landscaped Area (ft 2 ): 8,000

Site Location (Zone): Eastern SF

3. Summary of Non-Potable Demands and Supplies for the Project
Non-Potable Water Supply Estimates Non-Potable Water Demand Estimates

On-site Alternate Water Source Supplies
Water Quantity

(gpy)
Project Specific Non-Potable 

Application Demands
Quantity 

(gpy)

Rainwater: 526,577 Toilets/Urinals: 4,651,037
Stormwater: 0 Irrigation: 77,865

Graywater: 16,828,710 Toilets/Urinals + Irrigation 4,728,902
Blackwater: 0 Cooling Tower: 2,550,000

Foundation Drainage 0 Commercial Laundry & Other 0

Cooling & Other Supplies 0 Total : 7,278,902

TOTAL : 17,355,287

4. Project Summary

Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply for Projects (gpy): 7,279,000
Total Water Demand (gpy): 37,044,938 Based on Tab 6 - Building Potential Summary tab

Total Water Demand Offset: 20%
Potable Water Allocation (gpy): 35,547,640 Amount of Potable Water Allocated to Project to Meet Total Demands

Daily Wet Weather Potable Allocation (gpd): 94,214 Amount of Potable Water Allocated Daily during Wet Weather Months 

Daily Dry Weather Potable Allocation (gpd): 100,660 Amount of Potable Water Allocated Daily during Dry Weather Months

Total Toilet + Irrigation Water Demand (gpy): 4,728,902 Based on Tab 6 - Building Potential Summary tab

Total Toilet + Irrigation Water Demand Offset: 100% Based on Tab 6 - Building Potential Summary tab

Selected Toilet + Irrigation Water Demand (gpy): 4,728,902 Based on selections on Tab 7 - Project Definition

Selected Toilet + Irrigation Water Demand: 100% Based on selections on Tab 7 - Project Definition

*Note: Estimates for Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply for Project  and Project Total Annual Water Demand  based on Tab 6 - Building Potential Summary total water demand values. Manually entered non-potable demands that exceed auto-calculated non-
potable demands from Tab 6 may result in Total Annual Water demands greater than the value used in this analysis. 
Project Total Annual Toilet Water Demand  and Toilet Demands Met by Non-Potable Supply based on Tab 6 - Building Potential Summary toilet demands.

35,547,640Potable Water Allocation (gpy):  Potable supplies are allocated to this project to meet remaining demands. Projects are allocated an additional 10% 
in potable supplies that are available as a buffer.

This offset analysis assumes  the full year 
of supplies is available to offset non‐
potable demands.  Some scenarios may 
require storage to  store excess supplies 
from one month in order to use those 
supplies in  another month with unmet 
demands.
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