
 

 

Executive Summary 
Appeal of preliminary mitigated negative declaration 

HEARING DATE: MAY 6, 2021 

Continued from the March 18, 2021 Hearing 
 

Case No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Address: 1525 Pine Street 
Zoning: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District District 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 c/o Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP  
 139 Noe Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Property Owner: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 1555 Pacific Avenue 
 San Francisco, CA 94109 
Staff Contact: Michael Li 
 628.652.7538, michael.j.li@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Uphold 

 

Background 
On March 18, 2021, the Commission continued the hearing to allow the project sponsor more time to engage with 
community organizations.  The plans have been revised to correct minor errors in gross floor area calculations, 
and the revised plans are referenced in the attached documents.  There are no changes to the appeal response. 

Project Description 
The proposed project consists of the demolition of a one-story restaurant and the construction of a new eight-
story, 83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space. 

Required Commission Action 
In order for the proposed project to proceed, the Commission must uphold the Department’s decision to prepare 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  
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Issues and Other Considerations 
The Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration on January 27, 2021 and received an 
appeal letter from David Cincotta on February 16, 2021, appealing the determination to issue an MND. The 
appeal letter states that the MND fails to adquately address the following issues: 

• Transportation: The analysis of cumulative transportation impacts, including impacts related to public 
transit and vehicle miles traveled, is inadequate 

• Historic Resources: The analysis of the proposed project’s impact on a historic resource is contradictory 
and inadequate 

• Wind: The analysis of the proposed project’s wind impact on the adjacent property to the west is 
inadequate 

• Shadow: The analysis of the proposed project’s shadow impact on the adjacent property to the west is 
inadequate 

The Department received five letters supporting the appeal. In addition to the topics listed above, the letters 
supporting the appeal state that the MND fails to adequately address the following issues: 

• Air Quality: The analysis of the proposed project’s construction and operational air quality impacts is 
inadequate 

• Noise: The analysis of the proposed project’s construction-related noise impacts is inadequate 

• Privacy: The MND does not analyze the proposed project’s impact on privacy for some of the units on the 
adjacent property to the west 

• Views and Property Values: The MND does not analyze the proposed project’s impact on views from 
some of the units on the adjacent property to the west. The loss of views would impact the property 
values of the affected units. 

The Department has addressed all of the issues listed above in its appeal response. The Department has 
amended the MND to update two footnotes in the project description in which the project plans were cited and 
to replace the plans dated July 31, 2020 with plans dated April 20, 2021 (Attachment A). 

Basis for Recommendation 
The Department recommends that the Commission adopt the motion to uphold the MND. No substantial 
evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant environmental effect may occur as a result of the 
proposed project has been presented that would warrant preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. By 
upholding the MND, the Commission would not prejudge or restrict its ability to consider whether the proposed 
project’s land uses or design is appropriate for the neighborhood. 

Attachments: 
Draft Motion 
Exhibit A – Planning Department Response to Appeal of PMND 
Exhibit B – Appeal and Letters Supporting the Appeal 
Exhibit C – Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: MAY 6, 2021 

 

Case No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Address: 1525 PINE STREET 
Zoning: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 c/o Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
 139 Noe Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Property Owner: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 1555 Pacific Avenue 
 San Francisco, CA 94109 
Staff Contact: Michael Li 
 628.652.7538, michael.j.li@sfgov.org 
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF THE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, FILE 
NUMBER 2015-009955ENV, FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THAT WOULD DEMOLISH A ONE-STORY 
RESTAURANT AND CONSTRUCT A NEW EIGHT-STORY, 83-FOOT-TALL BUILDING CONTAINING 21 DWELLING UNITS 
AND APPROXIMATELY 2,855 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE (“PROJECT”) AT 1525 PINE STREET, ON 
ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0667, LOT 020, IN THE POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT AND A 65-A 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby AFFIRMS the decision to 
issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the following findings: 
 

1. On May 9, 2016, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the San Francisco Planning 
Department (“Department”) received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for the Project, in 
order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project might have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

2. On January 27, 2021, the Department determined that the Project, as proposed, could not have a 
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significant effect on the environment. 

3. On January 27, 2021, a notice of determination that a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) 
would be issued for the Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, and 
the PMND was posted on the Department website and distributed in accordance with law. 

4. On February 16, 2021, an appeal of the decision to issue a PMND was timely filed by David Cincotta on 
behalf of Patricia Rose, Claire Rose, and other neighbors. 

5. A staff memorandum, dated April 29, 2021, addresses and responds to all points raised by appellant in the 
appeal letter. That memorandum is attached as Exhibit A and staff’s findings regarding those points are 
incorporated by reference herein as the Commission’s own findings. Copies of that memorandum have 
been delivered to the Commission, and a copy of that memorandum is on file and available for public 
review at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 

6. On May 6, 2021, amendments were made to the PMND to update two footnotes in the project description 
in which the project plans were cited and to replace the plans dated July 31, 2020 with plans dated 
April 20, 2021 (Attachment A). Such amendments do not include new, undisclosed environmental impacts 
and do not change the conclusions reached in the PMND. The changes do not require “substantial 
revision” of the PMND, and therefore recirculation of the PMND would not be required. 

7. On May 6, 2021, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing on the appeal of 
the PMND, at which testimony on the merits of the appeal, both in favor of and in opposition to, was 
received. 

8. All points raised in the appeal of the PMND at the May 6, 2021 hearing have been addressed either in the 
memorandum or orally at the public hearing. 

9. After consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in writing and at the May 6, 2021 hearing, the 
Department reaffirms its conclusion that the proposed project could not have a significant effect upon the 
environment. 

10. In reviewing the PMND issued for the Project, the Commission has had available for its review and 
consideration all information pertaining to the Project in the Department’s case file. 

11. The Commission finds that Department’s determination on the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the 
Department’s independent judgment and analysis. 

12. The Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2015-009955ENV is located 
at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
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DECISION 
The Commission HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Project could not have a significant effect on the 
environment, as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and HEREBY DOES AFFIRM the 
decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the Department. 
 
I hereby certify that the Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 6, 2021. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSENT:  

RECUSE:  

ADOPTED: May 6, 2021 
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Exhibit A to Draft Motion 
Planning Department Response to Appeal of 
Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

PLANNING CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV – 1525 PINE STREET PUBLISHED ON APRIL 29, 2021 

 
 

Background 
The project sponsor submitted an application, 2015-009955ENV, for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street on 
May 9, 2016 for a proposal to demolish a one-story restaurant and construct a new eight-story, 83-foot-tall building 
containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet (sf) of commercial space. The project site is within the 
Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial use district and a 65-A height and bulk district. The proposed project would require 
conditional use authorization from the Planning Commission (Commission). 
 
The Planning Department (Department) issued a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND) for the proposed 
project on January 27, 2021. On February 16, 2021, the appellant filed an appeal  of the PMND. A copy of the appeal letter 
is included with this appeal response packet. 
 

Appeal Filed 
David Cincotta submitted the appeal on February 16, 2021. 
 
A copy of the appeal letter is included with this appeal response packet. 
 

Planning Department Responses 
The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response 1: The PMND analyzes the project-level and cumulative transportation impacts associated with the proposed 
project, and that analysis was conducted in accordance with the methodology established in the Department’s 
2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIA Guidelines). The proposed project would generate 12 vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour, and the Department’s transportation planners determined that an in-depth study was not 
required. 
 
The appeal does not provide any substantial evidence supporting a fair argument to refute the Department’s 
determination that the proposed project would not combine with other projects to result in significant cumulative 
transportation impacts other than to state the estimated number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the 



Appeal of PMND – Exhibit A to Draft Motion  CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 
April 29, 2021  1525 Pine Street 
 

 
2 

cumulative projects. Congestion in and of itself is not an impact under CEQA. The appeal does not demonstrate how 
congestion would create hazardous conditions, interfere with emergency access, or delay public transit. 
 
Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, and C-TR-4 (PMND pp. 38-39) discuss how the proposed project would not combine with 
cumulative projects to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or for public transit 
operations (C-TR-2), interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling or result in inadequate emergency access (C-
TR-3), or substantially delay public transit (C-TR-4). Impact C-TR-2 states that the proposed project and five of the seven 
cumulative projects1 would not include garages. Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles entering and 
exiting off-street garages at the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or bicycling 
or with public transit operations. The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street and 1200 Van Ness 
Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages. Each of these projects could be designed in such a way that 
the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit service. Impact C-TR-3 discusses how the 
proposed project and the cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, degrade or permanently close 
any streets or sidewalks, eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes, or preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 
access to the project sites and surrounding areas. Impact C-TR-4 states that operation of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles on the local roadway network. The cumulative 
projects are geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be 
distributed along the local street network instead of being concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit 
operates. In addition, the proposed project and six of the seven cumulative projects would also not result in relocation or 
removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that would alter transit service; the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project 
is a cumulative project that would implement right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long segment of Van Ness 
Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit service. The PMND concluded that for 
all three topics discussed above, the cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 
 
In accordance with the methodology established in the TIA Guidelines, the analysis of the proposed project’s 
transportation impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was based on VMT estimates for the Transportation Analysis 
Zone (TAZ) in which the project site is located; TAZ 327 covers four blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth Street 
between Pine and Bush streets. 
 
As discussed under Impact TR-5 (PMND p. 39), the future 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses and 
future 2040 average daily VMT per employee for office uses in TAZ 327 are more than 15 percent below the future 2040 
regional VMT estimates. Thus, the PMND concluded that the proposed project would not combine with cumulative 
projects to cause substantial additional VMT. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 
 
The appellant contends that the VMT analysis for the cumulative scenario should have considered other TAZs in the 
project vicinity. The surrounding TAZs (322, 330, 332, 334, 734, and 760) all exhibit similar future 2040 VMT estimates for 
residential and retail uses as TAZ 327 (i.e., the VMT estimates are all more than 15 percent below the regional 
VMT estimates). 
 
The VMT methodology established in the TIA Guidelines is consistent with technical advisories published by the California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in January 2016 and December 2018. The use of VMT estimates at the TAZ level 
is appropriate for the proposed project as it is an infill development in an established neighborhood that is well-served by 

 
1 The seven cumulative projects are 1567 California Street, 1240 Bush Street, 1101 Sutter Street, 955 Post Street, 1200 Van Ness Avenue, 1033 Polk 

Street, and the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
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public transit. Furthermore, the appeal does not provide any evidence to refute the Department’s determination that the 
VMT methodology, significance threshold, approach to analysis, and impact conclusion are based on substantial evidence. 
 
Response 2: The appellant argues that the project’s potential impacts on historic resources warrant a higher level of 
environmental review under CEQA. The appellant does not dispute the Department’s finding that the existing building on 
the project site is not individually eligible as a historic resource or that the existing building is a contributor to the 
California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (District). The appellant disputes the Department’s finding 
that the proposed project would not result in a significant effect on a historic resource. The Department determined that 
the proposed demolition of a district contributor would not result in a significant effect on the District, which is the historic 
resource. The appellant argues that the district contributor is individually an historic resource but does not substantiate 
this claim.  
 
The Department has determined that the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
historic resource for reasons outlined below: 
 
A. The existing building is a district contributor and not an individually eligible historic resource. 

The appellant does not dispute the Department’s findings that the subject property is not an individually eligible historic 
resource. The information included below is a summary of the Department’s evaluation process and it provides context for 
the Department’s findings, based on the Department’s records and the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part I filed with 
the Department. 
 
The project site is a through lot located on the south side of Pine Street with a secondary frontage on Austin Street. The 
surrounding neighborhood consists of mixed-use commercial and residential uses representing a variety of architectural 
styles and types including Renaissance Revival, Edwardian, Art Deco/Eclectic, post-war Modern, and contemporary. The 
existing building at 1525 Pine Street is a raised, one-story lunch wagon-style diner that houses Grubstake, a restaurant that 
has operated at the site since the 1960s. From the 1960s and well into the 1980s and 1990s, Grubstake became well known 
and loved as a welcoming and open establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when other businesses did not 
open their doors to them. The restaurant catered mostly to after-hours crowds searching for late-night meals after a night 
out and eventually became frequented by transgender women and artists who would perform and participate in drag 
shows at nearby venues. 
 
The rectilinear plan building covers two-thirds of the frontmost portion of the parcel and includes a large paved space at 
the rear. The building is comprised of two volumes: a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 by an unknown 
manufacturer/designer that features a sheet metal curved roof and four metal sash, single lite casement windows with 
awning toplites; and a main wood-frame rectangular volume that was added to the lunch wagon in 1975 and consists of a 
flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum sliding windows and a partially glazed wood door. To supplement the HRE, 
an oral history conducted by Page & Turnbull was submitted to the Department which consisted of interviews with local 
residents and patrons of Grubstake who discussed the history of and their experiences at the restaurant. Based on 
Department records and the findings of the HRE and oral history, Department staff determined that the existing building at 
1525 Pine Street is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. For a property to be considered eligible 
for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant under one or more of these four criteria: Criterion 1 
(Events); Criterion 2 (People); Criterion 3 (Architecture); Criterion 4 (Information Potential). As outlined in the Department’s 
HRER Part I, Department staff determined that the subject property is not individually eligible under any of the four criteria, 
as it is not directly associated with any qualifying events or persons, does not possess a high degree of architectural 
interest, and is not a significant example of the work of a master architect. Criterion 4 applies mostly to archeological sites, 
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and that review was completed by the Department’s archeological staff. As such, the proposed project would not result in 
a significant impact to an individual historic resource. 
 
B. The Department determined that the existing building is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 

Historic District and that the project would not cause a significant impact to the District. 

The appellant disputes the Department’s finding that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to a 
historic resource. The appellant misunderstands that the historic district, not 1525 Pine Street individually, is the historic 
resource. Under CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(b)). In this case, the “historic resource” is the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District. The 
existing building on the project site was determined to be a contributor to the District, but not individually eligible for 
inclusion in the California Register. Therefore, the Department appropriately analyzed whether the project would cause a 
substantial adverse change to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District. 
 
The California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District was initially identified and discussed in the Department’s 
Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco (adopted October 2015), which discussed the Polk 
Gulch neighborhood as a potentially significant LGBTQ neighborhood. The District was evaluated in the Historic Resource 
Evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull (March 13, 2019) and confirmed in the HRER and found to be significant 
under Criterion 1 for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood 
beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 
 
Although not formally surveyed by the Department, the boundaries of the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 
Historic District are generally Washington Street to the north, Geary Street to the south, Hyde Street to the east, and 
Franklin Street to the west. The district consists of properties associated with LGBTQ businesses and social groups during 
Polk Gulch’s development as a queer enclave during the 1960s and 1970s. The period of significance for the Polk Gulch 
historic district is identified as approximately 1960 to the 1990s. This period begins with the establishment of the first 
LGBTQ-associated business in the neighborhood and ends with a period that is associated with the relevant themes 
identified in the LGBTQ Historic Context Statement. The HRE identified 15 properties that are considered contributors to 
the Polk Gulch historic district; there is a potential for more properties to be identified upon further research. These 
properties are not located immediately adjacent to one another, but rather form a noncontiguous physical pattern of 
development. 
 
Character-defining features associated with the California Register-eligible District include: 
 

• Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” with clusters of contributing properties 
• Dense urban fabric with one- and two-way streets, paved sidewalks, and minimal street trees 
• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-associated businesses 

such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, bathhouses, and theaters. 
• Twentieth century commercial blocks and residential-over-commercial buildings (most built between 1907 and 

1921) with: 
o One- to four-story massing 
o Classical Revival (Edwardian era), Eclectic, and altered styles 
o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 
o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 
o Flat roofs 
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According to the HRER Part I, staff determined that 1525 Pine Street is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District as an early business established in the Polk Gulch neighborhood that accepted and catered 
to the growing LGBTQ community beginning in the 1960s. The business gained a reputation for being an open and 
welcoming establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when businesses often did not open their doors to 
them. 
 
After reviewing the proposed project and the character-defining features of the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District identified above, the Department determined that, for the purposes of CEQA, the proposed 
demolition and new construction would not result in a significant impact to the California Register-eligible District. The 
proposed project includes the reuse or replication of many of the contributor’s character-defining features, including but 
not limited to: signage, windows, and lighting.2 Additionally, the demolition of one contributor would not result in the 
District’s inability to continue to convey its significance as the District would continue to retain its character-defining 
features after project implementation. 
 
A substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historic resource would be materially impaired.” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(b)(1).) The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project “demolishes or 
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in” a local register of historical resources pursuant to 
local ordinance or resolution. Thus, a project may cause a change in a historic resource, but still not have a significant 
adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, as long as the impact of the change on the historic resource is 
determined to be less than significant. Where the historic resource is a historic district, as here, a significant impact would 
exist if the project would result in a substantial adverse change to the historic district. After project completion, the 
California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District would consist of 14 identified contributing properties, with a 
potential for more to be identified through further research. The proposed project for the subject property at 1525 Pine 
Street will incorporate a substantial amount of salvage and reuse of historic materials such that the new construction was 
found to be compatible with the existing district. Therefore, the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 
District would remain eligible for the California Register for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves 
in the Polk Gulch neighborhood beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 
 

C. The Department determined that the project would not cause a significant impact to a historic resource and 
therefore determined that no mitigation measures are required. 

The appellant states that the Department should have considered mitigation measures in order to reduce the impact to 
historical resources. As discussed above, the Department determined that the project would not result in a significant 
impact to the historic district. CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(3) clearly states that “Mitigation measures are not required for 
effects which are not found to be significant.”   
 
Response 3: As discussed under Impact WI-1 (PMND p. 67), the CEQA significance criterion for wind focuses on whether a 
project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use. The wind analysis was based 
on an assessment prepared by a wind consultant with extensive experience in evaluating wind effects from proposed 
development projects. The wind analysis concluded that the adjacent 12-story, 130-foot-tall building to the west, The 
Austin, would largely shelter the proposed project from prevailing westerly winds. Due to this sheltering effect, the 
proposed project would have little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine 

 
2 For a complete list of features to be reused or replicated, see Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part II, 1525 Pine Street, October 22, 2020, 

pp. 1-2. 
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Street sidewalk. The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian 
use. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
A project’s wind impact on privately accessible spaces does not fall under the scope of CEQA. The appellant’s concerns 
regarding the proposed project’s wind effect on the private decks of The Austin may be addressed through the design 
review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response 4: As discussed under Impact SH-1 (PMND pp. 68-69), the CEQA significance criterion for shadow focuses on 
whether a project would create new shadow in a manner that substantially and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open spaces. A shadow analysis prepared by a shadow consultant confirmed that shadow from the 
proposed project would not reach any nearby publicly accessible open spaces at any time during the year. This impact 
would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
A project’s shadow impact on private properties, including privately accessible spaces like decks, does not fall under the 
scope of CEQA. The PMND acknowledges that although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow 
as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA. The appellant’s concerns regarding the proposed project’s shadow effect on 
the private decks and units of The Austin with east-facing windows may be addressed through the design 
review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 

Comment Letters on the PMND, in Addition to Appeal 
In addition to the appeal described above, five comment letters were received on the PMND. These letters, which are 
attached, raise several issues regarding the analyses contained in the PMND. The concerns raised in the comment letters 
are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response 1: Some of the comment letters raise issues that are the same or similar to the issues raised in the appeal. These 
issues include concerns about traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, the historic significance of Grubstake, wind, and 
shadow/sunlight. These issues are not addressed separately here. Please see the previous discussions of these issues 
earlier in this appeal response. 
 
Response 2: As discussed under Impact AQ-1 (PMND pp. 55-57), the proposed project’s construction activities are subject 
to the provisions of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Required compliance with this ordinance would reduce the 
quantity of dust generated by the proposed project’s construction activities. This impact would be less than significant, 
and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants (CAPs) and toxic air contaminants (TACs), primarily 
from an increase in motor vehicle trips. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 (PMND p. 61), the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (air district) has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of 
project-generated CAPs. If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant 
does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment, and it is presumed that such a project would generate CAPs at 
levels that would not exceed the air district’s CEQA significance thresholds. With 21 dwelling units and approximately 
2,855 sf of commercial space, the proposed project is expected to generate 97 daily vehicle trips to and from the project 
site. The proposed project would be 24 times below the screening criterion for the “apartment, high-rise” land use type 
(510 dwelling units) and 16 times below the screening criterion for the “quality restaurant” land use type (47,000 sf). A 
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detailed air quality assessment is not required, and the proposed project would not exceed any of the significance 
thresholds for CAPs. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
As discussed under Impact AQ-4 (PMND pp. 61-62), individual projects result in emissions of TACs, primarily from an 
increase in vehicle trips. The air district considers roads with fewer than 10,000 vehicles per day “minor, low-impact” 
sources that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that 
these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis. The proposed project’s 97 daily vehicle trips would be 
103 times below the 10,000-vehicles-per-day threshold. Therefore, a detailed air quality assessment is not required, and 
the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive 
receptors. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
The restaurant would have exhaust vents located on the roof of the proposed building. It may be possible to reorient the 
exhaust vents so that they do not face the existing units at The Austin. This concern may be addressed through the design 
review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response 3: As discussed under Impact NO-1 (PMND pp. 40-42), the proposed project’s construction activities would result 
in temporary and intermittent increases in noise levels. As shown in Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project 
Construction Equipment (PMND p. 41), the noise levels generated by the anticipated construction equipment would not 
exceed the limits established in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The increases in noise levels are not expected to be 
substantially greater than ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, which are already high (greater than 70 dBA during a 
typical 24-hour period). The proposed project’s construction activities would not expose individuals to temporary 
increases in noise levels that are substantially greater than ambient noise levels. This impact would be less than 
significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
Response 4: Loss of privacy due to the proximity between new and existing buildings is not an issue that falls under the 
scope of CEQA. Comments regarding loss of privacy may be addressed through the design review/entitlement process 
and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project. 
 
Response 5: The additional building height proposed under state density bonus law would obstruct views from some of 
the units at The Austin. Loss of private views from private properties is not an issue that falls under the scope of CEQA. 
Comments regarding the loss of views from some of the units at The Austin may be addressed through the design 
review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 
 
Response 6: CEQA focuses on the physical environmental effects that may result from a proposed development project. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or 
social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” 
 
The proposed project’s perceived economic effect on the property values of some of the units at The Austin or other 
adjacent or nearby properties is not a physical effect on the environment that must be analyzed under CEQA. Comments 
regarding this issue may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed 
project. 
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Conclusion 
For the reasons provided in this appeal response, Department staff recommends that the Commission deny the appeal of 
the CEQA determination. The appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project 
would have significant impacts on the environment with implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in the 
PMND that would warrant preparation of an environmental impact report. 
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Dr. Jimmy Choi 

The Austin 
1545 Pine Street, Unit 704 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

(415) 794-7468

jimchoi729@gmail.com 

February 12, 2021 

Joel Koppel 

San Francisco Planning Department,
49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 1525 Pine Street Project

Dear Mr. Koppel,

As a resident of The Austin, at 1545 Pine Street, directly adjacent to the 1525 Pine 

Street project, I would like to offer my comments and concems regarding the project. I 

am particularly concerned with what appears to be inadequate consideration of 

problems posed by the location of the proposed project immediately across from the 

Leland-Polk Senior Community Housing, which provides affordable housing for persons 
62 years and older. Residents of this senior community housing will be severely 

affected by the noise impact of the construction and by the long term impact of 

deteriorated air quality and wind and shadow problems posed by construction of a 

facility less than 17 feet from their rooms. The ramifications are troublesome and will be 

felt for years to come after construction is completed. 

1) Shadow Impacts

A. The Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration fails to address the enormous extent

of shadows cast by the project on sidewalks, streets, and adjacent buildings, especilly 
the senior living center. To reduce shadow impacts, the City should consider reducing 
the building height footprint. The PMND considers only new shadows on public open 

spaces. The PMND must also evaluate shadow impacts on private spaces that serve 

confined seniors unable to access public open space. The PMND must also consider



the impact to frail seniors associated with the permanent loss of natural sunlight to 

windows at the Leland-Polk Senior Community. Residents of this community rely on 

light from the north facing windows that will no longer be available due to the 1525 Polk 

project. Gerontologists have determined that artificial light is not effective mitigation for 

shadow impacts. This could be accomplished by reducing the height of the project.

