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VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) require an evaluation

of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly

attain most of the basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant

effects, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The purpose of the alternatives analysis

is to determine whether or not a variation of the project would reduce or eliminate significant project

impacts within the basic framework of the project sponsors objectives.

Alternatives considered in an EIR should be feasible and should achieve most of the project sponsor’s

objectives. As described in Section III.A: Project Objectives on pp. III-1 and III-2, the proposed project is

intended to achieve the following project objectives:

Replace the existing hotel tower and podium structure with a new residential tower, mid-rise
residential component and podium structure that is integrated with the historic Fairmont Hotel
and includes up to 160 residential units.

Reduce the number of hotel rooms in order for the Fairmont Hotel to become responsive to the
mid-size, five-star hotel market segment in San Francisco.

Upgrade hotel components such as meeting rooms, restaurants, lounges, and support facilities to
the standards of other mid-size, five-star hotels in San Francisco.

Upgrade and refurbish the historic Fairmont Hotel in a manner consistent with its historic
character and importance.

Relocate the Grand Ballroom to an area adjacent to the main hotel elevators and the existing
Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms, which will enable the use of those rooms as pre-function spaces.

Develop a project that will meet a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold
standard.

Create additional on-site parking for the new residential use.

Create pedestrian and visual amenities along California and Powell Street.

A. RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) specifies that the range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of

reason,” requiring evaluation of only those alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” Further,

Section 15126.6(f)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR “need not consider an alternative whose

effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.” The

analysis should focus on alternatives which are feasible (i.e., that may be accomplished in a successful

manner within a reasonable period of time) taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
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technological factors. Alternatives that are remote or speculative need not be discussed. Furthermore, the

alternatives analyzed for a project should focus on reducing or avoiding significant environmental

impacts associated with the project as proposed. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR

is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a project; rather, it need only consider a

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that, among the project alternatives, a “no-project”

alternative be evaluated in comparison to the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)

requires that the no-project analysis “discuss the existing conditions, as well as what would be reasonably

expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and

policies and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services.” Accordingly, a No

Project Alternative that assumes continuation of the existing land uses is analyzed in this Draft EIR.

As described in Chapter III: Project Description, on pp. III-19 to III-20, the proposed project includes the

demolition of the existing 1961 hotel tower and podium structure and construction of a new residential

tower, mid-rise residential component and podium structure (with parking and hotel support uses), and

renovation of portions of the existing historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel building including the possible

consolidation of hotel rooms in the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Because the project’s objectives include

the development of up to 160 new residential units, which would be integrated with the existing Fairmont

Hotel, as well as upgrades to the Fairmont Hotel supporting uses such as meeting rooms, restaurants, and

lounges, an alternative location for the proposed project would not be feasible. Therefore, this EIR does

not evaluate an off-site location alternative.

Under CEQA, the San Francisco Planning Department is required to evaluate any alternatives that could

reduce or avoid any of the project’s significant unavoidable impacts, which could include an alternative

design of the proposed facilities. An alternative design or placement of facilities within the project site

may result in the reduction of significant environmental impacts for certain environmental topics (i.e.,

cultural resources). Therefore, a Relocation Alternative, and Partial Relocation Alternative are considered

and evaluated in this EIR.

Descriptions of the project alternatives are provided below. The environmental analyses for each

alternative compared to that for the proposed project are presented, and an evaluation of each alternative’s

ability to meet the project sponsor’s objectives is included. Significant impacts that are unique to a

particular alternative are also identified. Finally, a summary of the alternatives’ impacts for each

environmental topic, as compared to the proposed project, is provided at the end of this chapter in Table
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VI-1: Comparison of Proposed Project Impacts to the Alternatives on p. VI-69. A more detailed

description of the existing conditions, evaluation methodology, and impacts resulting from the proposed

project are included in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation of this EIR and in

technical background reports prepared as part of the project’s environmental evaluation.1

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that an EIR “should also identify any alternatives that

were  considered  by  the  Lead  Agency,  but  rejected  as  infeasible  during  the  EIR  scoping  process  and

briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead Agency’s determination.” Several alternatives that were

considered but rejected from consideration are described below.

OFF-SITE RELOCATION OF THE CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES
OF THE TONGA ROOM WITH CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE
TONGA ROOM BY THE FAIRMONT HOTEL

To address the significant unavoidable impact associated with demolition of the Tonga Room, which has

been identified as an historical resource under CEQA, one alternative considered but rejected was for the

operation of a relocated and reinstalled Tonga Room restaurant and lounge at a off-site location outside of

the  Fairmont  Hotel  complex  (i.e.,  not  within  the  Fairmont  Hotel,  residential  tower,  or  podium)  in  San

Francisco.