2) Transportation Impacts

A. The project will dramatically increase traffic on Austin Street, which is in conflict with 

pedestrians using the already narrow sidewalks. The PMND does not account for the 

special needs of elderly residents in the area, many of whom have impaired vision,

hearing, and mobility. These pedestrians would be less able to avoid collisions with 

vehicles in the already congested main streets of Polk, and especially, Van Ness. The 
analysis of pedestrian safety and hazards should be revised to account for the special

needs of pedestrians near the proposed project. The project, located in between major

transit corridors of Polk and Van Ness will create added traffc, not only due to private

vehicles, but also the ride sharing platforms of Uber and causing more conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles. 

There are many other criticisms of this project, many of which were not considered in 

the PMND (because its contents are limited to specific environmental issues). The 

impact of a building so much "out of scale" with the neighborhood and its impact on the 

quality of life for residents in the area which the 72 seniors residents of the nearby area 

are extremely serious issues which I am sure the Planning Department and 
Commission will weigh carefully in making a decision. Thank you for providing an 
opportunity for residents to express their serious concern over the 1525 Pine Street 

project.

Sincerely. 

Jimmy Choi, MD 
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mitigated negative declaration 
 

PMND Date: January 27, 2021; amended on May 6, 2021 
Case No.: 2015-009955ENV, 1525 Pine Street 
Zoning: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
Plan Area: Not applicable 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Lot Size: 3,000 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 c/o Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
 415.749.0302, toby@kermanmorris.com 
Staff Contact: Michael Li 
 628.652.7538, michael.j.li@sfgov.org 

 

Project Description 

The project site (Assessor’s Block 0667, Lot 020) is a 3,000-square-foot rectangular parcel on the south side of Pine 
Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood.  The project site is a 
through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin Street, and it is occupied by a one-story 
restaurant called Grubstake.  The project site slopes up gradually from east to west (Polk Street to Van Ness 
Avenue) and from south to north (Austin Street to Pine Street).  The project site is in the Polk Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. 

The proposed project consists of demolishing the existing one-story restaurant and constructing an eight-story, 
83-foot-tall building (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse) containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the 
premises during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, 
and mezzanine of the new building.  The dwelling units would be on the second through eighth floors.  The 
proposed project would not include any automobile parking, and the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be 
removed.  A total of 32 bicycle parking spaces would be provided (28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the 
basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks 
adjacent to the project site).  Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be provided in 
the form of a common roof deck. 

mailto:toby@kermanmorris.com
mailto:michael.j.li@sfgov.org


 

A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be removed and reused 
and/or replicated in the new commercial space: 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

• Salvage, restore and reuse murals 

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

In addition, the project sponsor would develop and implement an interpretive program that focuses on the 
history of the project site.  The primary goal of the interpretive program is to educate visitors and future residents 
about the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  The interpretive program would include the installation of permanent 
on-site interpretive displays but may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products. 

Finding 

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment.  This finding is based upon the criteria of the 
Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory 
Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the initial study for the project, which is attached. Mitigation measures are included for this project 
to avoid potentially significant effects (see Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, pp. 96-110). 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence the project could have 
a significant effect on the environment. 

_________________________ _________________________ 

Lisa Gibson Date of Adoption of 
Environmental Review Officer Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

cc: Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
 Alexis Pelosi – Pelosi Law Group 
 Claudine Asbagh – Current Planning Division 
 Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 
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Initial Study 
1525 Pine Street 

Planning Department Case No. 2015-009955ENV 

A. Project Description 
Project Location 

The project site (Assessor’s Block 0667, Lot 020) is a 3,000-square-foot rectangular parcel on the south side of Pine 
Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood (see Figure 1).  The 
project site is a through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin Street, and it is occupied 
by a one-story restaurant called Grubstake.  The project site slopes up gradually from east to west (Polk Street to 
Van Ness Avenue) and from south to north (Austin Street to Pine Street).  The project site is in the Polk Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. 

Project Characteristics 

The proposed project consists of demolishing the existing one-story restaurant and constructing an eight-story, 
83-foot-tall building (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse) containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the 
premises during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, 
and mezzanine of the new building.  The dwelling units would be on the second through eighth floors.  The 
proposed project would not include any automobile parking, and the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be 
removed.  A total of 32 bicycle parking spaces would be provided (28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the 
basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks 
adjacent to the project site).  Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be provided in 
the form of a common roof deck.  See Attachment A for the project plans. 

A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be removed and reused 
and/or replicated in the new commercial space:1 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

  

 
1 Project plans for 1525 Pine Street, Sheets G6.00 and G6.01, July 31, 2020 April 20, 2021.  All documents cited in this Initial Study are 

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California as part 
of the project file for Case No. 2015-009955ENV. 
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Figure 1: Project Location SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department 
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• Salvage, restore and reuse murals 

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

In addition, the project sponsor would develop and implement an interpretive program that focuses on the 
history of the project site.2  The primary goal of the interpretive program is to educate visitors and future residents 
about the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  The interpretive program would include the installation of permanent 
on-site interpretive displays but may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  See 
Section E.3, Cultural Resources, of this initial study for more information. 

Project Construction 

Construction of the proposed project is expected to last 18 months.  The proposed building would rest on a 
concrete mat slab foundation supported by drilled piers; pile driving would not be required.  Construction of the 
proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 14 feet below ground surface and the removal of 
about 1,500 cubic yards of soil from the project site. 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would require the following approvals: 

Planning Commission 

• Conditional Use Authorization to develop a lot larger than 2,499 square feet, establish a nonresidential 
use larger than 1,999 square feet, establish a restaurant on the ground floor, establish a liquor license, 
operate a business between the hours of 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m., reuse the vintage projecting blade sign, 
and modify the required dwelling unit mix 

• Granting of waivers under the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program related to building 
height/bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on 
narrow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, and ground-floor transparency and fenestration. 

Actions by Other City Departments 

• Demolition Permit (Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection) 

• Site/Building Permit (Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection) 

Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission constitutes the Approval Action for the proposed 
project.  The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day period for the appeal of the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. 

 
2 Project plans for 1525 Pine Street, Sheet  G6.01, July 31, 2020 April 20, 2021. 
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B. Project Setting 
Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is on the northern half of an improved block bounded by Pine Street on the north, Polk Street on 
the east, Bush Street on the south, and Van Ness Avenue on the west.  Austin Street, which runs east-west and 
divides the project block into northern and southern halves, forms the southern boundary of the project site.  The 
topography of the project site and the project vicinity slopes up from east to west. 

Existing buildings on the project block vary in height from one story to 12 stories.  The property adjacent to and 
east of the project site is occupied by a three-story building with residential uses above a ground-floor 
commercial use.  Other buildings on the project block that front Polk Street, Bush Street, and Van Ness Avenue 
vary in height from one story to five stories and contain residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  The property 
adjacent to and west of the project site is occupied by a six-story building and a 12-story building containing a 
total of approximately 100 dwelling units and 10,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial space. 

The project vicinity is characterized by residential, retail, office, hotel, and automotive uses.  The scale of 
development in the project vicinity ranges in height from 15 feet to 225 feet.  On the northeast corner of Pine 
Street and Van Ness Avenue, there is a 25-story, 225-foot-tall hotel (Holiday Inn).  On the southwest corner of Pine 
Street and Van Ness Avenue, there is a 12-story, 128-foot-tall retirement home (San Francisco Towers).  Other land 
uses in the area include Stuart Hall High School (0.3 mile west of the project site), Lafayette Park (0.3 mile 
northwest), Redding Elementary School (0.1 mile east), Saint Francis Memorial Hospital (0.2 mile east), and 
Sergeant John Macaulay Park (0.3 mile southeast). 

The project site is well served by public transit.  Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni operates the 
1 California, 1AX California “A” Express, 1BX California B” Express, 2 Clement, 3 Jackson, 19 Polk, 27 Bryant, 
31AX Balboa ”A” Express, 31BX Balboa ”B” Express, 38 Geary, 38AX Geary “A” Express, 38BX Geary “B” Express, 
38R Geary Rapid, 47 Van Ness, and 49 Van Ness/Mission bus lines and the California cable car.  Golden Gate 
Transit operates multiple bus lines along Van Ness Avenue, one-half block west of the project site. 

Cumulative Context 

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of the project site, 
or at the neighborhood level.  Cumulative development in the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-
mile radius of the project site) includes the following projects, which are either under construction or for which 
the Planning Department has a project application on file.  The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis 
vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this 
document. 

• Case No. 2018-011249ENV: 1567 California Street (demolition of an existing two-story commercial building 
and construction of an eight-story building containing 100 dwelling units and approximately 9,825 square 
feet of commercial space) 

• Case No. 2020-004634ENV: 1240 Bush Street (addition of five dwelling units to an existing 16-unit building) 

• Case No. 2019-022850ENV: 1101 Sutter Street (renovation of an existing three-story building, demolition of 
an existing two-story building, and construction of a 14-story building containing a total of 201 dwelling 
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units, approximately 6,970 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 
3,650 square feet of childcare space, and 59 parking spaces) 

• Case No. 2015-015950ENV: 955 Post Street (demolition of an existing two-story building and construction 
of an eight-story building containing 90 dwelling units and approximately 1,540 square feet of commercial 
space) 

• Case No. 2015-012577ENV: 1200 Van Ness Avenue (demolition of an existing five-story medical office 
building and construction of a 13-story building containing 107 dwelling units, approximately 
109,260 square feet of medical offices, approximately 25,570 square feet of commercial space, and 
275 parking spaces) 

• Case No. 2014.0914ENV: 1033 Polk Street (demolition of an existing two-story commercial building and 
construction of an eight-story building containing 19 dwelling units and approximately 605 square feet of 
commercial space) 

• Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project: Implementation of right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long 
segment of Van Ness Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit 
service 

Implementation of the nearby cumulative development projects would result in the construction of a total of 
522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 
3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project 
vicinity. 

C. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the 
planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or 
region, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other than 
the planning department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from 
regional, state, or federal agencies. 

  

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps 

The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s zoning maps, governs permitted 
uses, densities, and the configuration of buildings within San Francisco.  Permits to construct new buildings or to 
alter or demolish existing buildings may not be issued unless the proposed project complies with the Planning 
Code, an exception or variance is granted pursuant to the provisions of the Planning Code, or legislative 
amendments to the Planning Code are included and adopted as part of the proposed project. 

Land Use 

The project site is in the Polk Street  NCD.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 723, the zoning controls of the Polk 
Street NCD are designed to encourage and promote development that is compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The building standards monitor large-scale development and protect rear yards at residential 
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levels.  Consistent with the mixed-use character of Polk Street, new buildings may contain most types of 
commercial uses on the ground and second floors.  The zoning controls encourage neighborhood-serving 
businesses but limit new eating, drinking, other entertainment, and financial service uses, which can produce 
parking congestion, noise, and other nuisances.  The proposed project’s residential and restaurant uses are 
principally permitted and conditionally permitted, respectively (i.e., conditional use authorization from the 
Planning Commission pursuant to Planning Code Section 723, Table 723) is required for the restaurant). 

Height and Bulk 

The project site is in a 65-A Height and Bulk District, which permits a maximum building height of 65 feet.  Bulk 
controls reduce the size of a building’s floorplates as the building increases in height.  Pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 270(a), the bulk controls in an “A” Bulk District become effective at a building height of 40 feet.  Beginning 
at a building height of 40 feet, the maximum length of any wall shall not exceed 110 feet, and the maximum diagonal 
dimension shall not exceed 125 feet.  The proposed project would exceed the height and bulk controls for the 
project site.  The project sponsor is requesting that the Planning Commission grant waivers from the height and 
bulk controls pursuant to the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program. 

Parking and Loading 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, parking for residential and commercial uses is not required.  Pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 151.1, up to 0.5 parking spaces is permitted for each dwelling in the Polk Street NCD.  
Additionally, up to one parking space for every 2,000 square feet of occupied floor area is permitted for eating and 
drinking uses.  The proposed project would not provide any parking spaces.  Pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 152, off-street freight loading loading spaces are required for residential uses that exceed 100,000 square 
feet of occupied floor area and for retail uses that exceed 10,000 square feet of occupied floor area.  The proposed 
residential and restaurant uses would not exceed these thresholds; no off-street freight loading spaces are 
required or proposed.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the project is required to provide 21 Class 1 
bicycle parking spaces (21 for the dwelling units, none for the restaurant) and three Class 2 bicycle parking spaces 
(one for the dwelling units, two for the restaurant).  The project would provide a total of 32 bicycle parking spaces 
(28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the 
Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks adjacent to the project site). 

Floor Area Ratio 

Floor area ratio (FAR) is the ratio of gross floor area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot.  Pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 124(b), FAR shall not apply to dwellings or other residential uses in NCDs.  The proposed 
project consists of residential and commercial uses in the Polk Street NCD.  FAR is not applicable to the residential 
component of the proposed project, but the nonresidential component of the proposed project complies with the 
2.5 to 1 FAR applicable to the project site.  The project site has an area of 3,000 square feet.  Up to 7,500 square 
feet of nonresidential space could be developed on the project site, and the restaurant would be approximately 
2,855 square feet. 
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Plans and Policies 

San Francisco General Plan 

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan)establishes objectives and policies to guide land use decisions 
related to the physical development of San Francisco.  It is comprised of ten elements, each of which addresses a 
particular topic that applies citywide: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and Industry; Community Facilities; Community 
Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; Recreation and Open Space; Transportation; and Urban Design.  Any 
conflict between the proposed project and polices that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed in 
Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects.  The compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan 
policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their 
deliberations on whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, 
which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code and established eight Priority Policies. These policies, and the 
topics in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, that address the environmental issues associated with 
these policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of 
neighborhood character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and 
Housing, regarding housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles 
(Questions 5a and 5b, Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from 
commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; 
(6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Question 15a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic 
building preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, Shadow, 
and Question 11a, Recreation). 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under CEQA, prior to issuing a permit for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with 
the General Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation would be consistent with the 
Priority Policies. 

As noted above, the compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan objectives and policies that do not 
relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their deliberations on 
whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project.  Any potential conflicts that are identified as part of the 
process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed project and are not required to be 
addressed in this Initial Study. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

The five principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policy-plans to guide planning in the nine-
county Bay Area include the Association for Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area and Projections 2040, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan.  Based on the size and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated 
conflicts with regional plans would occur. 
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D. Summary of Environmental Effects 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below.  The following pages 
present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Land Use and Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources 

 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Transportation and 
Circulation 

 Public Services  Wildfire 

 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Air Quality  Geology and Soils   

This Initial Study examines the proposed project to identify potential effects on the environment.  For each item 
on the Initial Study checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project both individually 
and cumulatively.  All items on the Initial Study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact 
with Mitigation Incorporated,” “Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon 
evaluation, the Planning Department has determined that the proposed project could not have a significant 
adverse environmental effect relating to that issue.  A discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than 
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated” and “Less than Significant Impact,” and for most items checked 
with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “No Impact” or “Not Applicable” without 
discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects are based upon field 
observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, and/or standard reference material available 
within the Planning Department, such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife.  The items checked above have been determined to be “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated.” 

Aesthetics and Parking 

In accordance with CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Projects, 
aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant 
environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area;  
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b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above criteria; therefore, this initial study does not consider aesthetics or 
parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.3 

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

In addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) requires that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop 
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of 
projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”  CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of 
the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts pursuant to Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, 
as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be 
considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA. 

In January 2016, the OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA4 recommending that transportation impacts for projects 
be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric.  On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future 
certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the OPR’s 
recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of 
projects (Resolution No. 19579).  The VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project impacts on non-
automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling. 

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:      

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

     

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.  (No Impact) 

The division of an established community typically involves the construction of a physical barrier to 
neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or a roadway.  

 
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist for CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 1525 Pine 

Street (hereinafter “CEQA section 21099 Checklist”), December 30, 2020. 
4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  Available at 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
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Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier to 
neighborhood access or the removal of an existing means of access; it would result in the construction of a new 
building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  Implementation 
of the proposed project would not alter the established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks.  
Although portions of the sidewalks adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project 
construction, these closures would be temporary in nature.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
physically divide an established community and would have no impact. 

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant physical environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect.  (Less than Significant) 

Land use impacts would be considered significant if the proposed project would conflict with any plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  Environmental plans and 
policies are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be 
met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment.  Examples of such plans, 
policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2017 Clean Air Plan and the 
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan.  As discussed in Section C, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, the proposed project would not substantially conflict with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, including 
Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco’s Strategies to Address 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy), and the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, as 
discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, Section E.7, Air Quality, Section E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Section E.14, Biological Resources, respectively.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact related to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations. 

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative land use impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity (within a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes projects 
that are either under construction or for which the Planning Department has a project application on file. 

As previously discussed in the Project Setting, the nearby cumulative development projects would result in the 
construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square 
feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical offices, and 334 parking 
spaces in the project vicinity.  The nearby cumulative development projects would not physically divide an 
established community by constructing a physical barrier to neighborhood access or removing a means of access.  
Like all projects proposed in San Francisco, the nearby cumulative development projects are required to comply 
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations, including those adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect such as Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, 
San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy, and the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to conflict 
with such plans, policies, or regulations and would not create a significant cumulative land use impact. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:      

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing units, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing? 

     

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial unplanned population 
growth.  (Less than Significant) 

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in substantial 
unplanned population growth or new development that might not otherwise occur without the project.  The 
proposed project, which would result in the construction of a new building containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space, would directly increase the residential population on the 
project site and contribute to anticipated population growth in both the neighborhood and citywide contexts. 

The 2010 United States Census reported a population of 805,235 persons in San Francisco.5  Based on an average 
of 2.36 persons per household from 2014 to 2018, implementation of the proposed project would increase the 
residential population at the project site by about 50 residents.6  The increase in the number of dwelling units and 
residents associated with the proposed project is not considered substantial unplanned population growth that 
would cause a substantial adverse physical change to the environment.  Moreover, the project site is already 
developed, is in an established neighborhood, is in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses, and 
is served by existing infrastructure.  The proposed project would not indirectly induce substantial population 
growth in the project vicinity because it would not extend any roads or other infrastructure into areas where roads 
or other infrastructure currently do not exist. 

The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the premises during the demolition and construction period but 
would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building.  The restaurant would 
increase in size from 1,660 to 2,855 square feet, but the number of employees is not expected to increase 
substantially, if at all.  Implementation of the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned 
employment growth that would cause a substantial adverse physical change to the environment. 

The proposed project would be consistent with San Francisco General Plan objectives and policies and 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) priority development area goals and criteria; it is located on an infill 
site, would be served by existing transit, and is in an area containing a mix of moderate density housing, services, 
retail, employment, and civic or cultural uses. 

 
5 United States Census Bureau, QuickFacts, San Francisco County, California.  Available at 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/PST045219, accessed October 1, 2020. 
6 Ibid. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/PST045219
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The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population or employment growth in the 
project vicinity or citywide such that an adverse physical change to the environment would occur.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or people 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units because there are no 
existing housing units on the project site.  Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the need to 
construct replacement units to house substantial numbers of people.  The project sponsor is also the 
owner/operator of Grubstake, the existing restaurant on the project site.  Grubstake would be temporarily 
displaced from the project site during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the 
basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or people.  This impact would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to population and housing.  (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative context for population and housing effects is typically citywide.  Over the last several years, the 
supply of housing has not met the demand for housing in San Francisco.  In December 2013, the ABAG projected 
regional housing needs in the Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area: 2015-2023.  According to this 
plan, the housing growth need of San Francisco for 2015 through 2023 is 28,869 dwelling units: 6,234 units in the 
very low income level (0 to 50 percent of the area median income); 4,639 units in the low income level (51 to 
80 percent); 5,460 units in the moderate income level (81 to 120 percent); and 12,536 units in the above moderate 
income level (120 percent and higher).7  These numbers are consistent with the development pattern identified in 
Plan Bay Area 2040, a state-mandated, integrated long-range transportation, land use, and housing plan.8  As part 
of the planning process for Plan Bay Area 2040, San Francisco identified priority development areas, which consist 
of areas where new development will support the day-to-day needs of residents and workers in a pedestrian-
friendly environment served by transit.  The project site is located within the Downtown/Van Ness/Northeast 
Neighborhoods Priority Development Area.  Although the proposed project, in combination with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, it would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur.  For these reasons, the proposed 
project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact related to population and housing. 

  

 
7 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area: 

2015-2023, July 2013.  Available at https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015-23_rhna_plan.pdf, accessed December 28, 2020. 
8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG, Plan Bay Area 2040, July 26, 2017.  Available at 

https://www.planbayarea.org/plan-bay-area-2040, accessed December 28, 2020. 

https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015-23_rhna_plan.pdf
https://www.planbayarea.org/plan-bay-area-2040
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in article 10 
or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

     

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

     

Impact CR-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource.  (Less than Significant) 

Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA statute and 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Historical resources include properties listed in, or formally determined 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) or in an adopted local 
historic register.  Historical resources also include resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey 
meeting certain criteria.  Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be 
historically significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources.  The 
significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an 
adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance ...”9 

Existing Building 

The existing building on the project site is a raised one-story lunch-wagon-style diner that consists of two 
volumes.  The western volume is a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 that features a curved sheet 
metal roof and four metal sash, single lite casement windows with awning toplites.  The eastern volume, which 
wraps around the rear of the western volume is a wood-frame rectangular structure that was added to the lunch 
wagon in 1975 and consists of a flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum sliding windows, and a partially 
glazed wood door.  The eastern volume is set back from the front property line, and the setback is filled with a 
raised porch that extends to the sidewalk. 

Determining whether the existing building is a historical resource under CEQA involves an assessment of the 
building’s significance, integrity, and character-defining features. 

Significance 

The existing building is a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and is eligible for listing in the 
California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the development of LGBTQ enclaves in the 
Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1970s.10  The existing building is a contributor to the historic 

 
9 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A). 
10 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part I, 1525 Pine Street (hereinafter “HRER, Part I”), 

May 15, 2019, p. 3. 
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district based on its strong association with LGBTQ businesses and social groups.  The restaurant (re)opened as 
Grubstake in the 1960s and was a popular destination for the LGBTQ community through the 1980s.  Grubstake 
developed a reputation for being an open and welcoming establishment to members of the LGBTQ community 
during a time when businesses often did not open their doors to them. 

The existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual resource under 
Criterion 1 (Events).11  The existing building does not appear to have individually made any significant 
contributions to the early development of the Polk Gulch neighborhood.  The original lunch wagon structure was 
relocated to the project site from Sutter Street around 1916 after the neighborhood had been largely redeveloped 
and reconstructed following the 1906 earthquake.  Additionally, no significant events were identified through 
archival research or through oral history as having taken place at Grubstake that on their own influenced local, 
regional or national trends related to LGBTQ rights, activism, or cultural and social trends. 

Under Criterion 2 (Persons), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual 
resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.12  In order to be considered eligible under 
Criterion 2, a property must illustrate (rather than commemorate) a person’s important achievements and must 
be associated with the person’s productive life and work during the period in which those achievements were 
accomplished.  From the 1910s through the 1980s, the restaurant changed ownership several times.  Although 
many of the owners were successful businessmen and/or restaurateurs, none of them appear to have made 
significant contributions to local, state, or national history such that the subject property would be individually 
significant for its association with their work.  During the 1960s and 1970s, Grubstake became a popular late-night 
eatery among the LGBTQ community that thrived in the Polk Gulch neighborhood at the time.  While many 
patrons of the Grubstake included prominent figures within the LGBTQ community, such as Harvey Milk, 
Grubstake was not a primary place where significant or recognizable individuals conducted their business. 

Under Criterion 3 (Architecture), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an 
individual resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.13  The existing building is not the 
work of a master architect or builder and does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, 
or method of construction.  Prior to or around 1916, a lunch wagon, the manufacturer and origins of which are 
unknown, was relocated to the project site from Sutter Street.  The lunch wagon sustained a minor gabled roof 
rear addition shortly after being relocated to the project site.  In 1975, additional alterations to expand the lunch 
wagon at the east side and rear created the current conditions on the project site.  Many of the prominent features 
that characterize lunch wagons (e.g., small rectilinear layout, simple entrance stairs, decorative glazing, an interior 
layout/circulation defined by a lunch counter with limited seating, and the relationship of a small wagon to the 
overall site) no longer exist due to the 1975 expansion.  The existing building is no longer representative of a lunch 
wagon as it appears to have evolved from a lunch wagon into a diner by way of the 1975 expansion.  The additions 
that allowed the existing building to transition from a mobile eatery to a larger permanent restaurant were not 
completed by a master architect or builder and do not characterize the building in a unique or outstanding 
manner such that it would be considered an individually eligible resource.  Additionally, 1525 Pine Street was 
surveyed as part of the Planning Department’s Draft Neighborhood Commercial Buildings Historic Resources Survey 

 
11 HRER, Part I, p. 5. 
12 HRER, Part I, pp. 6-7. 
13 HRER, Part I, pp. 7-8. 
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and was determined not to be significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an exemplary or outstanding 
storefront. 

Under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as 
an individual resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.14  Regarding the built 
environment, this criterion applies to rare construction types.  The existing building is not an example of a rare 
construction type. 

Integrity 

Although the existing building has undergone major alterations, those alterations were implemented in 1975, 
which is within the period of significance of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (1960s to 1990s).  Therefore, the 
existing building retains integrity and conveys its overall significance as a contributor to the historic district.15 

Character-Defining Features 

The character-defining features of the existing building include the following and express its historical significance 
as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the 
development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1970s:16 

• Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” with clusters of contributing properties 

• Dense urban fabric with one- and two-way streets, paved sidewalks, and minimal street trees 

• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-associated 
businesses such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, bathhouses, and theaters. 

• Twentieth century commercial blocks and residential-over-commercial buildings (most constructed 
between 1907 and 1921) with: 

o One- to four-story massing 

o Classical Revival (Edwardian era), Eclectic, and altered styles 

o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 

o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 

o Flat roofs 

The character-defining features of the existing building include the following:17 

• Stepped up, one-story massing that includes a raised porch at the front and a stepped up entry 

• Projecting volume at the front comprised of the former lunch wagon structure that includes a curved 
sheet metal roof and four front-facing and three side-facing metal-sash, single-lite casement windows 
with narrow awning-style toplites of green marbled decorative glazing 

 
14 HRER, Part I, p. 9. 
15 HRER, Part I, p. 9. 
16 HRER, Part I, pp. 9-10. 
17 HRER, Part I, p. 10. 
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• Prominent signage including the projecting sign at the front and the business sign above the rectangular 
massing 

• Interior features including: 

o Two distinct interior spaces: the dining room and the lunch wagon space occupied by a bar 
partially separated by the east wall of the lunch wagon 

o Large mural located along the east wall by Jason Philips, dated 1976 

o Chevron-shaped bar that extends the length of the lunch wagon space 

o Stained glass infilled skylight openings in the curved roof of the lunch wagon volume 

o Checkered patterned floor tiles within the lunch wagon volume 

o Globe light fixtures mounted to the walls throughout the dining room and lunch wagon 

o Mixture of booth and table seating 

In summary, the existing building is eligible for listing in the California Register as a contributor to the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District under Criterion 1 (Events), retains its integrity, and exhibits character-defining features.  
For these reasons, the existing building is considered a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District, which is a historical resource under CEQA. 

Proposed Project 

The proposed project consists of the demolition of the existing one-story restaurant, Grubstake, and the 
construction of an eight-story mixed-use building. The ground floor would contain a one-story-with-mezzanine 
commercial space to be reoccupied by Grubstake, and the second through eighth floors would contain 
21 dwelling units.  A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be 
removed and reincorporated replicated in the new commercial space:18 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

• Remove, restore and reinstall murals  

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

 
18 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part II, 1525 Pine Street (hereinafter “HRER, Part II”), 

October 22, 2020, pp. 1-2. 
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• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

The Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District is significant for its association with the LGBTQ community that developed 
as an enclave in the Polk Gulch neighborhood beginning in the 1960s and generally is exhibited by the character-
defining features discussed on the preceding page.  The historic district currently contains 15 identified known 
contributing properties, including the existing building, and has the potential for more contributors to be 
identified through additional research. 

Although the proposed project includes the demolition of a contributor to the historic district, the proposed 
project would not cause a significant impact to the historic district; additionally, the existing building is not an 
individually eligible historic resource.19  There would be 14 known contributing properties remaining after the 
proposed project has been completed, and there is the potential for more contributing properties to be identified 
through additional research.  As discussed above, many of the character-defining features of the existing building 
would be reincorporated, or otherwise replicated in the new commercial space (interior and exterior) to be 
reoccupied by Grubstake as part of the design of the proposed project. Retention of character-defining features 
through reincorporation and/or replication improves the proposed project’s compatibility with the character of 
the historic district. 

The proposed eight-story building would generally be compatible with the character-defining features of the Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District:20 

• The existing commercial use’s relationship to the Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” would not 
change. 

• The proposed project would maintain the existing sidewalk widths and features and would add street 
trees on Pine and Austin streets. 

• While the existing building would be demolished, the new building would include a ground-floor-with-
mezzanine commercial space to be reoccupied by Grubstake.  Interior and exterior character-defining 
features from the existing Grubstake space would be removed and reincorporated, or otherwise 
replicated in the new commercial space.  The features to be reincorporated are those that have been 
identified as illustrating the significance of the contributing space to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 
District. 

• The proposed project would include a ground-floor storefront to be reoccupied by Grubstake, angled bay 
windows at the residential upper floors above, and a flat roof. 

While the proposed project includes the demolition of a contributing property in an identified-eligible historic 
district, the new building would retain and reuse and/or replicate many of the historic aspects and features of the 
property that make it a contributor such that it would generally be compatible with the character-defining 
features of the district.  The character-defining features to be retained and incorporated into the design of the 
proposed project are features that illustrate and will continue to illustrate the existing building’s significance as a 
contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  Overall, the proposed project would not result in the 
material impairment of the district, as the district would still convey its significant association with the 

 
19 HRER, Part II, p. 2. 
20 HRER, Part II, pp. 2-3. 
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development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1990s.21  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement Improvement Measures I-CR-1a: Documentation, I-CR-1b: 
Interpretation, and I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and Reuse.22 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor should undertake Historic 
American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the 
subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The documentation should be funded 
by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code of Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the 
reuse and/or replication of character-defining features to be incorporated into the new construction and 
provide content to the interpretation program, both of which are part of the proposed project.  The 
professional overseeing the documentation should meet with Planning Department staff for review and 
approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may commence.  The 
specific scope of the documentation should be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.  The 
documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 

Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the 
subject property.  Planning Department preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings 
or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with modification to meet HABS 
guidelines as determined by Planning Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation 
staff will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level Photographs: Either Historic 
American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital 
photography should be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should be reviewed by Planning 
Department preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital photography should be conducted 
according to the latest National Park Service standards.  The photography should be undertaken by a 
qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS photography.   Photograph views for 
the data set should include contextual views; views of each side of the building and interior views, 
including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of the building; and detail views of 
character-defining features, including landscape elements. All views should be referenced on a 
photographic key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show the 
photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view.  Historic photographs should also 
be collected, reproduced, and included in the data set. 

 
21 HRER, Part II, p. 3. 
22 Agreement to Implement Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 2019-009955ENV, 1525 Pine Street, January 25, 2021. 
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The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning Department should monitor its 
preparation.  The HABS/HALS documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type 
for each facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify other interested repositories. 

The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff before issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed 
and approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any demolition or site permit is granted 
for the affected historical resource. 

The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and electronic form to the 
Planning Department and offered to repositories including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public 
Library, the Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the California Historical 
Society, and the GLBT Historical Society.  The Planning Department will make electronic versions of the 
documentation available to the public at no charge. 

B. Video Recordation 

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or contributor to a 
historic district on the project site, the project sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake 
video documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This mitigation measure would 
supplement the traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference 
materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. 

The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer with experience recording 
architectural resources.  The professional videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed 
video recordation for review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The 
documentation should be narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).  The documentation 
should include as much information as possible—using visuals in combination with narration—about the 
materials, construction methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of the historic 
resources. 

The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any building permits for the project. 

Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the Planning Department, and to 
repositories including: History Room at the San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California 
Historical Society, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest Information Center of the 
California Historical Information Resource System.  This improvement measure would supplement the 
traditional HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be 
available to the public and inform future research. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on the history 
of the project site as outlined in the project description.  The interpretive program should be developed 
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and implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying information 
and graphics to the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The 
project sponsor should utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of the 
Historic Resource Evaluation review process.  As feasible, coordination with local artists or community 
members should occur.  The primary goal of the program is to educate visitors and future residents about 
the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  These themes would include but not be limited to the subject 
property’s historic significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 
District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken for this project. 

This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject 
to review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various 
components of the interpretive program that should be developed in consultation with a qualified 
preservation professional.  The HRPIP should describe the interpretive product(s), locations or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be 
approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 

The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-site interpretive displays but 
may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the 
plan should include the proposed format and accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as 
high-quality graphics and written narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 
1525 Pine Street and the historical context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  The display should 
be placed in a prominent, public setting within, on, or in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive 
material(s) should be installed within the project site boundaries and made of durable all-weather 
materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality and installed to allow for high public 
visibility.  The interpretive plan should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly 
accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  Interpretive material could include 
elements such as virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites.  All 
interpretive material should be publicly available. 

The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the 
architectural addendum to the site permit.  The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such 
interpretive program should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of 
a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 

Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt to convene a community group 
consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the 
GLBT Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 

The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archaeological program if 
archaeological interpretation is required. 

The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive programs currently proposed or 
installed in the vicinity or for similar resources in the city. 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and 
Reuse 

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to reuse many of the significant 
features associated with Grubstake in the proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-
defining features of the historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated into the 
proposed project, the project sponsor should provide Planning Department preservation staff with a 
salvage plan that outlines the details of how the features to be reused and incorporated into the 
proposed project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and maintained.  The salvage plan should be 
reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural 
addendum to the site permit. 

Implementation of these improvement measures would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Determining the potential for encountering archeological resources is based on relevant factors such as the 
location, depth, and amount of excavation proposed as well as any recorded information on known resources in 
the area.  Construction of the proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 14 feet below ground 
surface and the removal of about 1,500 cubic yards of soil.  Due to the depth of the proposed excavation, the 
Planning Department conducted a Preliminary Archeological Review and determined that the project site is 
sensitive for prehistoric archeological resources and human remains as well as historic-period archeological 
resources.23 

Excavation as part of the proposed project could damage or destroy these subsurface archeological resources, 
which would impair their ability to convey important scientific and historical information.  The proposed project 
could result in a significant impact on archeological resources if such resources are present within the project site.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Archeological Testing, would be required to reduce the potential 
impact on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.  Archeological testing, monitoring, and data 
recovery would preserve and realize the information potential of archeological resources.  The recovery and 
documentation of information about archeological resources that may be encountered within the project site 
would enhance knowledge of prehistory and history.  This information would be available to future archeological 
studies, contributing to the collective body of scientific and historic knowledge.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource should one be discovered during excavation of the project site. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, 
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects.  The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological 
consultant from the rotational Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the 

 
23 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 1525 Pine Street, October 27, 2017. 
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Planning Department (Department) archeologist.  After the first project approval action or as directed by 
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to 
obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 

The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.  In 
addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or 
data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological consultant’s work shall be 
conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by 
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment 
and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the 
project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction 
can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a 
less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c). 

Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO shall meet and consult on the 
scope of the archeological testing program reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related 
soils-disturbing activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).  The archeological testing program shall be conducted 
in accordance with the approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing 
method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources 
and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings to the ERO.  If, based on the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in consultation with the 
archeological consultant, shall determine if additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that 
may be required include preservation in place, archeological interpretation, monitoring, additional 
testing, and/or an archeological data recovery program.  No archeological data recovery shall be 
undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Department archeologist. 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall 
determine whether preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed project shall be 
redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological resource.  If preservation in 
place is not feasible, a data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the 
resource is feasible. 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an archeological site24 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, 
an appropriate representative25 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.  The 
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of 
the associated archeological site.  A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided 
to the representative of the descendant group. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils- disturbing activity shall 
comply with all applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of the Medical 
Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the Native American 
Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his 
or her inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 
48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also 
be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains. 

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement 
(“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and 
the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.  However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are 
unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future 
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects 
discovered during soils-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological 
testing program and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the Medical Examiner, and 
the ERO. 

 
24 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
25 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual 

listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native 
American Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate 
representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, 
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine what project 
activities shall be archeologically monitored.  In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such 
as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, 
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to 
their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training program for soils-disturbing 
workers that will include an overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the 
expected resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed 
upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the 
project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no 
effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the 
deposit shall cease.  The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated.  If, in the case of pile driving or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), 
the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation activities 
may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be 
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with 
the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit.  The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the 
identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO for a determination as to whether the resources are 
significant and implementation of an archeological data recovery program therefore is necessary. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall 
submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program.  The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, 
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.  The 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed 
data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain.  That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the 
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data 
classes would address the applicable research questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to 
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the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.  
Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program for 
significant finds. 

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered 
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of a significant archeological 
resource, the ERO may require that information provided by archeological data recovery be made 
available to the public in the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, archeological 
signage and displays or another interpretive product.  The project archeological consultant shall prepare 
an Archeological Public Interpretation Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan 
may be a stand-alone document or may be included as an appendix to the Final Archeological Resources 
Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The draft interpretive plan shall be subject to the ERO for review 
and approval and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 

Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR 
shall include a curation and deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  Once approved by the ERO, the 
consultant shall also prepare a public distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) 
shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The 
Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site 
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and feature locations and copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical 
Resources. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project would disturb human remains.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered during construction, any inadvertent damage to 
human remains would be considered a significant impact.  In order to reduce this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level, the project sponsor must implement Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Archeological Testing, which 
includes the required procedures for the treatment of human remains.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-CR-2, as described above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on 
previously unknown human remains. 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources.  (Less than Significant) 

The Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District currently consists of 15 identified known contributing properties.  Besides 
the proposed project, there is one other cumulate development project proposed within the district boundaries 
that would result in impacts to a contributor.  This other cumulative development project includes the demolition 
of a two-story commercial building at 1567 California Street and the construction of an eight-story, mixed-use 
building.  The existing building at 1567 California Street, formerly occupied by a popular gay dance club called 
Buzzby’s, is a contributor to the district.  Combined, the proposed projects at 1525 Pine Street and 1567 California 
Street would result in the demolition of two contributors to the district.  However, the proposed project at 
1525 Pine Street would incorporate a number of the character-defining features of the contributor such that it 
would be compatible with the historic district and its significance as a contributor would continue to be 
illustrated.  The cumulative impact of the two proposed projects would be minimal such that the district would 
retain sufficient integrity and continue to convey its significance through the retention of 13 known 
contributors.26  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Environmental impacts on archeological resources are generally site-specific and limited to the construction area 
of an individual development project.  The nearest cumulative project is at 1567 California Street, approximately 
0.1 mile northeast of the project site.  The proposed project would not combine with any cumulative projects to 
create a significant cumulative impact on archeological resources.  This impact would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

  

 
26 HRER, Part II, p. 3. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
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Impact 

Less Than 
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with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

     

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

     

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to 
a California Native American tribe. 

     

Impact TC-1: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Public Resources Code Section 21074(a)(2) requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal 
cultural resources.  As defined in Section 21074(a)(1), tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are listed, or 
determined to be eligible for listing, in a national, state, or local register of historical resources. 

Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52, effective July 1, 2015, within 14 days of a determination that an application for a 
project is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency is required to contact 
the Native American tribes that are culturally or traditionally affiliated with the geographic area in which the 
project is located.  Notified tribes have 30 days to request consultation with the lead agency to discuss potential 
impacts on tribal cultural resources and measures for addressing those impacts. 

On December 4, 2017, the Planning Department mailed a “Tribal Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources 
and CEQA” to the appropriate Native American tribal representatives who have requested notification.  During the 
30-day comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted the Planning Department to request 
consultation. 

However, there is always some potential for unknown tribal cultural resources to be encountered during 
excavation activities.  As discussed under Impact CR-2, the project site is in an archeologically sensitive area with 
the potential for prehistoric archeological resources, which may be considered TCRs.  In the event that 
construction activities disturb unknown archeological sites that are considered TCRs, any inadvertent damage 
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would be considered a significant impact.  Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program, would address impacts related to the discovery of 
previously unknown TCRs. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or 
Interpretive Program 

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin, the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether 
preservation in place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined that preservation-in-place of 
the TCR would be both feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an 
archeological resource preservation plan, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during 
construction to ensure the permanent protection of the resource. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal representative, determines that 
preservation in place of the TCR is not a sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall 
prepare an interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal 
representatives and the project sponsor.  The plan shall identify proposed locations for displays or 
installations, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installations, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term maintenance program.  The interpretive program 
may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays.  
Upon approval by the ERO and prior to project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be 
implemented by the project sponsor. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1, impacts on TCRs would be less than significant. 

Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts on TCRs are generally site-specific and limited to the construction area of an individual 
development project.  The nearest cumulative project is at 1567 California Street, approximately 0.1 mile 
northeast of the project site.  The proposed project would not combine with any cumulative projects to create a 
significant cumulative impact on TCRs.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION— 
Would the project: 

     

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?  

     

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

     

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

Appendix G Questions and Significance Criteria 

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 directs the Planning Department to identify environmental effects 
of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  As 
it relates to transportation and circulation, Appendix G asks whether the project would: 

• conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 

• conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); 

• substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses; and 

• result in inadequate emergency access 

The Planning Department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and address the 
Appendix G checklist.  The Planning Department separates the significance criteria into construction and 
operation. 

Construction 

Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would require a substantially 
extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or interfere with accessibility for people walking or 
bicycling or substantially delay public transit. 

Operation 

The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria.  A project would have a 
significant effect if it would: 

• create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit 
operations; 

• interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, 
or result in inadequate emergency access; 

• substantially delay public transit; 
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• cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing 
physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding 
new roadways to the network; or 

• result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous conditions for 
people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit. 

Project-Level Impacts 

Impact TR-1: Construction of the proposed project would not require a substantially extended duration or intense 
activity and the secondary effects would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 
bicycling, or driving; or interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public 
transit.  (Less than Significant) 

Construction of the proposed project is expected to last 18 months.  During this period, construction activities are 
expected to occur on weekdays from 7:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m., with occasional work on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. 
until 4:00 p.m. when needed. 

Construction staging would largely occur on the project site, with transport of materials either via Pine Street or 
Austin Street.  During the construction period, it may be necessary to temporarily close the sidewalk along Pine 
Street and/or Austin Street.  The project sponsor would be required to follow the Regulations for Working in 
San Francisco Streets.27  During sidewalk closures, signage and protection for people walking would be erected, 
as appropriate, and the contractor would be required to maintain adequate bicycle and walking circulation at all 
times.  Travel lane closures along Pine Street would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts 
on local traffic.  No closure or relocation of existing bus stops or other changes to transit service would be 
necessary, and no temporary changes to existing bicycle facilities would be necessary 

The impact of construction traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities on surrounding roadways and 
truck routes, as well as connecting local streets, due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks.  
Given the project site’s proximity to high-quality local and regional transit service, a substantial portion of 
construction workers would be expected to take public transit to and from the project site, with only a minor 
number of workers traveling to and from the project site in private vehicles.  Nonetheless, construction truck and 
worker vehicle traffic could result in minor congestion and conflicts with vehicles, transit, people walking and 
bicyclists. 

Construction activities would be temporary and of limited duration, and the majority of construction activity 
would occur during off-peak hours when traffic volumes are minimal and potential for conflicts is low (i.e., most 
construction workers would arrive at the project between 5:30 a.m and 7:00 a.m. and depart from the project site 
between 2:00 p.m. and 3:30 p.m.). 

Considering the temporary duration and the magnitude of project-related construction activities, construction 
would not result in substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicular circulation or with accessibility 

 
27 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, September 2012.  Available at 

https://www.sfmta.com/reports/construction-regulations-blue-book, accessed December 31, 2020. 

https://www.sfmta.com/reports/construction-regulations-blue-book
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to the project vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant transportation-related 
construction impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan, discussed 
below, would further reduce any less-than-significant transportation impacts related to project construction. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and implementation of a coordinated 
construction traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-
related traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated construction traffic 
management plan should be prepared in coordination with other public and private projects within a 
one-block radius that may have overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review and 
approval by the City’s interdepartmental Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan 
should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following measures: 

Restricted Construction Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries requiring lane 
closures to occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening weekday 
commute hours. 

Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction workers 
to carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and 
from the project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, providing secure bicycle 
parking spaces, participating in the free-to-employee-and-employer ride matching program from 
www.511.org, participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of 
San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 

Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction worker parking will be identified 
as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking 
plan.  The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking will be 
discouraged. 

Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures: The project sponsor should coordinate sidewalk 
closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC 
and interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of requested closures. 

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access: The project 
sponsor/construction contractor(s) should meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, 
Muni Operations, and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.  This should include an assessment of the need for temporary transit stop 
relocations or other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and 
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project. 

Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact person, 
construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane 
closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and adjacent businesses 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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through a website, social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental 
Review Officer. 

Impact TR-2: Operation of the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit operations.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project is estimated to generate 824 daily person trips in the form of 112 auto trips, 429 walking 
trips, 213 transit trips, and 70 trips by other modes (e.g., bicycle, motorcycle, taxi).  However, the proposed project 
would not alter the existing street grid, reconfigure the intersections near the project site, or introduce other 
physical features that would increase hazards for people driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit 
operations. 

Driving Impacts 

The proposed project does not include any changes to the public right-of-way that would result in hazards for 
people driving.  The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cuts on Pine 
Street or Austin Street; the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be removed, eliminating one location at which 
potential conflicts between people driving could occur.  Operation of the proposed project would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Walking Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the level of pedestrian activity in the area above existing 
levels, with the proposed project estimated to generate 55 walking trips during the p.m. peak hour.  People 
walking to and from the project site would likely be traveling to and from public transit stops and stations in the 
project vicinity or to and from nearby businesses along Polk Street and Van Ness Avenue.  The nearby sidewalks 
are wide enough to adequately accommodate an increase in the level of pedestrian activity.  The Pine Street 
sidewalk is 9 feet wide, and the portion of the Austin Street sidewalk in front of the project site is 7.5 feet wide; 
further west, the width of the Austin Street sidewalk increases to 15 feet.  The nearest major intersections to the 
project site (Pine Street/Polk Street and Pine Street/Van Ness Avenue) are controlled intersections with traffic 
lights that inform pedestrians of when it is safe to cross the street. 