This alternative was rejected for the following reasons:

The project sponsor, Fairmont Hotel Company, does not operate free-standing restaurants or
cocktail lounges that are not part of the managed hotel property.2

Tiki-themed restaurants and lounges have increasingly become unprofitable business operations
as a result of decreasing demand. Themed restaurants typically enjoy a period of popularity
before the uniqueness wears off and business declines. Creation of a restaurant and bar like the
Tonga Room at a cost of approximately $1,000 per square foot at an off-site location would not
be a profitable business model, given the capital that would be required to re-create and operate
such a restaurant.3

1 These technical studies and detailed data reports are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

2 Klein, Thomas. Regional Vice President & General Manager. Fairmont Hotels, August 5 2009. Letter to Glenn
Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document is available for review at the Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

3 Carey, Robert. President. Urban Centre Developments. August 3, 2009 Letter to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion
Management Associates, Inc. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.
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PROTECT TONGA ROOM DURING DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCT
NEW PODIUM STRUCTURE AROUND EXISTING TONGA ROOM

A second alternative that was considered but rejected would have protected the Tonga Room during

demolition of the existing on-site podium structure, and construct the new podium around the existing

Tonga Room. This alternative was rejected for the following reasons:

The space currently occupied by the Tonga Room was formerly the location of the Fairmont
Hotel’s swimming pool (a portion of which is now lagoon water feature). The Tonga Room
lagoon is concrete and rests on bedrock. The proposed project calls for a mechanical level (Level
B3) and five parking levels  (Levels  B3 to B8) to be built  below the Tonga Room to a  depth of
approximately 60 feet. The proposed project would also include a new landscaped courtyard,
swimming pool and spa above the Tonga Room, all of which must be structurally supported.
Protecting the Tonga Room during the proposed construction and demolition of areas above and
below it would not be structurally feasible.4

Retaining the Tonga Room and the lagoon water feature would have a high probability of
construction risk. During excavation (to about 50 feet) for the proposed development, a new
structure with columns and foundations would need to be installed to support the Tonga Room
and lagoon water feature above. A temporary shoring system to retain the remaining soil would
need to be built, removed, and rebuilt in segments. Removing the soil support under the lagoon
water feature during excavation would result in significant damage to the lagoon water feature
and the new loading pressures to the existing slab would require repair or replacement of portions
of the lagoon water feature slab. Once excavation is complete, this alternative would require
extension of the foundation loads to the east face of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel by
approximately  55  feet,  so  that  the  loads  can  be  imposed  on  the  soil  at  the  base  of  the  new
construction. This would require portions of the east wall of the lagoon water feature to be
removed and would also require the existing structural load of the Tonga Room to extend 55 feet
below undisturbed soil. It would be difficult to shore the east wall of the historic 1906 Fairmont
Hotel while retaining the Tonga Room and lagoon water feature in place, which would pose a real
risk of damage to the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel.5

The roof structure of the Tonga Room lacks the structural capacity to support the proposed
courtyard and swimming pool at the podium courtyard level.6

Protecting the Tonga Room during demolition and construction of the new podium structure
would displace the proposed parking in Levels B3 through B6, and portions of Levels B3.5
through 6.5.7

4 Nishkian, Levon. President. Nishkian Menninger Consulting and Structural Engineers. November 30, 2009 Letter
to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document is available for review at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 The parking garage contains half levels on the east side. Due to ramp configurations and garage circulation, to

account for the parking levels located on the east side, those levels are identified as half levels (3.5, 4.5, etc.) in
the figures.
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Additionally, a new Grand Ballroom is proposed on Levels B1 and B2 where the Tonga Room is
currently located in order to be adjacent to the main hotel elevators and the existing Terrace and
Vanderbilt Rooms, which would enable the use of those rooms as pre-function spaces.

Please refer to Figure VI-1: Alternative Considered But Rejected – Protect Tonga Room During

Demolition and Construct New Podium Around Existing Tonga Room (East-West Section), p. VI-6

which illustrates the Tonga Room in relation to the proposed construction.

RELOCATION OF THE CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES OF THE
TONGA ROOM WITHIN HISTORIC FAIRMONT HOTEL

This alternative was considered but rejected, because the relocation of the Tonga Room in its entirety

within the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would result in potentially significant adverse impacts to

character-defining features associated with the 1906 hotel structure.

The Tonga Room is a large, column-free, windowless interior space with a floor-to-ceiling height of

about 15 feet. It is approximately 116 feet long by 66 feet wide, has a floor area of 7,656 square feet with

an additional 1,533 square-foot kitchen space, bringing the total floor area to 9,189 square feet. In

addition, the Tonga Room lagoon (a character-defining feature of the Tonga Room) is approximately 20

feet wide by 40 feet long and occupies the floor to ceiling space on the level below the Tonga Room. The

total square footage of the Tonga Room lagoon (including the adjacent equipment room) is about 900

square  feet,  which  is  in  addition  to  the  total  floor  area  of  the  Tonga  Room.  The  Tonga  Room  and  its

associated space therefore occupy a total of 10,089 gross square feet on the project site.