The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cuts on Pine Street or Austin 
Street; the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be removed.  Since the proposed project does not include a 
garage, there would be no vehicles crossing the Pine Street or Austin Street sidewalks and creating potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Bicycling Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the level of bicycling activity in the area above existing 
levels.  Bicyclists intending to travel north or south from the project site would exit the building through the rear 
door on Austin Street and ride approximately 100 feet east to Polk Street, which has a northbound bicycle lane on 
the east side of the street and a southbound bicycle lane on the west side of the street.  From Polk Street, 
bicyclists can connect to an eastbound bicycle route along California Street (one block north of the project site) 
and a westbound bicycle route along Sutter Street (two blocks south of the project site). 
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The proposed project is estimated to generate 12 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.  The addition of this small number 
of project-generated vehicle trips along surrounding streets would not be substantial.  Operation of the proposed 
project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Public Transit Impacts 

Muni operates buses along Pine, Polk, and Sutter streets, and both Muni and Golden Gate Transit operate 
multiple bus lines along Van Ness Avenue.  Implementation of the proposed project would not alter the 
established street grid or result in any other changes that could adversely affect public transit operations adjacent 
to or near the project site.  The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cut on 
Pine Street and no vehicles exiting the project site onto Pine Street and into the path of an approaching bus.  
Operation of the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for public transit 
operations.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-3: Operation of the project would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and 
from the project site and adjoining areas or result in inadequate emergency access.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would not alter the established street grid, permanently close any streets 
or sidewalks, or eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes.  Although portions of the sidewalks adjacent 
to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction, these closures would be 
temporary in nature.  Once construction of the proposed project has been completed, people walking and 
bicycling would experience unrestricted access to and from the project site as they currently do under existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the permanent closure of any existing streets in the 
project vicinity or any alterations to the roadway network that would preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 
access to the project site.  Therefore, emergency vehicle access would remain unchanged from existing 
conditions.  Emergency vehicles would continue to access the project site from Pine Street or Austin Street.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit.  (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is well served by public transit, with local and regional transit providers (Muni and Golden Gate 
Transit, respectively) operating multiple bus lines on streets adjacent to and within one-quarter mile of the 
project site. 

The proposed project is estimated to generate 27 transit trips during the p.m. peak hour.  Transit riders to and 
from the project site would use the nearby Muni bus lines for local trips, and the regional lines (potentially with 
transfers to and from Muni) for trips outside San Francisco.  Among transit riders inbound to the project site, trip 
origins would be dispersed from within San Francisco and regional locations.  The variety of origins yields an 
insubstantial number of project trips coming from any one origin or along any one transit line during the 
p.m. peak hour and could be accommodated by existing transit capacity.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
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not have an impact on ridership and capacity utilization28 for local and regional transit operators during the 
p.m. peak hour. 

The proposed project would not result in the relocation or removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that 
would alter transit service.  Although the proposed project is estimated to generate 12 p.m. peak hour vehicle 
trips, the addition of this small number of project-generated vehicle trips along surrounding streets would not 
substantially delay public transit.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
transit delay, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-5: Operation of the proposed project would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially 
induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding 
new roadways to the network.  (Less than Significant) 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 

As discussed in Section D, Summary of Environmental Effects, in January 2016, the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) recommended that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) metric.  In March 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the OPR’s 
recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of 
projects. 

Many factors affect travel behavior.  These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of the 
transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development scale, 
demographics, and transportation demand management.  Typically, low-density development at great distance 
from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more 
automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and 
travel options other than private vehicles are available. 

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county San Francisco 
Bay Area region.  In addition, some areas of the city have lower VMT ratios than other areas of the city.  These 
areas of the city can be expressed geographically through transportation analysis zones (TAZs).  TAZs are used in 
transportation planning models for transportation analysis and other planning purposes.  The zones vary in size 
from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco Chained 
Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for different land use types.  
Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California Household Travel 
Survey 2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and 
observed vehicle counts and transit boardings.  SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual 
actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day.  
The Transportation Authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire 
chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project.  For retail uses, the Transportation 
Authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to 
the entire chain of trips).  A trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail 

 
28 Capacity utilization is the number of passengers on board a transit vehicle relative to the total capacity. 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 35 1525 Pine Street 

projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT 
to each location would overestimate VMT.29, 30 

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.31  For retail development, 
the existing regional average daily VMT per retail employee is 14.9.  Average daily VMT for retail uses are projected 
to decrease under future 2040 cumulative conditions.  Please see Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, 
which includes the TAZ (327) in which the project site is located. 

Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Land Use 

Existing Cumulative 2040 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Households 

(Residential) 
17.2 14.6 2.9 16.1 13.7 2.6 

Employment 

(Retail) 
14.9 12.6 7.2 14.6 12.4 7.3 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional VMT, which is 
defined as VMT exceeding the regional average minus 15 percent.32  The OPR’s Revised Proposal on Updates to the 
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (“proposed transportation impact guidelines”) 
recommends screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in 
significant impacts to VMT.  If a project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, 
Small Projects, and Proximity to Transit Stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than 
significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required.  Map-Based Screening is used to determine 
if a project site is located within a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT.  Small Projects are projects that would 
generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day.  The Proximity to Transit Stations criterion includes projects that are 
within a half-mile of an existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio that is equal to or greater than 0.75, 
vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use 
authorization, and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

 
29 To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour with a 

stop at the retail site.  If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a restaurant on 
the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT.  A trip-based approach allows us to apportion all 
retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting. 

30 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F, 
Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 

31 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development and averaged across the household population to determine 
VMT per capita. 

32 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, February 2019 (updated 
October 2019), p. 15.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-
update, accessed October 26, 2020. 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update
https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update
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In TAZ 327, the existing average daily household VMT per capita is 2.9, and the existing average daily VMT per retail 
employee is 7.2.33  In TAZ 327, the future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 2.6, and 
the future 2040 average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 7.3.  Given that the project site is located 
in an area in which the existing and future 2040 residential and retail employee VMT would be more than 
15 percent below the existing and future 2040 regional averages, the proposed project’s residential and restaurant 
uses would not result in substantial additional VMT.  Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit 
Stations screening criterion, which also indicates the proposed project’s residential and restaurant uses would 
not cause substantial additional VMT.34  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Roadway Capacity and Roadway Network 

The proposed project would not add travel lanes to the existing streets in the project vicinity or create new streets 
that could accommodate vehicles.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially induce 
additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding new 
roadways to the network.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-6: Operation of the proposed project would not result in a loading deficit.  (Less than Significant) 

Freight Loading 

The proposed project would generate an average of approximately 13 freight delivery/service vehicle trips per 
day, which corresponds to a demand of one loading space during the average and peak hour of loading activity.35  
The proposed project would not provide any on-street or off-street loading facilities, and there are no on-street 
commercial freight loading zones (yellow curb) on Pine, Polk, or Austin streets near the project site.  Given that the 
proposed project is entirely residential except for a 2,855-square-foot restaurant, large trucks (e.g. semi-trucks, 
tractor-trailers) are not anticipated to need access to the project site.  There are three on-street parking spaces on 
the south side of Pine Street between the project site and the intersection with Polk Street that, when available, 
could be utilized by freight and service delivery vehicles.  Since the project site is a through lot, freight and service 
delivery vehicles could also park on Austin Street, which has lower volumes of vehicle traffic than Pine Street.  
Although the proposed project would not provide any on-street or off-street loading facilities, the unmet loading 
demand is not anticipated to create potentially hazardous conditions (e.g., double-parking) for people driving, 
walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay public transit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Passenger Loading 

The proposed project would generate a passenger loading demand of one vehicle during the p.m. peak hour, 
resulting in a needed supply equivalent to one passenger vehicle (22 feet).36  The proposed project would not 

 
33 CEQA Section 21099 Checklist. 
34 Ibid. 
35 The residential use would generate 0.4 freight delivery/service vehicle trips per day, while the restaurant use would generate 12 freight 

delivery/service vehicle trips per day.  The residential use would generate a peak-hour loading demand of 0.02 space, while the 
restaurant use would generate a peak-hour loading demand of 0.7 space. 

36 During the p.m. peak hour, the residential use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.02 space.  During the p.m. peak hour, 
the restaurant use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.08 space.  In total, the proposed project would generate a 
passenger loading demand of 0.1 space, which is rounded up to one space, during the p.m. peak hour. 
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provide an on-street passenger loading zone (white curb), but there is an approximately 60-foot-long passenger 
loading zone on Pine Street that begins in front of the project site and extends westward.  The length of the 
passenger loading zone would be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand of one vehicle during the 
p.m. peak hour, including the demand of one loading instance during the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak 
hour.37  The passenger loading zone is not anticipated to be continually occupied.  In addition, there is an 
approximately 20-foot-long passenger loading zone on the south side of Austin Street across from the project site.  
The existing supply of passenger loading facilities is sufficient to satisfy the demand and would not result in a 
loading deficit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Residential Move-In/Move-Out Activities 

It is anticipated that residents of the building would utilize adjacent on-street parking spaces on the south side of 
Pine Street for move-in/move-out activities.  Should on-street parking be necessary for move-in/move-out 
activities, spaces would need to be reserved through the SFMTA’s temporary signage program.38  Typically, these 
activities occur during off-peak times, such as in the evenings and on weekends, when there are lower traffic and 
walking volumes in the area.  Austin Street is another option for move-in/move-out activities if Pine Street is not a 
convenient location.  Given the options available for accommodating residential move-in/move-out activities 
discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a loading deficit that would create potentially 
hazardous conditions (e.g., double-parking) for people driving, walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay 
public transit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

2040 Cumulative Conditions 

The 2040 cumulative conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other 
reasonably foreseeable projects (cumulative projects) within one-quarter mile of the project site.  See Section B, 
Project Setting, for a list of cumulative projects considered in this analysis. 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant 
construction-related transportation impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

It is possible that the proposed project and cumulative development projects could be constructed 
simultaneously.  All project sponsors would be required to follow the Regulations for Working in San Francisco 
Streets.  Sidewalk and travel lane closures would be needed at various stages throughout construction.  During 
sidewalk closures, signage and protection for people walking would be erected, as appropriate, and the 
contractors would be required to maintain adequate bicycle and walking circulation at all times.  Travel lane 
closures along affected streets would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local 
traffic. 

The effect of any simultaneous construction-related traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities on 
surrounding roadways and truck routes, as well as connecting local streets, due to the slower movement and 
larger turning radii of trucks.  Construction truck and worker vehicle traffic could result in minor congestion and 

 
37 During the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour, the residential use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.03 space.  

During the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour, the restaurant use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.17 space.  In 
total, the proposed project would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.2 space, which is rounded up to one space, during the 
peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour. 

38 Information about the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s temporary signage permits is available at 
https://www.sfmta.com/permits/temporary-signage, accessed October 8, 2020. 

https://www.sfmta.com/permits/temporary-signage
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conflicts with vehicles, transit, people walking and bicyclists.  However, construction activities would be 
temporary and of limited duration, and the majority of construction activity would occur during off-peak hours 
when traffic volumes are minimal and potential for conflicts is low. 

This impact would be less-than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary.  Implementation of 
Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan, would further reduce this less-
than-significant impact. 

Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit operations.  (Less 
than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would increase the level of vehicle, pedestrian, 
and bicycle activity in the project vicinity, which has the potential to result in more conflicts between these 
different modes of transportation.  The proposed project does not include a garage, and five of the 
seven cumulative projects do not include garages.  Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles 
entering and exiting the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or 
bicycling or with public transit operations.  The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street 
and 1200 Van Ness Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages.  Each of these projects could be 
designed in such a way that the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit 
service.  This design approach could eliminate or minimize potential conflicts between vehicles entering and 
exiting the respective project sites and people driving, walking, or bicycling, and public transit operations. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not create potentially hazardous 
conditions for people driving, walking, or bicycling or for public transit operations.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not interfere with 
accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining areas or result in 
inadequate emergency access.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, 
permanently close any streets or sidewalks, or eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes.  Although 
portions of the sidewalks adjacent to the various project sites could be closed for periods of time during project 
construction, these closures would be temporary in nature.  Once construction of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects has been completed, people walking and bicycling would experience unrestricted access to 
and from the various project sites as they currently do under existing conditions. 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not result in the permanent closure of 
any existing streets in the project vicinity or any alterations to the roadway network that would preclude or restrict 
emergency vehicle access to the project site.  Therefore, emergency vehicle access would remain unchanged from 
existing conditions. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not interfere with accessibility.  This 
impact would be less-than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not substantially delay 
public transit.  (Less than Significant) 

Operation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles 
on the local roadway network.  The proposed project would add 97 daily vehicle trips, including 12 vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour.  Based on their respective unit counts and square footages of nonresidential uses, 
three of the cumulative development projects would generate fewer daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than 
the proposed project, while four of the cumulative projects would generate more daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle 
trips than the proposed project.  The cumulative projects are geographically dispersed throughout the project 
vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be distributed along the local street network instead of being 
concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit operates. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not substantially delay public transit.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not cause substantial 
additional VMT or substantially induce automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested 
areas or by adding new roadways to the network.  (Less than Significant) 

Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, under Impact TR-5 shows the estimated VMT in the year 2040 for the 
San Francisco Bay Area and in TAZ 327.  The future 2040 regional average daily household VMT per capita is 
estimated to be 16.1, and the future 2040 regional average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 14.6.  
In TAZ 327, the future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 2.6, and the future 2040 
average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 7.3. 

Given that the proposed project and cumulative projects are in an area in which the daily averages for future 2040 
residential and retail employee VMT would be more than 15 percent below the future 2040 regional averages, the 
proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to cause substantial additional VMT.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Neither the proposed project nor the cumulative projects would add travel lanes to the existing streets in the 
project vicinity or create new streets that could accommodate vehicles.  For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with cumulative projects to substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing 
physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding new roadways to the network.  This impact would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-6: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant 
loading impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic and loading demand associated with cumulative 
projects in the project vicinity, loading impacts are localized and site-specific.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to create significant cumulative loading impacts.  The nearest cumulative project 
is at 1567 California Street, approximately 0.1 mile northeast of the project site.  The loading demand for this 
cumulative project would be addressed locally on California Street, not one block to the south (Pine Street) where 
the project site is located.  Similarly, the loading demand for the proposed project would be addressed locally on 
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Pine and Austin streets, not one block to the north (California Street).  The proposed project, in combination with 
cumulative projects, would not result in a loading deficit that would create potentially hazardous conditions 
(e.g., double-parking) for people driving, walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay public transit.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

     

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

     

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan area, or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the area to excessive noise levels? 

     

The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area or in an area within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  Therefore, Topic E.6.c is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact NO-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity in excess of established standards.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Construction Impacts 

The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately 18 months and would not involve 
construction activities at night.  Construction equipment and activities would generate noise that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  Construction noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and 
affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of barriers.  Impacts would generally be limited to periods during 
which excavation occurs, new foundations are installed, and exterior structural and facade elements are altered.  
Interior construction noise would be substantially reduced by exterior walls. 

Construction of the proposed project would require excavation of the project site to a depth of 14 feet below 
ground surface.  The proposed building would rest on a concrete mat slab foundation supported by drilled piers; 
pile driving would not be required. Therefore, there would be no noise impacts associated with pile driving during 
construction of the proposed project. 
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Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).  The ordinance 
requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 
80 dBA39 at a distance of 100 feet from the source.  Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project Construction 
Equipment, provides typical noise levels produced by various types of construction equipment that would be 
employed for construction of the proposed project.  Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, impact wrenches) 
are exempt from the Noise Ordinance (Section 2907) provided they have manufacturer-recommended and City-
approved mufflers for both intake and exhaust.  In addition, Section 2907 requires that jackhammers and pavement 
breakers be equipped with manufacturer-recommended and City-approved acoustically attenuating shields or 
shrouds in order to be exempt from the Noise Ordinance limits.  Section 2908 prohibits construction work between 
8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line, unless a 
special permit is authorized by the Director of San Francisco Public Works or the Director of the Department of 
Building Inspection.  The proposed project would be required to comply with the regulations set forth in the Noise 
Ordinance. 

Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project Construction Equipment40, 41 

Construction Equipment and Quantity 
Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 

Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Air Compressor (2) 78 72 

Bore/Drill Rig (2) 84 78 

Crane (1)  81 75 

Dumpers/Tenders (4) 76 70 

Excavator (1) 81 75 

Forklift (1) 83 77 

Pump (1) 81 75 

Vibratory Roller (1) 77 71 

Notes: The above Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 percent) for the 1-hour measurement 
period.  Noise levels in bold exceed the San Francisco Noise Ordinance limit. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 
(1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the 
west), residences on the south side of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site, residences on the east 
side of Polk Street about 150 feet east of the project site, Redding Elementary/Early Education School (1421 Pine 
Street) about 265 feet east of the project site, and Saint Francis Memorial Hospital (900 Hyde Street) about 0.2 mile 
east of the project site. 

 
39 dBA, or A-weighted decibel, is an overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that approximates the frequency response of the 

human ear.  The dBA scale is the most widely used for environmental noise assessment. 
40 Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, 2006, p. 3.  Available online at 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf, accessed January 4, 2021. 
41 San Francisco Planning Department, Noise Impact Analysis Guidelines – DRAFT, Table 5.1, March 2020. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf
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The adjacent and nearby residences would likely experience temporary and intermittent increases in noise levels 
associated with construction activities as well as the passage of construction trucks to and from the project site.  
However, these increases in noise levels are not expected to be substantially greater than ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity, which already exceed 70 Ldn.42, 43  The school and hospital likely would not experience any construction-
related noise disturbances given their further distance from the project site.  Project-related construction activities 
would not expose individuals to temporary increases in noise levels that are substantially greater than ambient 
noise levels.  Construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Operational Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would add 21 dwelling units and a 2,855-square-foot restaurant to the 
project vicinity.  Vehicular traffic makes the largest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout most of 
San Francisco.  Generally, traffic would have to double in volume to produce a noticeable 3-dBA increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.44  The intersection of Pine and Larkin streets, two blocks east of the 
project site, is the closest intersection for which traffic counts have been collected.  Traffic counts recorded 
20,444 westbound vehicles passing through this intersection on a daily basis, with 2,038 westbound vehicles 
passing through this intersection during the p.m. peak hour.45  The proposed project would generate 97 daily 
vehicle trips, including 12 during the p.m. peak hour.  Project-generated vehicle trips would not cause traffic 
volumes to double on nearby streets; as a result, project-generated traffic noise would not have a noticeable 
effect on ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Mechanical building equipment, such as heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, as well as other 
noise-generating devices (home entertainment systems) associated with the residential uses would create 
operational noise.  However, these noise sources would be subject to the Noise Ordinance. Specifically, 
Section 2909(a) prohibits any person from producing or allowing to be produced, on a residential property, a 
noise level in excess of five dBA above ambient noise levels at any point outside the property line.  In addition, 
Section 2909(b) prohibits any person from producing or allowing to be produced, on a commercial or industrial 
property, a noise level in excess of eight dBA above ambient noise levels at any point outside the property line.  
Moreover, Section 2909(d) establishes maximum noise levels for fixed noise sources (e.g., mechanical equipment) 
of 55 dBA (from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 45 dBA (from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) inside any sleeping or living 
room in any dwelling unit located on residential property to prevent sleep disturbance.  The proposed project 
would include standard HVAC equipment, which would generate operational noise.  The HVAC systems as well as 
any noise-generating devices that may be associated with the residential uses would be required to meet the 
noise standards described above.  The proposed project would not include any additional noise-generating 
sources such as backup generators. 

 
42 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Areas Potentially Requiring Noise Insulations, 

March 2009.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2019-09/Noise.pdf, accessed Octobe 28, 2020. 
43 Ldn, or day-night average sound level, is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period. 
44 United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement 

Guidance, December 2011, p. 9.  Available online at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf, 
accessed December 28, 2020. 

45 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, SFMTA Traffic Count Data 1993-2015.  Available at 
https://www.sfmta.com/reports/sfmta-traffic-count-data, accessed October 6, 2020. 

https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2019-09/Noise.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/reports/sfmta-traffic-count-data
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Given that the proposed project’s vehicle trips would not cause a doubling of traffic volumes on nearby streets 
and that proposed mechanical equipment and other noise-generating devices would be required to comply with 
the Noise Ordinance, operational noise from the proposed project would not result in a noticeable increase in 
ambient noise levels.  The proposed project would not generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity in excess of applicable standards.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact NO-2: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in 
terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration.  Construction-related vibration primarily results from the use of 
impact equipment such as pile drivers (both impact and vibratory), hoe rams, vibratory compactors and 
jackhammers.  The operation of heavy construction equipment, particularly pile drivers and other heavy-duty 
impact devices (such as pavement breakers), creates seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the ground 
and downward.  These surface waves can be felt as ground vibration and can result in effects that range from 
annoyance for people to damage to structures.  Groundborne vibration generally attenuates rapidly with distance 
from the source of the vibration. 

Receptors sensitive to vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures), people (especially 
residents, the elderly, and the sick), and equipment (e.g., magnetic resonance imaging equipment, high-
resolution lithographic, optical, and electron microscopes).  In addition, vibration may disturb nesting and 
breeding activities for biological resources.  Except for long-term occupational exposure, groundborne vibration 
and noise rarely affect human health. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 
(1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the 
west).  The buildings housing these uses are of wood or steel construction (not masonry) and have not been 
identified as historic resources.  However, the two buildings to the east are older residential structures that were 
constructed prior to 1925.46  There are no sensitive equipment uses (e.g., facilities using magnetic resonance 
imaging equipment, high resolution lithographic, optical and electron microscopes) or biological resources on or 
near the project site. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would not require the types of construction activities, such as blasting or 
pile driving, that could produce substantial groundborne vibration.  However, construction equipment such as 
excavators bore/drill rigs, loaded trucks, and vibratory rollers could generate varying degrees of temporary 
groundborne vibration.  Therefore, the potential for construction-related vibration impacts on adjacent/nearby 
sensitive receptors was evaluated. 

 
46 San Francisco Planning Department, Property Information Map, https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/.  The building at 1515-1517 Pine Street 

was constructed in 1924, and the building at 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street was constructed in 1908. 

https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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The latest California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) guidance manual, Transportation and Construction 
Vibration Guidance Manual,47 includes guidelines to use in construction projects to address the potential for 
building damage, as summarized in Table 3: Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria.  Vibration 
levels are measured in inches per second and expressed as a peak particle velocity (PPV).  This analysis uses the 
“Continuous/Frequent” threshold of 0.3 PPV for older residential structures for the adjacent buildings to the east 
of the project site and the “Continuous/Frequent” threshold of 0.5 PPV for new residential structures for the 
adjacent building to the west of the project site. 

Table 3: Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Structure Type and Condition 

Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 

Transient Sources 
Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5 

Note: Transient sources create a single, isolated vibration event (e.g., blasting or drop balls).  Continuous/frequent intermittent sources 
include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Table 19, April 2020. 

Construction-related vibration levels were estimated using industry standard methodology as documented by 
Caltrans in the Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual and other relevant authorities.  This 
analysis predicts construction-related vibration levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, conservatively assuming 
construction equipment is operating at (within 5 feet of) the nearest property line as summarized in Table 4: 
Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at Receptor.  Anticipated construction activities are limited to general 
earthmoving, light demolition, and other activities that produce relatively low levels of vibration.  Activities that 
produce high levels of vibration, such as blasting or pile driving, are not required or proposed. 

  

 
47 California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, April 2020.  Available at 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf, accessed 
January 8, 2021. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf
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Table 4: Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at Receptor 

Construction 
Equipment 

Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 
Minimum Safe 

Setback (from older 
residential structures) 

1515-1517 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

106 Austin Street / 
1331-1339 Polk Street 

(setback of 5 feet) 

1527-1545 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

Bore/Drill Rig 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Excavator 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Loaded Trucks 0.45 0.45 0.45 9 feet 

Vibratory Roller 1.23 1.23 1.23 19 feet 

Notes: 

1. Bold values exceed the Caltrans criterion for building damage of 0.3 PPV for older residential structures. 

2. Italicized values exceed the Caltrans criterion for building damage of 0.5 PPV for new residential structures. 

3. Other construction equipment listed in Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Construction Equipment (air compressor, crane, 
forklift, pump) do not produce vibration levels in the range where building damage is a concern. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Table 18 and Equation 12, 
April 2020. 

As shown in Table 4, construction-related vibration levels would exceed the screening threshold of 0.3 PPV at the 
eastern property line and 0.5 PPV at the western property line.  Given that the vibration thresholds would be 
exceeded at the adjacent properties to the east and west, project construction could result in a potentially 
significant impact.  To reduce construction-related vibration impacts to less-than-significant levels, the project 
sponsor would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures 
and Vibration Monitoring During Construction, which would require the project sponsor to incorporate all feasible 
means to avoid damage to potentially affected buildings.  Implementation of this mitigation measure may include 
maintaining buffer distances, using alternative construction equipment, and undertaking a monitoring plan, 
among other requirements. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner shall submit a project-specific 
Pre-construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department 
(Lead Agency) for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid damage to potentially 
affected buildings.  The property owner shall ensure that the following requirements of the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications. 

Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the property owner or their 
designees shall engage a consultant to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected 
buildings.  If potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially historic, a structural 
engineer or other professional with similar qualifications shall document and photograph the existing 
conditions of the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  The project sponsor shall submit the 
survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction 
activity. 
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If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected historic buildings.  The Pre-
construction Survey shall include descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all 
identified historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining features that 
could be damaged during construction, and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or 
damaged features.  The report shall also include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-
construction condition of the buildings and identify cracks and other features to be monitored during 
construction.  The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional should be the lead 
author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic buildings and/or structures could be affected by the 
project.  These reports shall be submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their designee shall undertake a 
monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings 
and/or structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired.  The Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan shall apply to all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior 
to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the monitoring program to the Lead Agency for approval.  
If historic buildings could be affected, the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be 
submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and approval, if applicable. 

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components, 
as applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction and condition of the affected 
buildings and/or structures on adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in 
coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with similar qualifications) and, in the 
case of potentially affected historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified historic 
preservation professional, shall establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at 
each building/structure on adjacent properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining 
features, soil conditions, and anticipated construction practices (common standards are a peak 
particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 
0.3 inch per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch per second for new 
residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all vibration-generating equipment to be 
used during construction (including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, demolition, 
excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan shall identify potential alternative 
equipment and techniques that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are 
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled piles could be substituted for 
driven piles, if feasible, based on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in 
some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that require pile driving, the project sponsor shall 
incorporate into construction specifications for the project a requirement that the construction 
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contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. 
Such methods may include one or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project construction (such as predrilling 
piles, using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent the movement of adjacent 
structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be maintained based on vibration 
levels and site constraints between the operation of vibration-generating construction 
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure to avoid damage to the extent 
possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and equipment for vibration monitoring.  
To ensure that construction vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the 
acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on 
adjacent properties and prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in 
excess of the standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of those established in the plan, 
the contractor(s) shall halt construction and put alternative construction techniques 
identified in the plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-
historic buildings and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in 
the event the development project exceeds the established standards. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are historic, the historic 
preservation consultant shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If no damage has occurred to nearby buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially affected buildings are historic) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings) shall submit a monthly report 
to the Lead Agency for review.  This report shall identify and summarize the vibration 
level exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques and/or Lead Agency 
review of the damage report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that vibration 
levels at each affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties are not exceeded. 

• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and parties responsible for periodic 
inspections.  The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on 
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historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-
historic buildings and/or structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each affected 
building and/or structure on adjacent properties during vibration-generating construction activity 
on the project site.  The plan will specify how often inspections and reporting shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be followed should damage to any 
building and/or structure occur due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or 
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction condition at the conclusion of 
vibration-generating activity on the site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any 
building and/or structure, the building and/or structure shall be restored to its pre-construction 
condition in consultation with the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional 
and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the Lead Agency shall receive a final 
report from the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings 
and/or structures).  The report shall include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or 
structure condition summaries, descriptions of all instances of vibration level exceedance, identification 
of damage incurred due to vibration, and corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and 
structures.  The Lead Agency shall review and approve all Vibration Monitoring Results Reports. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2, impacts from construction-related vibration would be less 
than significant. 

Operational Impacts 

Operational vibration primarily results from the passing of buses and heavy trucks.  The proposed project is a 
mixed-use building containing residential and restaurant uses that would not include operational sources of 
vibration.  For these reasons, operation of the proposed project would not generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Impact C-NO-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to noise and vibration.  (Less than 
Significant) 

There are seven cumulative development projects in the project vicinity that could contribute to increases in 
noise and vibration. 

Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction noise associated with the proposed project and cumulative projects would be subject to the Noise 
Ordinance and would be temporary in duration.  The cumulative projects are geographically dispersed 
throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the proposed project or each 
other to substantially increase ambient noise levels.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine 
with cumulative projects to create a significant cumulative construction noise impact. 
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Cumulative Operational Noise Impacts 

Mechanical equipment and other noise-generating devices associated with the proposed project and the 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to substantially increase ambient noise levels.  In addition, the proposed project 
would not combine with the cumulative projects to double existing traffic volumes in the project vicinity.  The 
proposed project would add 97 daily vehicle trips, including 12 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour.  Based on 
their respective unit counts and square footages of nonresidential uses, three of the cumulative development 
projects would generate fewer daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than the proposed project, while four of the 
cumulative projects would generate substantially more daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than the proposed 
project.  All of these additional vehicle trips would be distributed along the local street network and would not 
combine with the 97 daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed project to double existing traffic volumes in the 
project vicinity.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to create a 
significant cumulative operational noise impact. 

Cumulative Vibration Impacts 

Environmental impacts related to groundborne vibration are generally site-specific, and groundborne vibration 
generally attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to create a significant 
cumulative impact related to groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 
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7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or 
regional ambient air quality standard? 

     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

     

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

     

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano counties.  The air district is 
responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the air basin within federal and state air quality standards, 
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as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act, respectively.  Specifically, the air district 
has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and 
implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards.  The federal and state Clean Air Acts 
require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally.  The most recent air 
quality plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan 
updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the requirements of the 
state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce 
ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission 
control measures to be adopted or implemented.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 

• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air quality 
standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and 

• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 
and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The 2017 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin.  Consistency with 
this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of air quality plans. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six 
criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), and lead.  These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by 
developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels.  In general, 
the air basin experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards.  
The air basin is designated as either in attainment48 or unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception 
of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or 
federal standards.  By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project 
is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards.  Instead, a project’s individual 
emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts.  If a project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.49 

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and operational 
phases of a project.  Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds, identifies air quality significance 
thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold.  Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant 
emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially 
to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the 
air basin. 

 
48 “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.  “Non-

attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.  “Unclassified” refers to 
regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

49 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
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Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds50 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 
Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 

Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive Dust 
Construction Dust Ordinance or other 
Best Management Practices 

Not Applicable 

Ozone Precursors.  As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment for ozone and 
particulate matter.  Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of 
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).  The potential for a 
project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for 
stationary sources.  To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air 
quality standard, air district Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants 
above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions.  For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset 
emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).51  These levels represent 
emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a 
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects result in 
ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural coating and construction activities.  
Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects, 
and those projects that result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions.  Due 
to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).52  The air district has not established an offset limit for PM2.5.  However, the 
emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in nonattainment areas is an appropriate 
significance threshold.  For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year 
(82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively.  These emissions limits represent levels below 
which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.53  Similar to ozone precursor thresholds 
identified above, land use development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of 

 
50 Ibid, page 2-2. 
51 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 

page 17.  
52 PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller.  PM2.5, termed 

“fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
53 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 

page 16. 
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increases in vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities.  Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of a land 
use project.  Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only the average daily thresholds are 
applicable to construction-phase emissions. 

Fugitive Dust.  Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases.  Studies have shown 
that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly controls fugitive dust,54 and 
individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.55  The air 
district has identified a number of best management practices to control fugitive dust emissions from 
construction activities.56  The City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08, effective 
July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust, and the best management practices 
employed in compliance with the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance are an effective strategy for 
controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants.  Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in 
the past 11 years, and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards.  The primary source of 
CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic.  Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a 
negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions, and construction-related CO emissions represent less than 
five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions.  As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment 
for both CO and SO2.  Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed 
the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, 
project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections 
(or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited).  Therefore, given the Bay Area’s 
attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from development projects, 
development projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and 
quantitative analysis is not required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).  TACs collectively 
refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute 
(i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects on human health, including carcinogenic effects.  Human health 
effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality.  There are hundreds of different 
types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity.  Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a 
given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the air district 
using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of 
control.  A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated 

 
54 Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006.  Available at 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed August 25, 2020. 
55 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page D-47. 
56 Ibid. 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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and considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances to provide quantitative 
estimates of health risks.57 

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more 
sensitive to adverse health effects than others.  Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, 
hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality 
because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, 
as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than that of other land uses.  Therefore, these 
groups are referred to as sensitive receptors.  Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences 
would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.58  Therefore, assessments of 
air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population 
groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, lung 
development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.59  In addition 
to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern.  The California Air Resources Board identified DPM as 
a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.60  The estimated cancer risk 
from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in 
the region. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered 
with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an inventory and assessment of air 
pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco.  Areas with poor air 
quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were identified based on health-protective criteria that 
consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with 
particularly vulnerable populations.  Each of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer Risk.  The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk exceeds 
100 incidents per one million persons exposed.  This criterion is based on United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and 
community-scale level.61  As described by the air district, the EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per one million to 
be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk.  Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,62 the EPA states that it “…strives to provide 

 
57 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic compound 

from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk.  The applicant is then subject to a health risk 
assessment for the source in question.  Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased 
risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs. 

58 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, February 2015, 
pages 4-44 and 8-6. 

59 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: 
Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 

60 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions 
from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998. 

61 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 
page 67. 

62 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
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maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest 
number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million 
and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a 
person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 
70 years.”  The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most 
pristine portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.63 

Fine Particulate Matter.  In April 2011, the EPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment.”  In this document, the EPA 
concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the 
range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.  The Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as 
supported by the EPA’s “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for 
uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 

Proximity to Freeways.  According to the California Air Resources Board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma 
exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children.  Siting sensitive uses in close proximity to freeways 
increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health effects.  As evidence shows that 
sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway are at an increased health risk from air 
pollution,64 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations.  Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay Area, those 
zip codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area health vulnerability scores as a 
result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional protection by lowering the standards for identifying 
parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons 
exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.65 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to the 
San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as referred to as Health Code Article 38: Enhanced 
Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments (Article 38).  The purpose of Article 38 is to 
protect the public health and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  In 
addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the 
project’s activities would add a substantial amount of emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air 
quality. 

  

 
63 BAAQMD, Clean Air Plan, May 2017, page D-43. 
64 ARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.  Available at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm, accessed August 25, 2020. 
65 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map (Memo and 

Map), April 9, 2014.  These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, Ordinance No. 224-14, 
Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction and long-term 
impacts from project operation.  The following addresses construction-related air quality impacts resulting from 
the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter in 
the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions).  Emissions of ozone precursors and 
fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles.  
However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or 
asphalt paving.  The proposed project includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of 
commercial space.  During the project’s approximately 18-month construction period, construction activities 
would have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as discussed 
below. 

Fugitive Dust 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that 
could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere.  Depending on exposure, adverse health effects 
can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos 
that may be constituents of soil.  Although there are federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of 
state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout 
the country.  California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than 
national standards.  The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure.  According to the 
California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 µg/m3 in the San Francisco 
Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.66 

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during 
site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of 
onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and avoid orders to stop work by the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other 
construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more 
than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the 

 
66 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California, 

Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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activity requires a permit from the DBI.  The Director of the DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites 
less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible 
for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control 
construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the 
Director of the DBI: 

• Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust 
from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 
15 miles per hour. 

• During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. 

• Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil 
shall be covered with a 10-mil (0.01-inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or be 
contained using other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. 

• San Francisco Ordinance No. 175-91 restricts the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust 
control activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within 
the boundaries of San Francisco unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC).  Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities 
during project construction and demolition.  The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the 
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- 
and on-road vehicles and equipment.  To assist lead agencies in determining whether short-term construction-
related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the project may exceed the criteria air 
pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 5, above, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
(May 2017), developed screening criteria.  If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of 
the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts.  A project that exceeds the screening 
criteria may require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would 
exceed significance thresholds.  The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening levels are generally 
representative of new development on greenfield67 sites without any form of mitigation measures taken into 
consideration.  In addition, the screening criteria do not account for project design features, attributes, or local 
development requirements that could also result in lower emissions. 

  

 
67 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or industrial 

projects. 
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The proposed project includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The 
size of proposed construction activities would be below the criteria air pollutant screening criteria for the 
“apartment, high-rise” land use type (249 dwelling units) and the “quality restaurant” land use type (277,000 sf) 
identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  Thus, quantification of construction-related criteria air 
pollutant emissions is not required.  The proposed project’s construction activities would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate toxic air contaminants, including 
diesel particulate matter, which would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the project 
site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin 
Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the west) and residences on the south side 
of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site. 

Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment, which includes construction-related equipment, is a large 
contributor to DPM emissions in California, although since 2007, the ARB has found the emissions to be 
substantially lower than previously expected.68  Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially 
lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now 
considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.69  For example, revised fine particulate matter 
emission estimates for the year 2010 (DPM is a major component of total fine particulate matter) have decreased 
by 83 percent from previous 2010 emission estimates for the air basin.70  Approximately half of the reduction can 
be attributed to the economic recession, and approximately half can be attributed to updated assumptions 
independent of the economic recession (e.g., updated methodologies used to better assess construction 
emissions).71 

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment.  Specifically, 
both the EPA and the California air board have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, 
ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4.  Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000, and Tier 4 Interim 
and Final emission standards for all new engines were phased in between 2008 and 2015.  To meet the Tier 4 
emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-
control technologies.  Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the EPA 
estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 
90 percent.72  

 
68 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p. 1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010. 
69 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 
70 ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category. 
71 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 
72 United States Environmental Protection Agency, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category
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In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their 
temporary and variable nature.  As explained in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines: 

“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would 
be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an 
influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations.  
Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of 
approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005).  In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health 
risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not 
correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities.  This results in 
difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”73 

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce overestimated 
assessments of long-term health risks.  However, within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as discussed above, 
additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-
term health risks from existing sources of air pollution. 

The proposed project would require heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during the 18-month 
construction period.  Project construction activities would result in short-term emissions of DPM and other TACs.  
The project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality and project construction activities 
would generate additional air pollution, affecting nearby sensitive receptors and resulting in a significant impact.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, would reduce the magnitude of this 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  While emissions reductions from limiting idling, educating workers and the 
public, and properly maintaining equipment are difficult to quantify, other measures, specifically the requirement 
for equipment with Tier 2 engines and Level 3 Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) can reduce 
construction emissions by 89 to 94 percent compared to equipment with engines meeting no emission standards 
and without a VDECS.74  Emissions reductions from the combination of Tier 2 equipment with Level 3 VDECS is 
almost equivalent to requiring only equipment with Tier 4 Final engines.  Therefore, compliance with Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-2 would reduce construction emissions impacts on nearby sensitive receptors to less-than-
significant levels. 

  

 
73 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 8-7. 
74 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and Tier 0.  Tier 0 off-road 

engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase 
Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 and 100 hp to have a 
PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr.  Therefore, requiring off-road 
equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, compared 
to off-road equipment with Tier 1 or Tier 0 engines.  The 25 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for 
off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr).  The 63 percent reduction comes from 
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr).  In 
addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent.  Therefore, the 
mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM 
emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). 
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements.  

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 
20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have 
engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and 
have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy (VDECS).  Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 
Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left 
idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road 
and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). 
The Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and 
Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two-minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment 
operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and 
require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune 
equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee 
may waive the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) 
if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If 
the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that 
the equipment used for onsite power generation meets the requirements of 
Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is 
technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired 
emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the 
equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the 
operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road 
equipment that is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS.  If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment, according to the table below. 
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Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be 

met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If 

the  determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.  If the ERO 

determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  Before starting on-site construction 
activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization 
Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and approval.  The Plan shall state, in 
reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with 
a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
construction phase.  The description may include, but is not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating), horsepower, 
engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation.  
For VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and 
installation date and hour meter reading on installation date.  For off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type 
of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the 
Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications.  The Plan 
shall include a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply 
fully with the Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site 
during working hours.  The Contractor shall post at the construction site a 
legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan.  The sign shall also state that 
the public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during 
working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan.  The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on 
each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring.  After start of construction activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan.  After 
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
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occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report 
summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and 
duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in 
the Plan. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, this impact would be less than significant. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and TACs primarily from an increase in 
motor vehicle trips.  However, land use projects may also result in criteria air pollutants and TACs from 
combustion of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating.  The 
following addresses air quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants, 
but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), has developed 
screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-generated criteria air pollutants.  
If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant does not need to 
perform a detailed air quality assessment. 

The proposed project, which includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space, 
is expected to generate 97 daily vehicle trips to and from the project site.  The proposed project would be below 
the criteria air pollutant screening criteria for the “apartment, high-rise” land use type (510 dwelling units) and the 
“quality restaurant” land use type (47,000 sf) identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  Thus, 
quantification of project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions is not required.  The proposed project would 
not exceed any of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including 
diesel particulate matter, exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.  (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above, the project site is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  The nearest sensitive receptors to 
the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site (1515-1517 Pine Street and 
106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the west) and residences on the 
south side of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site.  The proposed project would not include a new 
source of TACs, such as a backup diesel generator, but it would add new sensitive receptors (residents) to the 
project site. 

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants 

Vehicle Trips.  Individual projects result in emissions of TACs primarily as a result of an increase in vehicle trips.  
The air district considers roads with fewer than 10,000 vehicles per day “minor, low-impact” sources that do not 
pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that these 
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sources be excluded from the environmental analysis.  The proposed project’s 97 daily vehicle trips would be well 
below this level and would be distributed among the local roadway network.  Therefore, an assessment of 
project-generated TACs resulting from vehicle trips is not required, and the proposed project would not generate 
a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive receptors.  This impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 Clean Air 

Plan.  (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan is a 
road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the state ozone 
standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone and ozone 
precursors to neighboring air basins.  In determining consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan, this analysis 
considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, (2) include 
applicable control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of 
control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local 
scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from TACs; and (3) protect the 
climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  To meet the primary goals, the 2017 Clean Air Plan recommends 
specific control measures and actions.  These control measures are grouped into various categories and include 
stationary and area source measures, mobile source measures, transportation control measures, land use 
measures, and energy and climate measures.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan recognizes that to a great extent, 
community design dictates individual travel mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions 
of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth 
into vibrant urban communities where goods and services are close at hand and people have a range of viable 
transportation options.  To this end, the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 

The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and 
climate control measures.  The proposed project’s impact related to greenhouse gases are discussed in 
Section E.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options ensure 
that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private 
automobile.  These features ensure that the proposed project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips 
and vehicle miles traveled.  The proposed project’s anticipated 97 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible 
increase in air pollutant emissions.  Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the 
San Francisco General Plan, as discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans.  
Transportation control measures that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the 
San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, bicycle 
parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.  Compliance with these requirements would ensure 
that the proposed project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  
Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan to 
meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 
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Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control measures are projects 
that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects that propose excessive parking beyond 
parking requirements.  The proposed project would add 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of 
commercial space to a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service.  It 
would not preclude the extension of a transit line, bike path or other transit improvement, and it would not 
include any parking.  Thus, the proposed project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures 
identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan.  Because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable air quality plan that 
demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the state and federal ambient air 
quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number 
of people.  (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, fiberglass 
manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities.  Observation indicates 
that the project site is not substantially affected by sources of odors.75  The proposed project does not include 
any of the land uses listed above; it includes 21 dwelling units and an approximately 2,855-square-foot restaurant.  
During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors.  However, 
construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not create significant sources of new odors.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project area, would result in less-than-significant cumulative air quality impacts.  (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact.  Emissions from past, 
present and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis.  No single project 
by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards.  Instead, a 
project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.76  The project-level 
thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  Therefore, because the 
proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the 
project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered to result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality.  The proposed 
project would add new sources of TACs (e.g., construction vehicle trips) within an area already adversely affected 
by air quality, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts on nearby sensitive 

 
75 Field observation, October 6, 2020. 
76 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
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receptors.  This would be a significant cumulative impact.  The proposed project would be required to implement 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, which could reduce construction emissions by as much as 
94 percent.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:      

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

     

GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts.  GHG emissions cumulatively contribute 
to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change.  No single project could generate 
enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of 
GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global 
climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for 
analyzing GHGs.  These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which 
address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions 
resulting from a project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate 
GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a 
plan.  San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions77 presents a comprehensive assessment of 
policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in 
compliance with the CEQA Guidelines.  These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 35 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions in 2018 compared to 1990 levels,78 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air 
district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming 
Solutions Act).79 

Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-

 
77 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, July 2017.  Available at 

https://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG/GHG_Strategy_October2017.pdf, accessed August 11, 2020. 
78 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint.  Available at https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-

footprint, accessed April 9, 2020. 
79 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 2010 Clean Air 

Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 

https://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG/GHG_Strategy_October2017.pdf
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
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0580 and B-30-1581, 82 and Senate Bill 32,83, 84 the City’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with Executive 
Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Therefore, proposed 
projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy would be consistent with the aforementioned 
GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would 
therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 

The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution 
to cumulatively significant GHG emissions.  Because no individual project could emit GHGs at a level that could 
result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a cumulative context, and this section does 
not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would 
result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  (Less than Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs 
during construction and operational phases.  Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new 
vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion).  Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity 
providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey water; and emissions associated with waste removal, 
disposal, and landfill operations. 

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the site by introducing a new building containing 
21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space on a project site that is currently 
occupied by a one-story restaurant.  Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential and restaurant operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal.  Construction 
activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 

 
80 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005.  Available at 

https://www.library.ca.gov/Content/pdf/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf, accessed 
August 11, 2020.  Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be 
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).  Because of the differential heat absorption potential of 
various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on 
each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 

81 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015.  Available at 
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/index.html, accessed August 11, 2020.  Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state 
GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030. 

82 San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, determine City 
GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

83 Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming Solutions Act 
of 2006) by adding Section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced by 40 percent below 
1990 levels by 2030. 

84 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute 
requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish 
requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

https://www.library.ca.gov/Content/pdf/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/index.html
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The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the 
GHG reduction strategy.  As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, and use of refrigerants. 

Compliance with the City’s Transportation Sustainability Fee and bicycle parking requirements would reduce the 
proposed project’s transportation-related emissions.  These regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-
occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower GHG emissions 
on a per capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the City’s Green 
Building Code, the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance, and the Commercial Water Conservation 
Ordinance, all of which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s 
energy-related GHG emissions.85 

The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City’s Recycling 
and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and Green Building Code 
requirements.  These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by 
landfill operations.  These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their embodied energy86 and 
reducing the energy required to produce new materials. 

Compliance with the City’s street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon sequestration.  
Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds.87  Thus, the proposed 
project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.88 

The project sponsor is required to comply with these regulations, which have proven effective as San Francisco’s 
GHG emissions have measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City 
has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals 
for the year 2020.  Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017.  Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly 
Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  In addition, San Francisco’s 
local GHG reduction targets are consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Orders S-3-05 
and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG reduction goals of 
executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not 
conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of 
significance.  As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
GHG emissions.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
85 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water 

required for the project. 
86 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the 

building site. 
87 While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground level ozone is 

an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally.  Reducing volatile organic compound 
emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming. 

88 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 1525 Pine Street, October 19, 2020. 
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9. WIND. Would the project:      

a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 
substantial pedestrian use? 