There are only three existing large, column free spaces in the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel that could

possibly accommodate the Tonga Room or substantial portions of it. These are the Gold Room and

Venetian Room at the hotel lobby level and the Terrace Room on Level B2. These rooms are character-

defining interior spaces of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Thus, relocating the Tonga Room to one of

these locations would result in a potentially significant adverse impact to the historic 1906 Fairmont

Hotel. The Gold Room, Venetian Room and Terrace Room are each approximately 4,500 square feet in

area, which is substantially smaller than the 7,656 square foot floor area of the Tonga Room (not

including the kitchen, Tonga Room lagoon, and adjacent equipment room). Furthermore, the relocation of

the Tonga Room in its entirety within the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would be inconsistent with the

project sponsor’s objective of continuing to upgrade and refurbish the historic hotel in a manner that is

consistent with its historic character and importance.
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Aside from the character-defining interior spaces identified above, the restaurant space formerly occupied

by Bella Voce Restaurant on Level B1 is the only other existing relatively large space within the historic

1906 Fairmont Hotel with kitchen and BOH service connection that could possibly accommodate the

Tonga Room, or substantial portions of it. Please refer to Figure VI-2: Alternative Considered But

Rejected – Relocation of Tonga Room Within Historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel (Former Bella Voce

Space on Level B1), p. VI-8. However, this space is approximately 3,800 square feet, includes columns,

and has a ceiling height of only about 11 feet. The Tonga Room lagoon would require an additional 900

square feet of space below Level B1. To accommodate the Tonga Room dimensions, there is no room for

expansion above or below this restaurant space because the character-defining historic lobby is located

above and there is bedrock below. The horizontal expansion of this space by approximately 3,850 square

feet to accommodate the 7,656 square foot Tonga Room (not including the kitchen, the lagoon and

associated equipment space) is also not possible, because it would displace the critical hotel kitchen area.

Furthermore, the relocation of the Tonga Room within the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would be

inconsistent with the project objective to upgrade and refurbish the historic hotel in a manner that is

consistent with its historic character and importance.

No additional project alternatives were brought forth during the scoping process.

C. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Project alternatives evaluated in this EIR include the No Project Alternative, Relocation Alternative, and

the Partial Relocation Alternative. Each alternative is described in the following section. Table VI-1, p.

VI-69 provides a comparison of effects between the alternatives, including the No Project.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT

DESCRIPTION

The  No  Project  Alternative  assumes  that  existing  conditions  on  the  site  would  remain.  Under  this

alternative, no actions would be taken at the project site. The existing 1961 hotel tower and podium

structure would remain and development of a mid-rise residential component and residential tower with

up to 160 units integrated with the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would not occur. The Fairmont Hotel

complex would continue to operate as a hotel.
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Under the No Project Alternative, improvements proposed as part of the project would also not occur,

such as:

Further renovation of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel;

Reconstruction of the new Grand Ballroom in a location adjacent to the main hotel elevators and
the existing Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms (pre-function spaces);

Off-street loading space improvements (e.g. two new enclosed off-street loading docks and one
retrofitted loading dock to become enclosed and off-street on Sacramento Street); and

 Additional off-street parking.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives, because construction of a new

residential component on site, construction of the new Grand Ballroom, reconfiguration of hotel rooms,

renovation of portions of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel building, and upgrades to supporting hotel uses

would not occur.

ALTERNATIVE A IMPACTS

Under the No Project Alternative, none of the project impacts identified in Table VI-1 on p. VI-69 would

occur. The No Project Alternative is evaluated for each environmental topic below.

Land Use
Under the No Project Alternative, existing land use conditions on the project site would not change. The

Fairmont Hotel complex would continue to operate as a hotel with supporting uses. Similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant land use effects and would not

physically divide an established community, nor would it have an adverse impact upon the existing

character of the project vicinity. This alternative would not conflict with any applicable land use plan,

policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. No project-level or cumulative

impacts related to land use would occur.

None of the project approvals required for the proposed project would be required for the No Project

Alternative. Please refer to Table III-5, p. III-35 for the list of project approvals for the proposed project.

This alternative would not require approval of the following: a Conditional Use authorization (CU) for

modifications to hotel use in the Nob Hill SUD, for buildings above 40 feet in height in a Residential

District, and for an exception from the “E” bulk controls over 65 feet in height; CU for a Planned Unit

Development (PUD) and associated exemptions/deviations from planning code requirements; Certificate

of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission; Planning Commission approval under the
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“Large Tourist Hotel Conversion Ordinance,” Administrative Code 41F.3(f); building and demolition

permits; and street improvement and/or encroachment permits.

Aesthetics
Under the No Project Alternative, existing visual quality conditions at the Fairmont Hotel complex and its

surrounding would not change; therefore, no project-level or cumulative impacts related to visual quality

would occur.

Population and Housing
The No Project Alternative would not result in the development of up to 160 residential units and

therefore would not introduce new residents to the project site. There would be no loss of 226 hotel rooms

from the demolition of the hotel tower. In addition, some of the hotel rooms in the historic 1906 Fairmont

Hotel would not be consolidated into larger rooms for a potential net reduction of up to 60 rooms.

Therefore, unlike the proposed project, there would be no change in the number of hotel guests under this

alternative. Similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated there would be no net increase in the number

of full-time-equivalent employees. The No Project Alternative would result in no change to the existing

on-site population and no project-level or cumulative impact to population, housing and employment

would occur.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Under the No Project Alternative, the existing cultural and paleontological resources would not be

affected. The proposed project would involve ground disturbance that may impact archaeological

deposits. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no excavation into previously undisturbed

areas. Therefore no impacts to archaeological resources would occur and the mitigation measure required

under the proposed project would not apply.

Under the No Project Alternative, the Tonga Room, which has been identified as an historical resource

under CEQA would remain; therefore this alternative would not result in a significant and unavoidable

historical resource impact and the mitigation measures required under the proposed project would not

apply.

Under the No Project Alternative, the existing conditions for cultural and paleontological resources would

remain and potential impacts to the potential historic district that would occur with the proposed project

would not occur. The existing visual patterns and integrity of feeling and setting associated with the

potential historic district would not be modified under the No Project Alternative.
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For the reasons stated above, unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in

significant unavoidable impacts to cultural resources. No project-level or cumulative impacts to cultural

and paleontological resources would occur and no mitigation measures would be required.

Transportation and Circulation
Under the No Project Alternative, the Fairmont Hotel complex would continue its current loading and

parking operations, with no new parking proposed. Residential units would not be introduced to the site

under the No Project Alternative and it would not result in increased traffic or an increase in loading

demands. Trip generation, parking, transit, and loading demands would remain the same as under existing

conditions. Therefore, no changes to traffic, loading, parking, or transit would occur compared to existing

conditions and no project-level or cumulative impacts to transportation and circulation would occur.

Noise
No demolition or construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative. Existing loading

and parking operations would continue at the Fairmont Hotel complex. The No Project Alternative would

not result in changes at the project site. Potential noise impacts that would occur under the proposed

project and mitigation measures would not be applicable. No project-level or cumulative noise impacts

would occur.

Air Quality
No demolition or construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative. The No Project

Alternative would not result in changes at the project site. Air quality impacts that would occur under the

proposed project and mitigation measures would not be applicable. No project-level or cumulative

impacts to air quality would occur.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
No demolition or construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative. The No Project

Alternative would not result in changes at the project site. The net increase in greenhouse gas (GHG)

emissions that would occur under the proposed project would not be applicable. However, it should be

noted that the portion of the hotel that would otherwise be affected by the proposed project would

continue to operate at a lower GHG efficiency (i.e., 8.38 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per

service population per year [MT CO2e/SP/yr])  than  that  of  the  proposed  project  (i.e.,  4.40  MT

CO2e/SP/yr). Similar to the proposed project, no project-level or cumulative impacts related to

greenhouse gas emissions would occur.
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Wind and Shadow
Under the No Project Alternative, wind and shadow conditions on the project site would not change from

existing conditions; therefore, no project-level or cumulative impacts to wind and shadow would occur.

Recreation
Under the No Project Alternative, new residents would not be introduced to the project site. The existing

podium courtyard, which is a publicly accessible private open space, would remain. There would be no

increase in demand for recreational open space and no project-level or cumulative impacts to recreational

facilities would occur.

Utilities and Service Systems
Under the No Project Alternative, existing utilities and infrastructure on the project site would remain the

same as under current conditions. Under existing conditions, the project site is adequately served by

utilities and service systems. No changes in wastewater treatment, water and energy consumption, or solid

waste generation would occur with the No Project Alternative. The existing utilities and infrastructure

would be expected to sufficiently continue to serve the project site under the No Project Alternative. No

project-level or cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems would occur.

Public Services
Under the No Project Alternative, the existing Fairmont Hotel would continue current operations. Unlike

the proposed project, no new residents would be introduced to the site. Therefore, there would be no

increase in demand for police and fire services, schools, or libraries. No project-level or cumulative

impacts to public services would occur.

Biological Resources
No demolition or construction activities would occur under the No Project Alternative. The 13 street-level

trees and the 15 ornamental plants and trees at the podium courtyard level that would be removed under

the proposed project would remain under this alternative. Therefore, potential impacts related to

disturbances to nesting birds that could be present in trees on the project site would not occur with the No

Project Alternative. No project-level or cumulative impacts to biological resources would occur.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Under the No Project Alternative, demolition or construction activities would not occur on the project

site. Therefore no project-level or cumulative impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, landslides,

and topography or unique geologic features would not occur with the No Project Alternative.
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stock and therefore would not induce additional growth. Although this alternative is environmentally

superior to the proposed project, it would not meet any of the project sponsor’s objectives.