     

Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial 
pedestrian use.  (Less than Significant) 

A proposed project’s wind impacts are directly related to its height, orientation, design, location, and surrounding 
development context.  Based on wind analyses for other development projects in San Francisco, a building that 
does not exceed a height of 85 feet generally has little potential to cause substantial changes to ground-level wind 
conditions.  The proposed project would be 83 feet tall (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse).  A 
wind consultant evaluated the proposed project for its potential to affect ground-level wind conditions, and the 
findings of that evaluation are summarized below.89 

The 12-story, 130-foot-tall building adjacent to and west of the project site substantially shelters the project site 
from westerly winds.  In addition, the 25-story, 225-foot-tall hotel on the northeast corner of Pine Street and 
Van Ness Avenue shelters the project site from northwesterly winds.  Due to this sheltering effect, the proposed 
project would have little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine 
Street sidewalk.  Given its height and surrounding development context, the proposed project would not cause 
substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions adjacent to and near the project site.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative wind impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Of the cumulative development projects identified in Section B, Project Setting, 1567 California Street is the 
closest to the project site (0.1 mile northeast).  At a proposed height of 85 feet, this cumulative project has little 
potential to cause substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions.  In addition, the presence of intervening 
multi-story buildings between 1567 California Street and the proposed project would prevent the two projects 
from interacting with each other to affect ground-level wind conditions.  The other cumulative projects are either 
too short or too far away from the project site to combine with the proposed project to create wind hazards in 
publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.  For this reason, the proposed project would not combine 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant 
cumulative wind impact. 

  

 
89 RWDI, Screening-Level Wind Analysis, 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, California, October 13, 2020. 
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      

a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely 
affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible 
open spaces? 

     

Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.  (Less than Significant) 

In 1984, San Francisco voters approved an initiative known as “Proposition K, The Sunlight Ordinance,” which was 
codified as Planning Code Section 295 in 1985.  Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures 
above 40 feet in height that would cast additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at 
any time of the year, unless that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open 
space.  Public open spaces that are not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission as well as 
private open spaces are not subject to Planning Code section 295. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a building exceeding 40 feet in height.  
The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to determine whether the proposed 
project would have the potential to cast shadow on nearby parks, open spaces, or San Francisco Unified School 
District (SFUSD) properties that participate in the Shared Schoolyard Project.90  The shadow fan analysis 
prepared by the Planning Department determined that the proposed project would not cast shadow on any 
nearby parks or open spaces but that it has the potential to cast shadow on Redding Elementary School, 
approximately one block east of the project site.91 

A shadow analysis confirmed that the proposed project would not cast shadow on Redding Elementary School at 
any time during the year.92  Existing buildings between the project site and the school would block shadow from 
the proposed project from reaching the school. 

The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the project vicinity at 
various times of the day throughout the year.  Shadows on streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels 
commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA.  Although 
occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading 
of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

 
90 The Shared Schoolyard Project is a program that opens certain San Francisco Unified School District properties on weekends to 

provide recreation opportunities for children and families.  More information is available at https://www.sfusd.edu/sharedschoolyard, 
accessed January 25, 2021. 

91 San Francisco Planning Department, 1525 Pine Street Shadow Fan, August 31, 2019. 
92 Prevision Design, Memorandum of No Shadow Effect: 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, December 19, 2019. 

https://www.sfusd.edu/sharedschoolyard


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 69 1525 Pine Street 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the 
use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative shadow impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative shadow impacts occur when two or more projects would shadow the same area.  As discussed above, 
the proposed project would not shade any nearby parks, open spaces, or SFUSD properties that participate in the 
Share Schoolyard Project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative shadow 
impact on publicly accessible open spaces. 

The sidewalks in the project vicinity are already shadowed for much of the day by multi-story buildings.  Although 
implementation of the proposed project and nearby cumulative development projects would add new shadow to 
the sidewalks in the project vicinity, these shadows would be transitory in nature, would not substantially affect 
the use of the sidewalks, and would not increase shadows above levels that are common and generally expected 
in a densely developed urban environment. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative shadow impact. 
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

     

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

     

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be 
accelerated.  (Less than Significant) 

The neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities closest to the project site are Lafayette Park (0.3 mile 
northwest), Helen Wills Park (0.45 mile north), Washington & Hyde Mini Park (0.35 mile northeast), Sergeant John 
Macaulay Park (0.3 mile southeast), and the Tenderloin Children’s Playground (0.45 mile southeast). 

The proposed project would increase the population of the project site by about 50 residents.  This residential 
population growth would increase the demand for recreational facilities.  The proposed project would partially 
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offset the demand for recreational facilities by providing on-site open space for the project residents in the form 
of a common roof deck.  Although the project residents may use parks, open spaces, and other recreational 
facilities in the project vicinity, the additional use of these recreational facilities is expected to be modest in light 
of the small population increase that would result from the proposed project. 

On a citywide/regional basis, the increased demand on recreational facilities from 50 new residents would be 
negligible considering the number of people living and working in San Francisco and the region as well as the 
number of existing and planned recreational facilities.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project 
would not increase the use of existing recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed project would provide some on-site open space for the project residents in the form of a common 
roof deck, which would partially offset the demand for recreational facilities.  In addition, the project site is within 
0.5 mile of five parks, as discussed above.  It is anticipated that these existing recreational facilities would be able 
to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources generated by the project residents.  For these 
reasons, the construction of new or the expansion of existing recreational facilities, both of which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment, would not be required.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of 522 dwelling units and an incremental increase in population and demand for 
recreational facilities and resources.  The City has accounted for such growth as part of the Recreation and Open 
Space Element of the General Plan.93  In addition, San Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 
and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of the City’s network of recreational resources.  As 
discussed above, there are five parks within 0.5 mile of the project site.  It is expected that these existing 
recreational facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources 
generated by nearby cumulative development projects.  Moreover, the cumulative development projects would 
be required to provide usable open space to partially meet the demand for recreational resources from the future 
residents of those projects.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on 
recreational facilities or resources. 

  

 
93 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, pp. 20-36.  Available 

online at http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf
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12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:      

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

     

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years? 

     

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

     

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

     

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

     

Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building, and the restaurant on the 
project site is already served by existing utilities.  Although the proposed project would need to be connected to 
these existing utilities, the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented; 
in that event the SFPUC may develop new or expanded water supply facilities to address shortfalls in single and 
multiple dry years, but this would occur with or without the proposed project.  Impacts related to new or 
expanded water supply facilities cannot be identified at this time or implemented in the near term; instead, the 
SFPUC would address supply shortfalls through increased rationing, which could result in significant cumulative 
effects, but the project would not make a considerable contribution to impacts from increased rationing.  (Less 
than Significant) 
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Construction Impacts 

The proposed project’s construction activities are required to comply with Article 21 of the San Francisco Public 
Works Code (Ordinance No. 175-91), which restricts the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control 
activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries 
of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  
Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction or 
demolition.  Recycled water is available from the SFPUC for dust control on roads and streets.  However, per State 
regulations, recycled water cannot be used for demolition, pressure washing, or dust control through aerial 
spraying.  The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant 
that provides recycled water for these activities at no charge.  Required compliance with Ordinance No. 175-91 
would ensure that the proposed project’s construction activities would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to water supply. 

Operational Impacts 

In 2016, the SFPUC adopted its 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which estimates that current and 
projected water supplies will meet future retail demand through 2035 under normal-year, single-dry-year and 
multiple-dry-year conditions.94, 95  However, if a multiple-dry-year event occurs, the SFPUC will implement water 
use and supply reductions through its retail water shortage allocation plan. 

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water quality objectives 
to maintain the health of rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem (the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment).96  The state water 
board has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment by the year 2022, assuming all 
required approvals are obtained by that time.  Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in 
a substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed during dry years, 
requiring rationing to a greater degree in San Francisco than previously anticipated to address supply shortages 
not accounted for in the UWMP. 

The SFPUC has prepared a memorandum discussing future water supply scenarios given the adoption of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment.97  As discussed in the SFPUC memorandum, implementation of the plan amendment is 
uncertain for several reasons, and whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would 
be implemented and how those amendments could affect SFPUC’s water supply is currently unknown.  The 
SFPUC memorandum estimates total shortfalls in water supply (that is, total retail demand minus total retail 
supply) to retail customers through under three increasingly supply-limited scenarios: 

 
94 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016, 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75, accessed July 3, 2020. 
95 “Retail” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to individual customers within San Francisco and several individual customers 

outside of San Francisco.  “Wholesale” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to other water agencies supplying other 
jurisdictions. 

96 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental Document, December 12, 2018.  Available at 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

97 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC, to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, 
Environmental Planning Division, May 31, 2019. 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf
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1. Without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment wherein the water supply and demand 
assumptions contained in the UWMP and the 2009 Water Supply Agreement as amended would remain 
applicable; 

2. With implementation of a voluntary agreement between the SFPUC and the State Water Resources 
Control Board that would include a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to 
benefit fisheries at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment); and 

3. With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted. 

As estimated in the SFPUC memorandum, water supply shortfalls during dry years would be lowest without 
implementation and highest with implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.  Shortfalls under the 
proposed voluntary agreement would be between those with and without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment.98 

Under these three scenarios, the SFPUC would have adequate water to meet total retail demands through 2040 in 
normal years.99  For single dry and multiple (years 1, 2 and 3) dry years of an extended drought, the SFPUC 
memorandum estimates that shortfalls of water supply relative to demand would occur both with and without 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.  Without implementation of the plan amendment, shortfalls 
would range from approximately 3.6 to 6.1 million gallons per day (mgd) or a 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall during dry 
years through the year 2040. 

With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, shortfalls would range from 12.3 mgd (15.6 percent) in a 
single dry year to 36.1 mgd (45.7 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 
2025 demand levels and from 21 mgd (23.4 percent) in a single dry year to 44.8 mgd (49.8 percent) in years seven 
and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 2040 demand. 

The proposed project does not require a water supply assessment under the California Water Code.  Under 
Sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare 
water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15155.100  The proposed mixed-use project would result in 21 dwelling units and approximately 

 
98 On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation 

process.  To date, those negotiations are ongoing under the California Natural Resources Agency.  The SFPUC submitted a proposed 
project description that could be the basis for a voluntary agreement to the state water board on March 1, 2019.  As the proposed 
voluntary agreement has yet to be accepted by the state water board as an alternative to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the 
shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known with certainty; however, if accepted, the voluntary agreement 
would result in dry year shortfalls of a lesser magnitude than under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

99 Based on historic records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow obligations, and fully 
implemented infrastructure under the 2018 Phased Water System Improvement Program Variant, normal or wet years occurred 85 out 
of 97 years.  This translates into roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years.  Conversely, system-wide rationing is required 
roughly one out of every 10 years.  This frequency is expected to increase as climate change intensifies. 

100 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1), “a water-demand project” means: 
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of 

floor space. 
(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area. 
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 
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2,855 square feet of commercial space; as such it does not qualify as a “water-demand” project as defined by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1), and a water supply assessment is not required and has not been prepared 
for the project. 

While a water supply assessment is not required, the following discussion provides an estimate of the project’s 
maximum water demand in relation to the three supply scenarios.  No single development project alone in 
San Francisco would require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to 
take other actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply shortage in 
dry years.  Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is not provided for this topic.  The following analysis instead 
considers whether the proposed project, in combination with both existing development and projected growth 
through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could have significant cumulative impacts on the environment.  It also considers whether a high level of rationing 
would be required that could have significant cumulative impacts.  It is only under this cumulative context that 
development in San Francisco could have the potential to require new or expanded water supply facilities or 
require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in turn could result in significant physical environmental impacts 
related to water supply.  If significant cumulative impacts could result, then the analysis considers whether the 
project would make a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact. 

Based on guidance from the California Department of Water Resources and a citywide demand analysis, the 
SFPUC has established 50,000 gallons per day as an equivalent project demand for projects that do not meet the 
definitions provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1).101  The development proposed by the project would 
represent 4.2 percent of the 500-unit limit and 0.7 percent of the 500,000 square feet of commercial space 
provided in Section 15155(a)(1)(A) and (B), respectively.  In addition, the proposed project would incorporate 
water-efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the City’s Green Building 
Ordinance.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that the proposed project would result in an average daily 
demand of less than 50,000 gallons per day of water. 

The SFPUC has prepared estimates of total retail demand in five-year intervals from 2020 through 2040.102  
Assuming the project would demand no more than 50,000 gallons of water per day (or 0.05 mgd), Table 6: 
Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (mgd), compares this maximum with the total retail 
demand from 2020 through 2040.  At most, the proposed project’s water demand would represent a small fraction 
of the total projected retail water demand, ranging from 0.07 to 0.06 percent between 2020 and 2040. As such, the 
project’s water demand is not substantial enough to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

 
(E) An industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more 

than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 
(F) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 

(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section. 
(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500-dwelling-

unit project. 
101 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC, to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, 

Environmental Planning Division, May 31, 2019. 
102 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016, 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75, accessed July 3, 2020. 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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Table 6: Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (mgd) 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Retail Demand 72.1 79 82.3 85.9 89.9 

Total Demand of Proposed Project 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Total Demand of Proposed Project as 
Percentage of Total Retail Demand 

0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 

Source: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of 
San Francisco, June 2016 

Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented.  As 
indicated above, the proposed project’s maximum demand would represent 0.06 percent of the total retail 
demand in 2040 when implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a retail supply shortfall 
of up to 49.8 percent in a multi-year drought.  The SFPUC has indicated that it is accelerating its efforts to develop 
additional water supplies and explore other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience in the 
case that the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented.  The SFPUC has identified possible projects that it will 
study, but it has not determined the feasibility of the possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue any 
particular supply projects, and has determined that the identified potential projects would take anywhere from 
10 to 30 years or more to implement.  The potential impacts that could result from the construction and/or 
operation of any such water supply facility projects cannot be identified at this time.  In any event, under such a 
worst-case scenario, the demand for the SFPUC to develop new or expanded dry-year water supplies would exist 
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. 

Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected action of the 
SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing.  As discussed in the 
SFPUC memorandum, the SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for 
actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing.  The level of rationing that would be required of 
the proposed project is unknown at this time.  Both direct and indirect environmental impacts could result from 
high levels of rationing.  However, the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project 
compared to citywide demand would not substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise 
be required throughout the city.  Therefore, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to 
a cumulative environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the residential population at the project site by about 
50 residents, resulting in an incremental increase of wastewater flows from the project site.  The proposed project 
would incorporate water-efficient fixtures, as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the 
San Francisco Green Building Ordinance.  Compliance with these regulations would reduce wastewater flows to 
the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant.  The SFPUC’s infrastructure capacity plans account for projected 
population and employment growth.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not 
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exceed the capacity of the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant to treat wastewater flows from the project site.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards or in 
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals.  
(Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the City approved an agreement with Recology, Inc., for the transport and disposal of the 
City’s municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County.  The City began disposing its 
municipal solid waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in January 2016, and that practice is anticipated to continue 
for approximately nine years, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six years.  
San Francisco had a goal of 75 percent solid waste diversion by 2010, which it exceeded at 80 percent diversion, 
and has a goal of 100 percent solid waste diversion or “zero waste” to landfill or incineration by 2020.  The 
San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance requires mixed construction and 
demolition debris to be transported by a registered transporter to a registered facility that must recover for reuse 
or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris.  The 
San Francisco Green Building Code also requires certain projects to submit a recovery plan to the San Francisco 
Department of the Environment demonstrating recovery or diversion of at least 75 percent of all demolition 
debris.  The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires all properties and everyone 
in San Francisco to separate solid waste into recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.  The proposed project 
would be subject to these ordinances and all other applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on utilities and service systems.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, and 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity.  This cumulative development would result in an 
incremental increase in population, water consumption, and wastewater and solid waste generation.  The SFPUC 
has accounted for such growth in its water demand and wastewater service projections, and the City has 
implemented various programs to divert 80 percent of its solid waste from landfills.  Like all projects proposed in 
San Francisco, the nearby cumulative development projects are required to comply with ordinances and policies 
related to water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on utilities and service systems. 
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services 
such as fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks, or other public facilities? 

     

The proposed project’s impacts on parks are discussed under Section E.9, Recreation.  Impacts on other public 
services are discussed below. 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for fire protection and police protection, but not to 
the extent that would require new or physically altered fire or police facilities, the construction of which could 
result in significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site receives fire protection and emergency medical services from the San Francisco Fire 
Department’s Battalion 8, which includes Fire Station No. 3 at 1067 Post Street (approximately 0.2 mile southeast 
of the project site).103  The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police 
Department’s Northern Station at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately 0.9 mile northeast of the project site.104  
Implementation of the proposed project would add about 50 residents on the project site, which would increase 
the demand for fire protection, emergency medical, and police protection services.  This increase in demand 
would not be substantial given the overall demand for such services on a citywide basis.  Moreover, fire 
protection, emergency medical, and police protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios.  The proximity of the project site to Fire Station No. 3 and Northern Station 
would help minimize Fire Department and Police Department response times should incidents occur at the 
project site.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not require the construction of 
new or alteration of existing fire and police facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would increase the population of school-aged children and the demand for 
school services, but not to the extent that would require new or physically altered school facilities, the 
construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of 21 dwelling units and an anticipated 
population increase of about 50 residents.  Some of the new residents of the 21 households could consist of 
families with school-aged children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School 
District (SFUSD), while other children might attend private schools.  It is anticipated that existing SFUSD schools in 

 
103 https://sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations#divisions, accessed August 11, 2020. 
104 https://www.sanfranciscopolice.org/station-finder, accessed August 23, 2020. 

https://sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations%23divisions
https://www.sanfranciscopolice.org/station-finder
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the project vicinity would be able to accommodate this minor increase in demand.  Furthermore, the proposed 
project would be required to pay a school impact fee based on the construction of net new residential square 
footage to fund SFUSD facilities and operations.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial unmet demand for school facilities and would not require the construction of 
new or alteration of existing school facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial unmet demand for 
school facilities and would not require the construction of new or alteration of existing school facilities.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would increase demand for other public services, but not to the extent that 
would require new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could result in 
significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would add about 50 residents on the project site, which would increase 
the demand for other public services such as libraries.  This increase in demand would not be substantial given 
the overall demand for public services on a citywide basis.  Regarding library services, the San Francisco Public 
Library operates the Main Library and 27 branches throughout San Francisco.105  It is anticipated that the Main 
Library (0.75 mile southeast of the project site) and the Chinatown (0.7 mile northeast) and Golden Gate Valley 
(0.7 mile northwest) branches would be able to accommodate the minor increase in demand for library services 
generated by the proposed project.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not require 
the construction of new or alteration of existing governmental facilities.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on public services.  (Less than Significant) 

The geographic context for cumulative fire, police, and library impacts are the police, fire, and library service 
areas, while the geographic context for cumulative school impacts is the school district service area.  
Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity, resulting in an incremental increase in population and 
demand for fire protection, police protection, school services, and other public services.  The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, the school district, and other City agencies have accounted for such growth in providing 
public services to the residents of San Francisco.  In addition, fire protection, emergency medical, and police 
protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need in order to maintain acceptable service ratios.  
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to many of the same development impact fees 
applicable to the proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact on public services. 

 
105 San Francisco Public Library website, https://sfpl.org, accessed January 26, 2021. 

https://sfpl.org/
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Less Than 
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No 

Impact Not Applicable 

14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

     

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

     

The project site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building, so it does not contain 
any riparian habitat, other sensitive natural community, or federally protected wetlands.  There are no adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other approved local, state, or regional 
habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site.  Therefore, Topics E.14.b, E.14.c, and E.14.f are not 
applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  
(No Impact) 

The project site and project vicinity are in an urban environment with high levels of human activity.  The project 
site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  Any candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species have been previously extirpated (lost) from the area.  For these reasons, implementation of the 
proposed project would have no impact on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. 
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Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the 
use of native wildlife nursery sites.  (Less than Significant) 

San Francisco is within the Pacific Flyway, a major north-south route of travel for migratory birds along the 
western portion of the Americas.  The project site is fully developed and is not considered an urban bird 
refuge.106, 107 

Multi-story buildings are potential obstacles that can injure or kill birds in the event of a collision, and bird strikes 
are a leading cause of worldwide declines in bird populations.  Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-
Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to reduce avian mortality rates associated with bird strikes.  
This ordinance focuses on location-specific hazards and building feature-related hazards.  Location-specific 
hazards apply to buildings in, or within 300 feet of and having a direct line of sight to, an urban bird refuge.  The 
project site is not in or within 300 feet of an urban bird refuge, so the standards related to location-specific 
hazards are not applicable to the proposed project.  Feature-related hazards, which can occur on buildings 
anywhere in San Francisco, are defined as freestanding glass walls, wind barriers, skywalks, balconies, and 
greenhouses on rooftops that have unbroken glazed segments of 24 square feet or larger.  The proposed project 
would be required to comply with the feature-related standards of Planning Code Section 139 by using bird-safe 
glazing treatment on 100 percent of any feature-related hazards. 

The project site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  As discussed above, 
there are no resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, no established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, and no native wildlife nursery sites on the project site. 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site does not contain existing trees or other vegetation that would need to be removed as part of the 
proposed project.  The removal of street trees or significant trees, as well as the planting of new street trees, is 
subject to the provisions of the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, which is codified as Article 16 of the 
San Francisco Public Works Code.108 Implementation of the proposed project would include the planting of street 
trees along Pine Street and Austin Street, subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works.  The 
proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances that protect biological resources.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
106 An urban bird refuge is defined by San Francisco Planning Code Section 139(c)(1) as an open spaces two acres and larger dominated 

by vegetation, including vegetated landscaping, forest, meadows, grassland, or wetlands, or open water. 
107 San Francisco Planning Department, Urban Bird Refuge Map.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/resource/urban-bird-refuge, 

accessed August 23, 2020. 
108 Street trees and significant trees are defined in Article 16, Sections 802 and 810A, respectively, of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 

https://sfplanning.org/resource/urban-bird-refuge
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Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in the construction of multi-story buildings that can 
injure or kill birds in the event of a collision and would result in the removal of existing street trees or other 
vegetation.  Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same bird-safe building and urban 
forestry ordinances applicable to the proposed project.  Moreover, there are no candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species or any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community in the project vicinity.  For these 
reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
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with 
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Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     

iv) Landslides?      

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

     

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
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A geotechnical investigation was conducted to assess the geologic conditions underlying the project site and 
provide recommendations related to the proposed project’s design and construction.  The findings and 
recommendations are presented in a geotechnical report and are summarized below.109 

The geotechnical investigation included the drilling of two test borings on the project site to depths of 
approximately 41 and 80 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The project site is underlain by about three feet of fill 
consisting of sand, and this layer of fill is underlain by about 20 feet of loose to medium dense silty sand.  From a 
depth of 23 feet bgs to the maximum depths of the test borings, the soil consists of loose to very dense silty sand. 