ALTERNATIVE B: RELOCATION OF THE CHARACTER-DEFINING
FEATURES OF THE TONGA ROOM WITHIN FAIRMONT HOTEL
COMPLEX (RELOCATION)

DESCRIPTION

The dismantling, relocation, and reinstallation of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room

within the Fairmont Hotel complex is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable impact

associated with the proposed demolition of the Tonga Room, which has been identified as an historical

resource under CEQA. Under this alternative, as with the proposed project, the new Grand Ballroom

would be in the same location as the existing Tonga Room. This proposed configuration would permit the

Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms to be utilized as pre-function room for events in the new Grand Ballroom.

This location would also provide direct access to the new Grand Ballroom from the main hotel elevators

serving the lobby and guest room floors. This arrangement would improve connectivity and circulation

between the historic hotel and the Grand Ballroom, which is the main event space on the hotel property.

With this alternative, all of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be dismantled,

relocated, and reinstalled in another setting and in another location with the spatial characteristics and the

essential proportions of the primary interior space of the existing Tonga Room setting, and this would

occur within the new podium structure either below the new Grand Ballroom (Alternative B1) or along

Powell Street (Alternative B2) on Levels B4 and B5.8 Figure VI-3: Alternative B1 Plan – Relocation of

Tonga Room in Podium Structure Below New Grand Ballroom (Level B4), Figure VI-4: Alternative

B1 Plan – Relocation of Tonga Room in Podium Structure Below New Grand Ballroom (Level B5),

Figure VI-5: Alternative B1-Relocation of Tonga Room in Podium Structure Below New Ballroom

(East-West Section), and Figure VI-6: Alternative B1- Relocation of Tonga Room in Podium

Structure Below New Grand Ballroom (North-South Section), pp. VI-16 to VI-19, illustrate the

relocation of the Tonga Room under Alternative B1.

Figure VI-7: Alternative B2 – Relocation of Tonga Room in Podium Structure Along Powell Street

(Level B4), Figure  VI-8:  Alternative  B2  -  Relocation  of  Tonga  Room in  Podium Structure  Along

Powell Street (Level B5), and Figure VI-9: Alternative B2 – Relocation of Tonga Room in Podium

8 The relocation of all of the character-defining features would effectively be the same as relocating the Tonga
Room in its entirety.
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Structure Along Powell Street (East-West Section), pp. VI-20 to VI-22, illustrate the relocation of the

Tonga Room under Alternative B2.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternatives B1 and B2 would both include the demolition of the existing

Fairmont Hotel tower and construction of a new 26-story residential tower and a five-story mid-rise

residential component, both above a five-story podium structure. This alternative would also include the

possible consolidation of hotel rooms in the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel for a net loss of up to 60 guest

rooms.

The overall development for both Alternatives B1 and B2 is similar to the proposed project. The

residential tower and podium structure would have a total height of approximately 317 feet under the

Planning Code definition. In addition, an 11-foot mechanical penthouse would be proposed. With the

mechanical penthouse, the tower would be 328 feet; however the mechanical penthouse is exempt from

Planning Code height measurements. Under Alternatives B1 and B2, a 45-foot-tall flag pole is also

proposed above the mechanical penthouse. The proposed five-story podium would be 50 feet tall and the

proposed mid-rise residential component (above the five-story podium) would measure 55 feet tall. The

mid-rise residential component and podium would therefore measure 10 stories or a total of 105 feet in

height from street grade. The new residential tower would be located on the northeastern corner of the site

above the podium and would enclose the north side of the podium courtyard. The mid-rise residential

component would enclose the podium courtyard along the east and south sides. Similar to the proposed

project, Alternatives B1 and B2 would include the development of a mid-rise residential component and

residential tower with up to 160 residential units integrated with the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel.

Renovation of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel, construction of a new Grand Ballroom to a location

adjacent to the main hotel elevators and existing Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms, construction of 350

parking spaces in a below-grade, four level parking garage, and off-street loading space improvements

would also be constructed. Alternatives B1 and B2 are described separately in further detail below.

For both Alternatives B1 and B2, all character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be dismantled,

relocated, and reinstalled in another setting and in another location with the spatial characteristics and the

essential proportions of the primary interior space of the existing Tonga Room setting. The character-

defining features are the physical features of a historical resource that help convey its significance. The

Tonga Room is composed of the following major spaces: Entry Alcove, Vestibule, Hurricane Bar, Dance

Floor,  Boat  Decks  A  and  B,  Lagoon,  Canoe  House,  Island  Huts  1  and  2,  and  the  Wharf.
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The Tonga Room contains the following character-defining materials and features that define the

significance of the space:

The existing wall surfaces: including lava rocks and other stone, wood panel, Lauhala mats,
various bamboo, raffia rattan assemblies and decorations, and any other materials that date from
the 1967 remodel.

The architectural elements: including the Canoe House, Island Huts 1-2, the four palapas near the
Island Huts, the Hurricane Bar, the Wharf area, Boat Decks A and B, the lagoon water feature
including the floating bandstand, rain piping, and lightning strobes

Other character-defining features: the half-hourly thunder showers located above the lagoon,
statuary, including the multiple carved Polynesian artifacts such as the numerous Tikis and other
idols located throughout the space, the canoe located in the Canoe House, the carved balustrades
and other elements of the S.S. Forester; ornamental lighting including torches, bamboo
chandelier, and dugout canoe lights; the Vishnu statue near the entrance, maitre d’ station, bronze
plaques, nautical and South-Seas decorations, and signage near the entrance.

Elements that are not character-defining features in the Tonga Room include carpeting, wood flooring,

upholstery, ephemeral wall hangings, and furniture; these would not be dismantled, relocated, and

reinstalled in the alternate on-site location under Alternative B1 or B2.

The 7,656 square foot Tonga room is a large, column free, windowless interior space with a ceiling height

of about 15 feet. The Tonga Room kitchen space is an additional 1,533 square feet, bringing the total area

to 9,189 square feet. In addition, the Tonga Room lagoon (the character-defining “lagoon” water feature)

occupies an approximately 900–square-foot area on the level below the Tonga Room. The Tonga Room

and its associated spaces thus occupy a total of 10,089 gross square feet on the site. The Relocation

Alternatives would create a space for the Tonga Room in the proposed new podium structure, either on

Levels B4 and B5 below the proposed new Grand Ballroom and mechanical levels in a subterranean

location where the parking garage is proposed (Alternative B1), or on Levels B4 and B5 along the Powell

Street frontage (Alternative B2). Figures VI-3 through VI-6 illustrates the relocation of the Tonga Room

under Alternative B1. Figures VI-7 through VI-9 illustrates the relocation of the Tonga Room under

Alternative B2.

Alternatives B1 and B2 are discussed in further detail below.

ALTERNATIVE B1: RELOCATION IN PODIUM STRUCTURE BELOW NEW GRAND
BALLROOM

Under Alternative B1, the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be dismantled, relocated,

and reinstalled in the proposed podium structure below the new Grand Ballroom on Levels B4 and B5.
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Please refer to Figures VI-3 through VI-6 which illustrates the relocation of the Tonga Room under this

alternative.

Because of the proposed location of the Tonga Room on Levels B4 and B5 under Alternative B1, this

alternative would not provide approximately 45 parking spaces on these levels that are proposed under the

project. Instead, these parking spaces that are part of the proposed development program would be

provided on different levels under this alternative. Under Alternative B1, two additional parking levels

(20 feet of additional depth) would be needed, compared to the proposed project, to provide the same 45

parking spaces (occupying approximately 35,000 square feet). Therefore, compared to the proposed

project which would require 30,000 cubic yards of soil excavation, Alternative B1 would require a total of

about 42,960 cubic yards for the additional 20 feet in depth (i.e., an additional 12,960 cubic yards of

excavation more than with the proposed project). It would also increase the construction period by about

five months.9 Due to the additional 20 feet of excavation, Alternative B1 would require additional shoring

of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel building. The deepest point of on-site excavation would be

approximately 60 feet below grade at the intersection of California and Powell Streets.

Under Alternative B1, access to the Tonga Room would be from the entrance at the corner of Powell and

California Streets. There would be a service connection to the hotel’s main kitchen, but no kitchen

attached to the relocated Tonga Room under this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE B1 IMPACTS

Alternative B1 is evaluated for each environmental topic below. Table VI-1 on p. VI-69 provides a

comparison of the potential impacts of Alternative B1 with those of the proposed project.

Land Use
Implementation of Alternative B1 would result in development of a new residential tower and mid-rise

residential component, both above a five story podium as with the proposed project. Similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would not result in any significant land use effects and would not

physically divide an established community, nor would it have an adverse impact upon the existing

character of the project vicinity. As with the proposed project, this alternative would generally not

conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. The project approvals required for the

9 Barclay, Jerry. Principal. Conversion Management Associates, Inc. February 22, 2010 Letter to Glenn Isaacson,
Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.



VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Draft EIR VI-25 950 Mason Street Fairmont Hotel
Case No. 2008.0081E Revitalization and Residential Tower Project

proposed project would be the same for Alternative B1. Similar to the proposed project, project-level and

cumulative land use impacts under this alternative would also be less than significant.

Aesthetics
Under Alternative B1, the building height and massing would be the same as under the proposed project.