Groundwater was encountered in the test borings at a depth of about 50 feet bgs.  Depending on the amount of 
rainfall, groundwater levels at the project site are expected to fluctuate seasonally and annually. 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, 
seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, or landslides.  (Less Than Significant) 

The project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and there are no known active faults that 
run underneath the project site or in the project vicinity.  The closest active fault to the project site is the 
San Andreas Fault, which is about 7.1 miles to the west.  The project site is not in a liquefaction hazard zone or a 
landslide hazard zone.110 

The proposed project is required to comply with the seismic safety standards set forth in the California Building 
Code and the San Francisco Building Code.  The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) is the City agency 
responsible for reviewing the proposed project’s building permit application, structural drawings and 
calculations, and geotechnical report and ensuring that the proposed project complies with the seismic safety 
standards and other applicable requirements.  Project compliance with the Building Code would ensure that the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or 
seismic-related ground failure would be low. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not cause potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-
related ground failure, liquefaction, or landslides.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  For these reasons, 
construction of the proposed project would not result in the loss of topsoil.  Site preparation and excavation 
activities would disturb soil to a depth of up to 14 feet bgs, creating the potential for windborne and waterborne 
soil erosion.  Construction activities would be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 260-13), which requires all construction sites, regardless of size, to implement best management 

 
109 Krazan & Associates, Inc., Updated Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Facility, 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, 

California (hereinafter “Geotechnical Report”), June 28, 2016, updated August 18, 2017. 
110 San Francisco Planning Department, GIS database geology layer, accessed August 31, 2020. 
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practices to prevent construction site runoff discharges into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.  
Compliance with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance would ensure that the project would not result in 
erosion.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact GE-1, the potential for landslide or liquefaction at the project site is low.  In addition, 
the proposed project is required to comply with the provisions of the California Building Code and the 
San Francisco Building Code that address issues related to seismic safety and unstable soil.  The geotechnical 
report includes recommendations related to the following aspects of construction: site preparation; engineered 
fill; drainage and landscaping; utility trench backfill; foundations; floor slabs and exterior flatwork; lateral earth 
pressures and retaining walls; pavement design; and seismic parameters.  Implementation of these 
recommendations would ensure that the proposed project would not cause the soil underlying the project site to 
become unstable and result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of being 
located on expansive soil.  (Less than Significant) 

Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) 
due to variations in moisture content.  Expansive soils are typically very fine-grained and have a high to very high 
percentage of clay.  They can damage structures and buried utilities and increase maintenance requirements.  
The presence of expansive soils is typically associated with high clay content and determined based on site-
specific data.  Section 1803 of the California Building Code states that in areas likely to have expansive soil, the 
building official shall require soil tests to determine where such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report 
must include recommendations and special design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on 
expansive soils, as necessary.  Compliance with building code requirements would ensure that potential impacts 
related to expansive soils would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-5: The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.  (Not 
Applicable) 

The proposed project would not include the use septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; it would 
be connected to the existing wastewater disposal system.  For these reasons, Topic E.15.e is not applicable to the 
proposed project. 

Impact GE-6: The project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Paleontological resources are fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of organisms preserved in or on the earth's 
crust that are of paleontological interest and provide information about the history of life on earth.  
Paleontological resources represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource.  The potential 
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for a project to affect paleontological resources varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and 
previous disturbance. 

The project site and immediate vicinity have been mapped as having low or unknown potential for 
paleontological resources.  Construction of the proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 
14 feet bgs and the removal of about 1,500 cubic yards of soil from the project site.  Based on the proposed 
ground-disturbing activities, there is the possibility that unanticipated paleontological resources could be 
discovered during excavation of the project site.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a: Worker 
Environmental Awareness Training, and M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources, would 
address impacts related to paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training 

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that all workers are trained on the 
contents of the Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The 
Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction site during 
ground disturbing activities to provide pre-construction worker environmental awareness training 
regarding potential paleontological resources. 

In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) shall inform construction 
personnel of the immediate stop work procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or 
other potential fossils are unearthed at the project site, and the laws and regulations protecting 
paleontological resources.  As new workers arrive at the project site for ground disturbing activities, they 
would be trained by the construction supervisor. 

The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the worker training to the Planning 
Department.  The letter shall confirm the project’s location, the date of training, the location of the 
informational handout display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be transmitted to the 
Planning Department within five (5) business days of conducting the training. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources 

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource during construction, 
excavations within 25 feet of the find shall temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist (pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996)).  
Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when deemed appropriate by the qualified 
paleontologist in consultation with the Planning Department. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is scientifically significant; (2) the 
necessity for involving other agencies and stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and 
(4) methods for resource recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a determination 
that the resource is not scientifically important, this conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological 
Evaluation Letter to demonstrate compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 
30 business days of the discovery. 
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If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance and there are no feasible 
avoidance measures, a Paleontological Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the 
qualified paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation program shall include measures 
to fully document and recover the resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning 
Department.  Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be monitored as determined by the 
qualified paleontologist for the duration of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, 
once work is resumed. 

The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction monitoring at the project site; 
(2) fossil preparation and identification procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and 
(4) preparation of a Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the conclusion of 
ground disturbing activities.  The paleontology report shall include dates of field work, results of 
monitoring, fossil identifications to the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil collection, a 
discussion of the scientific significance of the fossil collection, conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list 
of specimens, and a repository receipt from the curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for the preparation and implementation of the mitigation program, in addition to any costs necessary to 
prepare and identify collected fossils and for any curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  
The mitigation program shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 10 business 
days of the discovery.  The paleontology report shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review 
within 30 business days from conclusion of ground disturbing activities or as negotiated following 
consultation with the Planning Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a and M-GE-6b would reduce impacts on paleontological 
resources to less-than-significant levels. 

A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local geologic 
principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains minerals not known to 
occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool.  The project site is entirely paved and is currently 
developed with an existing building.  No unique geologic features exist at the project site.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact on unique geologic features. 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to geology and soils.  (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific.  Nearby cumulative development 
projects would be subject to the same seismic safety standards and design review procedures applicable to the 
proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and 
soils. 
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16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

     

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?  

     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would:  

     

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site; 

     

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site; 

     

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation?  

     

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

     

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.  (Less than Significant) 

Project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system and 
would be treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay.  The NPDES 
standards are set and regulated by the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The proposed project’s discharges from residential operations and stormwater would not exceed water quality 
standards.  The project would be required to comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, 
Section 147 (Stormwater Management).  The intent of the City’s stormwater management program is to reduce 
the volume of stormwater entering the City's combined and separate sewer systems and to protect and enhance 
the water quality of receiving waters, pursuant to and consistent with federal and state laws, lawful standards, 
and orders applicable to stormwater and urban runoff control and the City's authority to manage and operate its 
drainage systems.  Required compliance with all applicable federal and state laws, lawful standards, and orders 
would ensure that operation of the proposed project would not violate water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements. 
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Construction activities such as excavation, earthmoving, and grading would expose soil and could result in 
erosion and excess sediments being carried in stormwater runoff to the combined stormwater/sewer system.  In 
addition, stormwater runoff from temporary on-site use and storage of vehicles, fuels, waste, and other hazardous 
materials could carry pollutants to the combined stormwater/sewer system if proper handling methods are not 
employed.  Runoff from the project site would drain into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system, ensuring 
that such runoff is properly treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant before being discharged into 
San Francisco Bay. 

As discussed in Section E.15, Geology and Soils, the project site is generally underlain by fill consisting of sand.  
This layer of fill is underlain by loose, medium dense, and very dense silty sand.  Groundwater is present at 
approximately 50 feet bgs.  The proposed project’s excavation and permanent structures do not have the 
potential to encounter groundwater and impact water quality. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact HY-1, groundwater is located approximately 50 feet bgs.  The proposed project’s 
excavation does not have the potential to encounter groundwater, decrease groundwater supplies, or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river through the addition of impervious surfaces, in 
a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off-site, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, or create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  For these reasons, 
construction of the proposed project would not increase the area of impervious surfaces on the project site or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, 
siltation, or flooding on-or off-site.  With no increase in the area of impervious surfaces on the project site, the 
proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood hazard, 
tsunami, or seiche zones.  (No Impact) 

There are no dams or levees near the project site.  As shown on Map 6, Potential Inundation Areas Due to 
Reservoir Failure, in the Community Safety Element of the General Plan, the project site is not in an area that 
would be flooded in the event that an existing dam or levee fails.111 

As shown on Map 5, Tsunami Hazard Zones, San Francisco, 2012, in the Community Safety Element of the General 
Plan, the project site is not in a tsunami hazard zone, so the proposed project would not be at risk of inundation 
by tsunami.112  A seiche is a periodic oscillation (rise and fall) of the surface of an enclosed or semi-enclosed body 
of water that can be caused by atmospheric or seismic disturbances.  Tidal records for San Francisco Bay show 
that the 1906 earthquake caused a seiche of approximately four inches.  A temporary four-inch rise in the water 
level of San Francisco Bay would not reach the project site, which is at least one mile from San Francisco’s 
northern and eastern shorelines.  Therefore, the proposed project would not be at risk of inundation by seiche. 

The proposed project would have no impact related to the release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood 
hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones. 

Impact HY-5: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact HY-1, project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow into the City’s combined 
stormwater/sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City’s NPDES Permit for the 
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay.  Groundwater encountered 
during construction or operation of the proposed project would be required to meet certain water quality 
standards before being discharged into the combined stormwater/sewer system.  As discussed under Impact HY-
2, the proposed project would not permanently or substantially deplete groundwater resources.  For these 
reasons, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan 
or sustainable groundwater management plan.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to hydrology and water quality.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity.  This cumulative development would result in an 
incremental increase in water consumption and wastewater generation.  The SFPUC has accounted for such 
growth in its service projections.  Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same water 
conservation, stormwater management, and wastewater discharge ordinances applicable to the proposed 
project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 

 
111 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, p. 17.  Available at 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 
112 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, p. 15.  Available online at 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf
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foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to hydrology 
and water quality. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

     

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

     

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

     

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

     

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

     

The project site is not located within an area covered by an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public 
airport or a public use airport.  Therefore, Topic E.17.e is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project’s residential and commercial uses would involve the use of relatively small quantities of 
hazardous materials such as cleaners and disinfectants for routine purposes.  These products are labeled to 
inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures.  Most of these materials 
are consumed through use, resulting in relatively little waste.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment.  (Less than Significant) 

The existing one-story restaurant was moved from another location to the project site circa 1916; it was 
subsequently altered and expanded in 1975.  Due to the age of the building, it is possible that asbestos-containing 
material (ACM) and lead-based paint are present on the project site. Demolition of the existing building could 
release ACM, lead, or other hazardous materials into the environment.  The demolition work must be performed in 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations related to the abatement of hazardous materials.  These 
regulations include: the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Pollutants – 
Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing; California Code of Regulations, Title 8, 
Section 1529 (Asbestos); and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1532.1 (Lead).  Required compliance 
with these regulations would ensure that demolition of the existing building would not create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

Therefore, through compliance with existing laws and regulations, impacts related to exposure to hazardous 
building materials during demolition would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  (Less than 
Significant) 

There is one school within one-quarter mile of the project site: Redding Elementary/Early Education School at 
1421 Pine Street (0.05 mile east).  As discussed under Impact HZ-1, the proposed project would include the use of 
common household items in quantities too small to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  
The proposed residential and commercial uses would not produce hazardous emissions and would not involve 
the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-4: The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is not included on any list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5.113  In addition, the project site is not in an area that is subject to San Francisco Health Code 
Article 22A, also known as the Maher Ordinance, meaning that the project site is not known or suspected to 
contain contaminated soil and/or groundwater.114  Nonetheless, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
has been prepared to evaluate the potential for site contamination, and the findings are summarized below. 

 
113 PIERS Environmental Services, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report for 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, California 

(hereinafter “Phase I ESA”), June 2015, p. 16. 
114 San Francisco Planning Department, GIS database hazardous materials layer, accessed August 31, 2020. 
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The Phase I ESA noted that no hazardous materials or chemicals were observed at the project site other than 
cleaning supplies.  These materials were stored properly, and there was no evidence of improper use, storage, or 
disposal of hazardous materials or other chemicals.  No storage tanks, significant staining on exterior paved 
surfaces, or stained soil was observed, and no unusual stains or odors were observed around floor drains inside 
the existing building.  The Phase I ESA recommended that no additional investigation be conducted. 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  This impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is in a densely developed urban environment; it is not adjacent to wildlands or in an area where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands.  In San Francisco, fire safety is ensured through the provisions of the 
Building Code and the Fire Code.  During the review of the building permit application, the DBI and the Fire 
Department will review the project plans for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety, which may 
include the development of an emergency procedure manual or an exit drill plan for the residents of the proposed 
project.  Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific.  The proposed 
project could result in potential impacts related to hazardous materials due to construction activities within 
potentially contaminated soil and demolition of structures that contain hazardous building materials.  However, 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements would reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same regulations related to hazardous 
materials applicable to the proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

     

Impact MR-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery site.  (No Impact) 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.115  This 
designation indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment to any other mineral resource 
zone.  Based on the MRZ-4 designation, the project site is not a designated area of known mineral deposits or a 
locally important mineral resource recovery site.  For this reason, the proposed project would have no impact on 
mineral resources. 

Impact C-MR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on mineral resources.  (No Impact) 

As discussed above, San Francisco is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and does not have 
locally important mineral resource recovery sites.  Implementation of nearby cumulative development projects 
would have no impact on mineral resources.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact on mineral resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

19. ENERGY. Would the project:      

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

     

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

     

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not result in a significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation and would not 
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  (Less than Significant) 

 
115 California Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-03, 1996, and Special Report 146 Parts I and II, 1986. 
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In California, energy consumption in buildings is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  
Title 24 includes standards that regulate energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting of 
residential and nonresidential buildings.  In San Francisco, documentation demonstrating compliance with 
Title 24 standards is required to be submitted with a building permit application.  Compliance with Title 24 
standards is enforced by the Department of Building Inspection.  The proposed project would comply with the 
standards of Title 24 and the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance and would be built to 
GreenPoint Rated standards, thus minimizing the amount of fuel, water, or energy used during its construction 
and operational phases.  The proposed project would not encourage activities that result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use them in a wasteful manner.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to energy.  (Less than Significant) 

Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same energy conservation, water conservation, 
recycling and composting, and construction and demolition debris ordinances applicable to the proposed 
project.  For this reason, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to energy. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or 
forest land to non-forest use? 

     

The project site does not contain agricultural uses, is not zoned for agricultural use, and is not subject to a 
Williamson Act contract.116  The project site does not contain forest land or timberland as defined in Public 
Resources Code Sections 12220(g) and 4526, respectively.  Therefore, Topics E.20.a through E.20.e are not 
applicable to the proposed project or cumulative development projects. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project: 

     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

     

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

     

The project site is not in or near any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones.117  Therefore, Topics E.21.a through E.21.d are not applicable to the proposed project or 
cumulative development projects. 

 
116 California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2016.  Available online at 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf, accessed May 19, 2020. 
117 California Department of Fire and Forest Protection, Fire Resource Assessment Program, Fire Hazard Severity Zones viewer.  Available 

at https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ, accessed August 23, 2020. 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ
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Please see Section E.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional discussion of impacts related to 
wildland fires. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the 
project: 

     

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

     

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

     

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

     

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, 21083.09 Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 

21073, 21074 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2,21082.3, 21084.2, 21084.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 

21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 

(1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador 

Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 

San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  The proposed project would not 
result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  As discussed 
in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archeological resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological 
Testing, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.4, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
As discussed in Section E.5, Noise, construction of the proposed project would generate excessive groundborne 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.09.
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65088.4.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21073.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21074.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21082.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21093.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21094.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21095.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21151.
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1988/sunstrom_062288.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2007/Eureka_Citizens_for_Responsible_Government_v._City_of_Eureka_et_al..pdf
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html
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vibration that could damage older buildings adjacent to the project site.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.15, Geology and Soils, 
construction of the proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training, and M-GE-6b: 
Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects to create 
significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental 
Effects.  There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make 
cumulatively considerable contributions. 

The proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings.  As discussed in Section E.7, Air Quality, construction of the proposed project would generate air 
pollutant emissions in an area that already experiences poor air quality.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, the proposed project is anticipated to only result 
in less-than-significant impacts for the topics included in the Initial Study checklist.  The foregoing analysis 
identifies potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, noise, air quality, 
and geology and soils, which would be mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures as described in 
more detail in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures. 

  

F. Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 
resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, the 
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects.  The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational 
Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department (Department) 
archeologist.  After the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 

The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.  In addition, 
the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or data recovery 
program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in 
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accordance with this measure at the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as 
specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment and shall be considered 
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery 
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  
At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c). 

Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the archeological testing program reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils-disturbing 
activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP).  The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent 
possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report 
of the findings to the ERO.  If, based on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that may be required include 
preservation in place, archeological interpretation, monitoring, additional testing, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program.  No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or 
the Department archeologist. 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any 
adverse effect on the significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a data recovery 
program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is of greater 
interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an archeological site118 associated with descendant 
Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate 
representative119 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.  The representative of the 
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data 

 
118 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
119 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed 

in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American 
Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative 
of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy of the 
Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils- disturbing activity shall comply with all 
applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City 
and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains 
are Native American remains, notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a 
Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his or her inspection and make recommendations or 
preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains. 

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) 
with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to 
accept recommendations of an MLD.  However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an 
agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in 
cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated or unassociated funerary 
objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, 
in a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during soils-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological testing program 
and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the Medical Examiner, and the ERO. 

Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determines that 
an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 
minimally include the following provisions: 

• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine what project activities shall 
be archeologically monitored.  In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the 
risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training program for soils-disturbing workers that 
will include an overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), 
and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by 
the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project archeological 
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consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no effects on significant 
archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
shall cease.  The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  
If, in the case of pile driving or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological 
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation activities may affect an 
archeological resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO.  The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.  The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO for a 
determination as to whether the resources are significant and implementation of an archeological data 
recovery program therefore is necessary. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program.  The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord 
with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.  The archeological consultant 
shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain.  That is, the ADRP will 
identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 
the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project.  Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of 
the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis 
procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program for significant finds. 

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
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• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data 
having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of a significant archeological resource, 
the ERO may require that information provided by archeological data recovery be made available to the public in 
the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, archeological signage and displays or another 
interpretive product.  The project archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Public Interpretation 
Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the 
proposed content and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan may be a stand-alone document or may be included as an 
appendix to the Final Archeological Resources Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The draft interpretive 
plan shall be subject to the ERO for review and approval and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 

Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  Once approved by the ERO, the 
consultant shall also prepare a public distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy 
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Environmental Planning Division 
of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD 
or other electronic medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations and copies of any formal 
site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or 
Interpretive Program 

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin, the Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in 
place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined that preservation-in-place of the TCR would be both 
feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan, 
which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during construction to ensure the permanent protection of the 
resource. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal representative, determines that preservation in 
place of the TCR is not a sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall prepare an interpretive 
program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor.  
The plan shall identify proposed locations for displays or installations, the proposed content and materials of 
those displays or installations, the producers or artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native 
American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational 
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panels or other informational displays.  Upon approval by the ERO and prior to project occupancy, the 
interpretive program shall be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner shall submit a project-specific Pre-
construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid damage to potentially affected buildings.  The 
property owner shall ensure that the following requirements of the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan 
are included in contract specifications. 

Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the property owner or their designees 
shall engage a consultant to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If potentially 
affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially historic, a structural engineer or other professional with 
similar qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of the potentially affected buildings 
and/or structures.  The project sponsor shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected historic buildings.  The Pre-
construction Survey shall include descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all identified 
historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining features that could be 
damaged during construction, and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or damaged 
features.  The report shall also include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-construction condition of 
the buildings and identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  The historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional should be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic 
buildings and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be submitted to the Lead Agency 
for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their designee shall undertake a monitoring 
plan to avoid or reduce project-related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or structures 
and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired.  The Vibration Management and Monitoring 
Plan shall apply to all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior to issuance of any demolition or 
building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the 
monitoring program to the Lead Agency for approval.  If historic buildings could be affected, the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and 
approval, if applicable. 

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components, as 
applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction and condition of the affected buildings 
and/or structures on adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in coordination with 
a structural engineer (or professional with similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional, shall 
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establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building/structure on adjacent 
properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and anticipated 
construction practices (common standards are a peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for 
historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 
0.5 inch per second for new residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all vibration-generating equipment to be used 
during construction (including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, demolition, excavation, 
shoring, foundation installation, and building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan shall identify potential alternative 
equipment and techniques that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are observed in 
excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, 
based on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that require pile driving, the project sponsor shall incorporate into 
construction specifications for the project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all 
feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include 
one or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project construction (such as predrilling piles, 
using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be maintained based on vibration levels and 
site constraints between the operation of vibration-generating construction equipment and the 
potentially affected building and/or structure to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and equipment for vibration monitoring.  To 
ensure that construction vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the acoustical 
consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on adjacent 
properties and prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the 
standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic 
buildings and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in the event the 
development project exceeds the established standards. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are historic, the historic 
preservation consultant shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
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report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If no damage has occurred to nearby buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially affected buildings are historic) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings) shall submit a monthly report 
to the Lead Agency for review.  This report shall identify and summarize the vibration 
level exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques and/or Lead Agency review of 
the damage report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties are not exceeded. 

• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and parties responsible for periodic inspections.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings 
and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or 
structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each affected building and/or structure on 
adjacent properties during vibration-generating construction activity on the project site.  The plan will 
specify how often inspections and reporting shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be followed should damage to any building 
and/or structure occur due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or structure(s) shall be 
remediated to their pre-construction condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on the 
site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any building and/or structure, the building and/or 
structure shall be restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the Lead Agency shall receive a final report 
from the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The 
report shall include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or structure condition summaries, 
descriptions of all instances of vibration level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The Lead Agency shall review and approve 
all Vibration Monitoring Results Reports. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements.  

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total 
hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that 
meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been 
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy (VDECS).  Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final 
off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 
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2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left 
idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and 
on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, 
in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of 
the two-minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on 
the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and require that such 
workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee 
may waive the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the requirements of 
Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically 
not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction 
due to expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling 
emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS.  If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be 

met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If 

the  determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.  If the ERO 

determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 
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C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  Before starting on-site construction 
activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan 
(Plan) to the ERO for review and approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, 
how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a 
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase.  The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, 
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, 
engine certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and 
expected fuel usage and hours of operation.  For VDECS installed, the 
description may include: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour 
meter reading on installation date.  For off-road equipment using alternative 
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan 
have been incorporated into the contract specifications.  The Plan shall include 
a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site 
during working hours.  The Contractor shall post at the construction site a 
legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan.  The sign shall also state that the 
public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working 
hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan.  The Contractor shall 
post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the 
construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring.  After start of construction activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan.  After 
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of each 
construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training 

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that all workers are trained on the contents of 
the Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction site during ground disturbing activities 
to provide pre-construction worker environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 

In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) shall inform construction personnel of the 
immediate stop work procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other potential fossils are 
unearthed at the project site, and the laws and regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers 
arrive at the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by the construction supervisor. 
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The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the worker training to the Planning Department.  
The letter shall confirm the project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational handout 
display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) 
business days of conducting the training. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources 

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource during construction, excavations within 
25 feet of the find shall temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist 
(pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall 
resume only when deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with the Planning 
Department. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for 
involving other agencies and stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for resource 
recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a determination that the resource is not scientifically 
important, this conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to 
the Planning Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 

If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance and there are no feasible avoidance 
measures, a Paleontological Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the qualified 
paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation program shall include measures to fully 
document and recover the resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning Department.  
Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist 
for the duration of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once work is resumed. 

The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil 
preparation and identification procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) preparation of a 
Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities.  The paleontology report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil identifications to 
the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of 
the fossil collection, conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository receipt from the 
curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible for the preparation and implementation of the 
mitigation program, in addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils and for any 
curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The mitigation program shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department for review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 business days from conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities or as negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

Improvement Measures 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor should undertake Historic American 
Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the subject property, 
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structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and 
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code of 
Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or replication of character-defining features to be 
incorporated into the new construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of which are part 
of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the documentation should meet with Planning Department 
staff for review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may 
commence.  The specific scope of the documentation should be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Department.  The documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 

Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the subject 
property.  Planning Department preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built set 
of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined 
by Planning Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff will assist the consultant in 
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level Photographs: Either Historic American 
Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital photography should 
be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for 
concurrence, and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest National Park Service 
standards.  The photography should be undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
HABS/HALS photography.   Photograph views for the data set should include contextual views; views of each side 
of the building and interior views, including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of the 
building; and detail views of character-defining features, including landscape elements. All views should be 
referenced on a photographic key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show 
the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view.  Historic photographs should also be 
collected, reproduced, and included in the data set. 

The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning Department should monitor its 
preparation.  The HABS/HALS documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type for each 
facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify other interested repositories. 

The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff before issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any demolition or site permit is granted for the 
affected historical resource. 

The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and electronic form to the Planning 
Department and offered to repositories including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the California Historical Society, and the 
GLBT Historical Society.  The Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available 
to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or contributor to a historic 
district on the project site, the project sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This mitigation measure would supplement the 
traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be 
available to the public and inform future research. 

The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer with experience recording architectural 
resources.  The professional videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video recordation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a 
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), 
as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 61).  The documentation should include as much information as possible—using visuals in combination with 
narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of 
the historic resources. 

The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any building permits for the project. 

Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the Planning Department, and to repositories 
including: History Room at the San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical Society, 
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical 
Information Resource System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional HABS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the public 
and inform future research. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on the history of the 
project site as outlined in the project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying information and graphics to 
the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of the Historic Resource Evaluation review 
process.  As feasible, coordination with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal of 
the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the property’s historical themes, associations, and 
lost contributing features within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These themes would 
include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible 
Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken for this project. 

This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review 
and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various components of the 
interpretive program that should be developed in consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The 
HRPIP should describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, 
the proposed content and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site 
permit or demolition permit. 
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The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-site interpretive displays but may also 
include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan should include 
the proposed format and accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and 
written narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine Street and the historical 
context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting 
within, on, or in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be installed within the project 
site boundaries and made of durable all-weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan should also explore contributing to digital 
platforms that are publicly accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  Interpretive 
material could include elements such as virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and 
websites.  All interpretive material should be publicly available. 

The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural 
addendum to the site permit.  The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive program 
should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy. 

Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt to convene a community group 
consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the GLBT 
Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 

The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archaeological program if archaeological 
interpretation is required. 

The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive programs currently proposed or installed 
in the vicinity or for similar resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to reuse many of the significant features 
associated with Grubstake in the proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features of the 
historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated into the proposed project, the project sponsor 
should provide Planning Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details of how the 
features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and 
maintained.  The salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior 
to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and implementation of a coordinated construction 
traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related traffic and 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated construction traffic management plan should be 
prepared in coordination with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may have 
overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review and approval by the City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following measures: 
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Restricted Construction Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries requiring lane closures to 
occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening weekday commute hours. 

Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction workers to 
carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from the 
project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in the free-to-employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and 
providing transit information to construction workers. 

Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction worker parking will be identified as well 
as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The use of 
on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking will be discouraged. 

Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures: The project sponsor should coordinate sidewalk closures 
with other projects requesting concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of requested closures. 

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access: The project sponsor/construction 
contractor(s) should meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other 
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potential 
traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project. 

Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact person, 
construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, 
and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and adjacent businesses through a website, 
social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review Officer. 

G. Public Notice and Comment 
On August 23, 2017, the Planning Department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review to 
owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, and neighborhood groups.  Overall, 
concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and 
incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate. 

The Planning Department received comments expressing concerns about: 

• noise during construction; 

• noise from the existing bakery on the adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• loss of sunlight to the adjacent residence at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• the project’s architectural design and the loss of the unique architectural style of the existing restaurant 
on the project site; 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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Impacts related to the demolition of the existing architecturally unique restaurant on the project site are 
discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources.  Impacts related to construction noise are discussed in Section E.6, 
Noise.  The project sponsor has no control over the amount of noise generated by the existing bakery on the 
adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street.  Impacts related to shadow are discussed in Section E.10, Shadow. 

H. Determination
On the basis of this Initial Study: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

___________________________________ 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
for  
Rich Hillis 

DATE_______________ Director of Planning 1/27/2021
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I. Initial Study Preparers 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
 Principal Environmental Planner: Joy Navarrete 
 Senior Environmental Planner: Michael Li 
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AGREEMENT TO IMPLEMENT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
Record No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Title: 1525 Pine Street 
BPA Nos: 201802080768 
Zoning: Polk Street NCD 
 65-A Height and Bulk District  

 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Lot Size: 3,000 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC – c/o Toby Morris, 

(415) 749-0302 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Michael Li, (628) 652-7538 

 
The table below indicates when compliance with each mitigation measure must occur. Some mitigation measures span multiple phases. Substantive 
descriptions of each mitigation measure’s requirements are provided on the following pages in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

  
 Period of Compliance  

Adopted Mitigation Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
MM completed? 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing X X   
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources 
Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive 
Program 

 X X  

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

X X X  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality X X   
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training X X   

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources  X   
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Adopted Improvement Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
IM completed? 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation X    
Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation X  X  
Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials 
from the Site for Public Information and Reuse X X X  

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan X X   

*Prior to any ground disturbing activities at the project site. 
**Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a development project including, but not limited to: site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction. 

 
 
 
_____  I agree to implement the attached mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval. 
 
 

   
Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature  Date 

 
Note to sponsor: Please contact CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org to begin the environmental monitoring process prior to the submittal of your 
building permits to the San Francisco Department Building Inspection. 
 

  

mailto:CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org
Nicholas Pigott
01/25/2021



 
CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

1525 Pine Street 
January 2021 

 
3 

 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing     

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.  The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant 
from the rotational Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) 
maintained by the Planning Department (Department) archeologist.  After 
the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor shall contact the Department 
archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next 
three archeological consultants on the QACL. 
 
The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing 
program as specified herein.  In addition, the consultant shall be available 
to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or data 
recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological 
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at 
the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by the consultant 
as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological monitoring and/or 
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ERO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) 
and (c). 
 
Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO 
shall meet and consult on the scope of the archeological testing program 
reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils-disturbing 
activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to 
the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).  The 
archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by 
the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 
 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO.  If, 
based on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant 
finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in 
consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine if 
additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that may be 
required include preservation in place, archeological interpretation, 
monitoring, additional testing, and/or an archeological data recovery 
program.  No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the 
prior approval of the ERO or the Department archeologist. 
 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present 
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, 
the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed 
project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a 
data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After completion of 
the Archeological 
Testing Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological consultant 
shall submit report of the 
findings of the ATP to the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of 
Archeological Testing 
Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological Testing 
Result report or memo 
on file with 
Environmental Planning, 
with email or other 
written documentation 
of concurrence on need 
to archeological data 
recovery. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research 
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
 
Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an 
archeological site1 associated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an 
appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be 
contacted.  The representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, 
any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
 
Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply with 
all applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate 
notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of 
San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his or her inspection and 
make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also be notified immediately upon 
discovery of human remains. 
 
The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously 
as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of 
the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as 

 
 
 
The 
archeological 
consultant, 
project sponsor, 
and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with 
the San Francisco 
Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, 
and MLD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Monitoring of soils 
disturbing 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
human remains are 
uncovered during 
the construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
identified descendant 
group. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations and 
is given a copy of the 
FARR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report and disposition 
of human remains has 
occurred as specified in 
Agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of 

San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative of other 
descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
detailed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take 
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
 
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels 
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.  
However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an 
agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project 
sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not 
subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98). 
 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or 
unassociated funerary objects discovered during soils-disturbing activity 
additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological testing 
program and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the 
Medical Examiner, and the ERO. 
 
Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the 
archeological consultant, determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 
 
• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall 

determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored.  
In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of 
the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and 
to their depositional context; 

 
• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training 

program for soils-disturbing workers that will include an overview of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
site permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
scope of AMP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After consultation with 
and approval by ERO of 
AMP. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 

 
• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 

according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant 
and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project 
archeological consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

 
• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect 

soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis; 

 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 

activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease.  The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  If, in the case of pile driving 
or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or 
deep foundation activities may affect an archeological resource, the 
pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation 
with the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.  The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO for a 
determination as to whether the resources are significant and 
implementation of an archeological data recovery program therefore 
is necessary. 

 
Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of 
the monitoring program to the ERO. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
Archeological Data Recovery Program.  archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery 
plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a 
draft ADRP.  The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to 
the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will preserve the significant information the archeological 
resource is expected to contain.  That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected 
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how 
the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of 
the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project.  Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 
• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
 
• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected 

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field 

and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
 
• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 

interpretive program for significant finds. 
 
• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the 

archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-
intentionally damaging activities. 

 
• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution 

of results. 
 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the event that an 
archeological site 
is uncovered 
during the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
upon approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report. 
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• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for 

the curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 
Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of 
a significant archeological resource, the ERO may require that information 
provided by archeological data recovery be made available to the public in 
the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, 
archeological signage and displays or another interpretive product.  The 
project archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Public 
Interpretation Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content 
and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a 
long-term maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan may be a 
stand-alone document or may be included as an appendix to the Final 
Archeological Resources Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The 
draft interpretive plan shall be subject to the ERO for review and approval 
and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 
 
Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  
Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare a public 
distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information 
Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy 
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Environmental Planning 
Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and 
one unlocked, searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic 
medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations and 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 

 
 
 
 
 
Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant. 

 
 
 
 
 
Following 
completion of 
cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archeological data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At completion of 
archeological 
investigations. 

 
 
 
 
 
Preparation of APIP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 

 
 
 
 
 
APIP is complete on 
review and approval of 
ERO. Interpretive 
program is complete on 
certification to ERO that 
program has been 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program     

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native 
American origin, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project 
sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether 
preservation in place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined 
that preservation-in-place of the TCR would be both feasible and effective, 
then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource 
preservation plan, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor 
during construction to ensure the permanent protection of the resource. 
 
If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal 
representative, determines that preservation in place of the TCR is not a 
sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall prepare an 
interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives and the project sponsor.  The plan shall 
identify proposed locations for displays or installations, the proposed 
content and materials of those displays or installations, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term maintenance 
program.  The interpretive program may include artist installations, 
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or 
other informational displays.  Upon approval by the ERO and prior to 
project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be implemented by the 
project sponsor. 

Project sponsor, 
archeological 
consultant, and 
ERO, in 
consultation with 
the affiliated 
Native American 
tribal 
representatives. 

If a significant 
archeological 
resource is 
present, during 
implementation of 
the project. 

Planning Department Considered complete 
upon project redesign, 
completion of ARPP, or 
interpretive program of 
the TCR, if required. 

NOISE     

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction     

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner 
shall submit a project-specific Pre-construction Survey and Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department (Lead 
Agency) for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid 
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damage to potentially affected buildings.  The property owner shall ensure 
that the following requirements of the Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications. 
 
Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing 
activity, the property owner or their designees shall engage a consultant 
to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If 
potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially 
historic, a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of 
the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  The project sponsor 
shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor 
shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially 
affected historic buildings.  The Pre-construction Survey shall include 
descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all 
identified historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the 
character-defining features that could be damaged during construction, 
and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or 
damaged features.  The report shall also include pre-construction 
drawings that record the pre-construction condition of the buildings and 
identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional should 
be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic buildings 
and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be 
submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their 
designee shall undertake a monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-
related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or 
structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and 
repaired.  The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall apply to 
all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior to issuance of 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to any ground 
disturbing or 
vibration-
generating 
construction 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 
building permits. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Pre-construction Survey to 
the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor to submit a 
Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan to the Lead 
Agency. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Pre-construction Survey 
by the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Vibration Management 
and Monitoring Plan by 
the Lead Agency. 
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any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the monitoring 
program to the Lead Agency for approval.  If historic buildings could be 
affected, the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be 
submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and approval, 
if applicable. 
 
The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following components, as applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction 
and condition of the affected buildings and/or structures on 
adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant 
in coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with 
similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified 
historic preservation professional, shall establish a maximum 
vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each 
building/structure on adjacent properties, based on existing 
conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and 
anticipated construction practices (common standards are a 
peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for historic 
and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older 
residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch per second for new 
residential structures and modern industrial/commercial 
buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all 
vibration-generating equipment to be used during construction 
(including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and 
building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan 
shall identify potential alternative equipment and techniques 
that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are 
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled 
piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, based on 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

1525 Pine Street 
January 2021 

 
13 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in 
some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements.  For projects that require pile driving, 
the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction 
specifications for the project a requirement that the construction 
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage 
to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include one 
or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into 
project construction (such as predrilling piles, using 
sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-
displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to 
prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be 
maintained based on vibration levels and site constraints 
between the operation of vibration-generating construction 
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure 
to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and 
equipment for vibration monitoring.  To ensure that construction 
vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the 
acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties and 
prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration 
levels in excess of the standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in 
excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put 
alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
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historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures) 
shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in 
the event the development project exceeds the 
established standards. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify 
the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the 
building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are historic, the 
historic preservation consultant shall 
immediately notify the Lead Agency and 
prepare a damage report documenting the 
features of the building and/or structure that 
has been damaged. 

� If no damage has occurred to nearby 
buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially 
affected buildings are historic) and/or 
structural engineer (for effects on historic and 
non-historic buildings) shall submit a 
monthly report to the Lead Agency for review.  
This report shall identify and summarize the 
vibration level exceedances and describe the 
actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction 
techniques and/or Lead Agency review of the damage 
report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to 
ensure that vibration levels at each affected building 
and/or structure on adjacent properties are not 
exceeded. 
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• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and 

parties responsible for periodic inspections.  The historic 
architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for 
effects on historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings 
and/or structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of 
each affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties 
during vibration-generating construction activity on the project 
site.  The plan will specify how often inspections and reporting 
shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be 
followed should damage to any building and/or structure occur 
due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or 
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction 
condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on 
the site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any 
building and/or structure, the building and/or structure shall be 
restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with 
the historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the 
Lead Agency shall receive a final report from the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The report shall 
include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or 
structure condition summaries, descriptions of all instances of vibration 
level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The 
Lead Agency shall review and approve all Vibration Monitoring Results 
Reports. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Following end of 
construction 
activities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report to the Lead 
Agency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of the 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report by the 
Lead Agency. 
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AIR QUALITY     

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality     

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with 
the following: 

A. Engine Requirements. 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction 
activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and 
have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel 
Emissions Control Strategy.  Equipment with engines meeting 
Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards 
automatically meet this requirement. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, 
portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall 
not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, 
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment 
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, 
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling 
limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and 
equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of 
construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to 
construction 
activities requiring 
the use of off-road 
equipment. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
certification statement to 
the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon submittal of 
certification statement. 

B. Waivers.     

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or 
designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power 
requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 
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power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants 
the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the 
requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection 
(A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment would 
not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected 
operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a 
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is 
not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the 
waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment, according to Table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 
Compliance 
Alternative Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 
How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment 
requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot 
supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the 
Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that 
the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 
** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and 
approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
a permit specified 
in Section 
106A.3.2.6 of the 
San Francisco 
Building Code. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a Plan to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete on 
findings by ERO that 
Plan is complete.  

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. The description may 
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include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment 
manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial 
number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For 
VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, 
serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification 
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on 
installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, 
the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel 
being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable 
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the 
contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification 
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for 
review on-site during working hours.  The Contractor shall post 
at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing 
the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working hours 
and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan. The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible 
location on each side of the construction site facing a public 
right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall 
submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with 
the Plan.  After completion of construction activities and prior to 
receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, 
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction 
phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Quarterly Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
quarterly reports to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon findings by the 
ERO that the Plan is 
being/has been 
implemented. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS     

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training 

    

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that 
all workers are trained on the contents of the Paleontological Resources 
Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction 
site during ground disturbing activities to provide pre-construction worker 
environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 
 
In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) 
shall inform construction personnel of the immediate stop work 
procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other 
potential fossils are unearthed at the project site, and the laws and 
regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers arrive at 
the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by 
the construction supervisor. 
 
The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the 
worker training to the Planning Department.  The letter shall confirm the 
project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational 
handout display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be 
transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) business days of 
conducting the training. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
ground disturbing 
activities 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
confirmation letter to the 
Planning Department each 
time a training session is 
held.  The letter shall be 
submitted within five (5) 
business days of conducting 
a training session. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources 

    

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource 
during construction, excavations within 25 feet of the find shall 
temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified 
paleontologist (pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards 
(SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when 
deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with 
the Planning Department. 
 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, 
and construction 
contractor. 

During ground 
disturbing 
activities. 

If necessary, the project 
sponsor and a qualified 
paleontologist shall submit 
a Paleontological Mitigation 
Program to the Planning 
Department. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities or, 
if necessary, approval of 
a Paleontological 
Resources Report by the 
Planning Department. 
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The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is 
scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for involving other agencies and 
stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for 
resource recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a 
determination that the resource is not scientifically important, this 
conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to 
demonstrate compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 
 
If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance 
and there are no feasible avoidance measures, a Paleontological 
Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the 
qualified paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation 
program shall include measures to fully document and recover the 
resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning 
Department.  Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be 
monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist for the duration 
of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once 
work is resumed. 
 
The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction 
monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil preparation and identification 
procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) 
preparation of a Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology 
report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing activities.  The paleontology 
report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil 
identifications to the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil 
collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of the fossil collection, 
conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository 
receipt from the curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for the preparation and implementation of the mitigation program, in 
addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils 
and for any curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The 
mitigation program shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 
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business days from conclusion of ground disturbing activities or as 
negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation     

 
A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 
 
Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor 
should undertake Historic American Building/Historic American 
Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the 
subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The 
documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken 
by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code 
of Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or 
replication of character-defining features to be incorporated into the new 
construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of 
which are part of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the 
documentation should meet with Planning Department staff for review 
and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any 
one aspect may commence.  The specific scope of the documentation 
should be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.  The 
documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 
 
Measured Drawings:  A set of measured drawings that depict the existing 
size, scale, and dimension of the subject property.  Planning Department 
preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-
built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with 
modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff 
will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured 
drawings. 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit HABS/HALS 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of 
HABS/HALS 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level 
Photographs:  Either Historic American Buildings/Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital 
photography should be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should 
be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for concurrence, 
and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest 
National Park Service standards.  The photography should be undertaken 
by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS 
photography.  Photograph views for the data set should include 
contextual views; views of each side of the building and interior views, 
including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of 
the building; and detail views of character-defining features, including 
landscape elements.  All views should be referenced on a photographic 
key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should 
show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of 
the view.  Historic photographs should also be collected, reproduced, and 
included in the data set. 
 
The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning 
Department should monitor its preparation.  The HABS/HALS 
documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type 
for each facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify 
other interested repositories. 
 
The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff before 
issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any 
demolition or site permit is granted for the affected historical resource. 
The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and 
electronic form to the Planning Department and offered to repositories 
including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the 
California Historical Society, and the GLBT Historical Society.  The 
Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation 
available to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 
 
Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical 
resource or contributor to a historic district on the project site, the project 
sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This 
mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS/HALS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials 
that would be available to the public and inform future research. 
 
The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer 
with experience recording architectural resources.  The professional 
videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video 
recordation for review and approval by Planning Department preservation 
staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a qualified professional 
who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).  The 
documentation should include as much information as possible—using 
visuals in combination with narration—about the materials, construction 
methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of the 
historic resources. 
 
The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 
preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or 
issuance of any building permits for the project. 
 
Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the 
Planning Department, and to repositories including: History Room at the 
San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical 
Society, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Information Resource 
System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional 
HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference 
materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. 

 
 
Project sponsor, 
qualified 
professional 
videographer, 
and qualified 
narrator who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 

 
 
Prior to issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 

 
 
Project sponsor, qualified 
videographer, and qualified 
narrator to submit video 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 

 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of video 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation     

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive 
program focused on the history of the project site as outlined in the 
project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
displaying information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting 
manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of 
the Historic Resource Evaluation review process.  As feasible, coordination 
with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal 
of the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the 
property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features 
within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These 
themes would include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic 
significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 
Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken 
for this project. 
 
This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public 
Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various 
components of the interpretive program that should be developed in 
consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The HRPIP should 
describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of 
interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the 
producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning 
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 
 
The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-
site interpretive displays but may also include development of 
digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan 
should include the proposed format and accessible location of the 
interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and written 
narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine 
Street and the historical context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  
The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting within, on, or 
in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be 

Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional with 
demonstrated 
experience in 
displaying 
information and 
graphics to the 
public (e.g., 
museum or 
exhibit curator). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit a HRPIP to the 
Planning Department. 

Ongoing during project 
operation following 
approval of the HRPIP 
by the Planning 
Department. 
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installed within the project site boundaries and made of durable all-
weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan 
should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly 
accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  
Interpretive material could include elements such as virtual museums and 
content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites.  All interpretive 
material should be publicly available. 
 
The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit.  The 
detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive 
program should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt 
to convene a community group consisting of local preservation 
organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the 
GLBT Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 
 
The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the 
archaeological program if archaeological interpretation is required. 
 
The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive 
programs currently proposed or installed in the vicinity or for similar 
resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from 
the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

    

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to 
reuse many of the significant features associated with Grubstake in the 
proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features 
of the historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated 
into the proposed project, the project sponsor should provide Planning 
Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details 
of how the features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed 
project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and maintained.  The 
salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
salvage plan to the 
Planning Department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
salvage plan by the 
Planning Department 
and implementation of 
the salvage plan by the 
project sponsor and 
contractor(s). 
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preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the 
site permit. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION     

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

    

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and 
implementation of a coordinated construction traffic management plan 
that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related 
traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated 
construction traffic management plan should be prepared in coordination 
with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may 
have overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review 
and approval by the City’s interdepartmental Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be 
limited to, the following measures: 
 

Restricted Construction Access Hours:  Limit truck movements and 
deliveries requiring lane closures to occur between 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening 
weekday commute hours. 
 
Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers:  Provide 
incentives to construction workers to carpool, use transit, bike, and 
walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from 
the project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, 
providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in the free-to-
employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of 
San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to 
construction workers. 
 
Construction Worker Parking Plan:  The location of construction 
worker parking will be identified as well as the person(s) responsible 
for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The 
use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker 
parking will be discouraged. 
 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a coordinated 
construction traffic 
management plan to the 
City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee. 

Considered complete 
upon end of 
construction activities. 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures:  The project sponsor 
should coordinate sidewalk closures with other projects requesting 
concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of 
requested closures. 
 
Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access:  The 
project sponsor/construction contractor(s) should meet with Public 
Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other City 
agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for 
transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or 
other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit 
disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of 
the project. 
 
Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and 
Residents:  Provide regularly updated information regarding project 
construction, including a construction contact person, construction 
activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), 
travel lane closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby 
residences and adjacent businesses through a website, social media, 
or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review 
Officer. 

1 Definitions of MMRP Column Headings:   
Adopted Mitigation Measures: Full text of the mitigation measure(s) copied verbatim from the final CEQA document. 
Implementation Responsibility: Entity who is responsible for implementing the mitigation measure.  In most cases this is the project sponsor and/or project’s sponsor’s contractor/consultant and at times 
under the direction of the planning department. 
Mitigation Schedule: Identifies milestones for when the actions in the mitigation measure need to be implemented. 
Monitoring/Reporting Responsibility: Identifies who is responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure and any reporting responsibilities. In most cases it is the Planning Department who is 
responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure. If a department or agency other than the planning department is identified as responsible for monitoring, there should be an expressed 
agreement between the planning department and that other department/agency. In most cases the project sponsor, their contractor, or consultant are responsible for any reporting requirements.   
Monitoring Actions/Completion Criteria: Identifies the milestone at which the mitigation measure is considered complete.  This may also identify requirements for verifying compliance. 
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