Relocation of the Tonga Room under Alternative B1 would occur within the podium structure below the

new Grand Ballroom at Levels B4 and B5. The two additional below-grade parking levels that would be

proposed under this alternative would occur within the site and would not be visible from surrounding

areas.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a

scenic vista, nor would it substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site

and its surroundings or create new sources of substantial light or glare. Project-level and cumulative

impacts to visual quality would be similar to the proposed project, and would be also be less than

significant.

Population and Housing
Alternative B1 would result in the same population, housing and employment effects as the proposed

project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would introduce up to 160 residential units on the

project site. As with the proposed project, there would be a net loss of 226 to 286 hotel rooms as a result

of the proposed demolition of the existing hotel tower and the potential room consolidation within the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that there would be no net

increase in the number of full-time-equivalent employees. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative

would not induce substantial population growth, nor would it significantly increase demand for housing,

and would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative population, housing, and

employment impacts.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Unlike the proposed project, Alternative B1 would not result in significant and unavoidable project-level

impacts to historic resources, because it would relocate the character-defining features of the Tonga

Room to a space below the new Grand Ballroom on Levels B4 and B5. The Tonga Room is identified as a

collection of objects that dictates its own unique significance as related to a specific context; this

collection of objects could be dismantled and removed from its current environment, and relocated, and

reinstalled in another location within the hotel complex, in order for it to still continue to convey its

significance. Under Alternative B1, the relocation of the Tonga Room within the new podium structure

below the new Grand Ballroom would reduce the significant unavoidable impact to historic resources to a
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less-than-significant level, unlike under the proposed project, which would result in a significant and

unavoidable impact to the Tonga Room even with mitigation.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B1 would involve renovation activities within the interior and

exterior of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. As with the proposed project, the nature of the proposed

work and the work proposal provided by the project sponsor’s historic architect/preservation consultant,

Page & Turnbull for these activities, would address the character-defining features of the historic resource

in a sensitive manner and appears to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for

Rehabilitation. Thus, any potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Implementation of

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a, pp. IV.D-35 to IV.D-36, which is proposed as part of the project, would

require that the work proposed meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to protect

the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel during renovation. Similar to the proposed project, the exterior changes

to the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel (and changes to the Venetian Room) would be required to comply

with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. As with the proposed project, impacts to the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would therefore be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project,

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b would not be applicable to Alternative B1, because impacts to the Tonga

Room would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Alternative B1 could also have a potentially

significant impact to the potential Residential Apartment Historic district. Implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-CP-1c, pp. IV.D-40 to IV.D-41, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, as

with the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B1 would involve ground disturbance that may impact

archaeological deposits. Compared to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would require an additional 20

feet in depth of excavation (approximately 12,960 additional cubic yards compared to the proposed

project). Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, pp. IV.D-42

to IV.D-45, would also be applicable to Alternative B1. This mitigation measure would require an

archeological testing program, thus reducing the proposed project and Alternative B1’s impacts to

archaeological deposits to a less-than-significant level.

Overall unlike the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in less-than-significant project-level

impacts to historic resources. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-

significant cumulative impacts to historic resources. Like the proposed project, Alternative B1 would also

result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to archaeological resources and

paleontological resources.
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Transportation and Circulation
Alternative B1 would include the same amount of development as the proposed project. Therefore, the

impacts of the proposed project to transportation and circulation would also occur with this alternative,

and would also be less-than-significant. The construction period under Alternative B1 would be

approximately five months longer than the proposed project due to the additional excavation needed to

accommodate the relocation of the Tonga Room in its new location. However, similar to the proposed

project, the proposed Construction Management Plan would also be implemented under this alternative

and  would  include  the  use  of  flaggers  to  control  vehicular  traffic  and  pedestrians  to  facilitate  the

construction trucks entering and exiting the project site. This alternative would not change site access

routes, similar to the proposed project.

While there would be a loss of hotel rooms under the proposed project and therefore a reduction in hotel-

related trips, to be conservative, the transportation study assumed that with project development hotel

deliveries and the number of trips associated with the Fairmont Hotel functions would remain similar to

existing conditions. Under Alternative B1, the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those

assumed for the proposed project, and the project-related demand for parking and loading under

Alternative  B1  would  be  the  same  as  that  for  the  proposed  project.  Traffic,  transit,  pedestrian,  bicycle,

construction, and emergency access impacts would also be the same as that for the proposed project.

Similar to the proposed project, Improvement Measures I-TR-5.1, I-TR-5.2, I-TR-6.1, I-TR-6.2, I-

TR-6.3, I-TR-6.4, I-TR-6.5, and I-TR-Parking would further reduce or avoid this alternative’s less-

than-significant construction-related impacts on loading and parking, as well as reduce the project's

parking demand by encouraging use of alternative transportation modes. Although not required by

CEQA, City decision-makers, including the Planning Commission, may impose such measures as

conditions of approval where warranted by project effects.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B1 would not have a considerable contribution to 2030

cumulative traffic conditions and would not have a significant traffic impact at the study intersections.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative transportation and circulation impacts.

Noise
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in temporary groundborne noise and

vibration levels generated by construction activities. Long-term operational noise levels from stationary

sources; the potential exposure of new on-site sensitive receptors to increased noise and/or vibration

levels; and increase in traffic noise volumes for noise sensitive receptors would also occur under this
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alternative. Alternative B1 would involve additional excavation associated with the construction of the

two additional parking levels. Construction related groundborne noise and vibration impacts would occur

for approximately five more months under this alternative compared to the proposed project. Similar to

the proposed project, the demolition and construction activities could expose nearby noise sensitive

receptors to noise levels in excess of applicable noise standards and/or result in a substantial increase in

ambient noise levels. As with the proposed project, noise due to project-generated construction activity

would be limited to less noise sensitive hours (7:00 AM to 8:00 PM), would be temporary, and would be

restricted in noise levels due to inclusion of muffling on construction equipment and enforcement of the

San Francisco Noise Ordinance by DBI and SFPD. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts of

noise due to project-generated construction activity would be less than significant.

As with the proposed project, noise from operational stationary noise sources such as HVAC equipment,

property maintenance equipment, and truck loading/unloading activities, would comply with applicable

noise standards and impacts to nearby noise sensitive receptors would therefore be less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, new on-site noise sensitive receptors could be exposed to noise levels that

exceed the noise standard. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3,  p.  IV.F-33,  which is  also

proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan, would include noise insulating

features in the design of the residential units and would reduce the internal noise level below 45 dBA Leq.

This noise impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Under this Alternative, noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable construction or

operational noise impacts.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in less-than-significant project-related

construction, operational, and cumulative noise impacts.

Air Quality
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in the development of a new podium

structure, mid-rise residential component, and residential tower on the project site. Overall short-term

construction-related air emissions could be slightly greater under this alternative because of the increased

construction and excavation activities and associated construction equipment and vehicle exhaust

emissions. However, Alternative B1 would result in development similar to land uses under the proposed

project; therefore, long-term operational air emissions would be similar to those of the proposed project.

Impacts associated with stationary- and mobile-source TAC emissions, odors, short-term construction
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emissions, and long-term regional emissions are considered less than significant under the proposed

project.

As discussed in Impact AQ-4, the proposed project’s construction and operational activities would not

cause a net increase in TAC emissions that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations. Although Alternative B1 would require increased construction and excavation activities, it

is not anticipated that these additional short-term construction activities would generate an incremental

increase in TAC emissions that would cause a cancer risk of over 10 chances in one million or a hazard

index of over one for non-cancer risk at the maximum exposed individual (MEI). Alternative B1 would

include similar operational activities and land uses to those of the proposed project; therefore, it is not

anticipated that Alternative B1 would cause a net increase in operational TAC emissions that would

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Thus, according to the adopted

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, construction and operational TAC emissions associated with Alternative

B1 would be considered less than significant.

BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines recommend that projects quantitatively evaluate the TAC and

PM2.5 emissions associated with construction activities. For purposes of this analysis, and in anticipation

of the Draft Air Quality Guidelines, a health risk assessment and PM2.5 analysis for the project’s

construction activities were performed by ENVIRON.10 The  health  risk  assessment  and  PM2.5 analysis

were conducted using project-related construction information provided by the project sponsor.11 This

construction information was similar to that used to quantify construction-related mass emissions for

Impact AQ-1. Alternative B1’s construction-related emissions are anticipated to be slightly higher than

those associated with the proposed project. Therefore, if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds

are adopted, according to the analysis performed by ENVIRON’s analysis, it is anticipated that

Alternative B1’s construction-related TAC and PM2.5 emissions would be considered potentially

significant under BAAQMD’s proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines. However, ENVIRON determined

that the use of Tier IV construction equipment for the entire fleet would reduce cancer risk and PM2.5

concentrations to a less-than-significant level.12 As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-

Potential Construction Mitigation Under BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines and Proposed

10 ENVIRON, 2010, Memorandum to MEA: Quantitative Analysis of Construction Emissions Health Impacts for
the Fairmont Hotel Project, April 8, 2010. This document is available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.
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Thresholds,  p.  IV.G-52,  would  require  use  of  Tier  IV  construction  equipment  for  the  entire  fleet  and

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

In addition, as with the proposed project, Alternative B1 would not include the siting of any new odor

sources that could affect nearby receptors. Therefore, Alternative B1 would not create objectionable odors

that would affect a substantial number of people. This impact would be less than significant under the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.

Construction emissions under Alternative B1 would be greater because of the increased construction

activities and duration. In addition, due to the increased construction duration, nearby sensitive receptors

would be exposed to slightly higher concentrations of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

from local roadway truck traffic during construction. Overall emissions would be slightly greater than the

proposed project, but would still be less than significant due to the fact that construction emissions are

temporary and intermittent in nature. In addition, all applicable construction control measures (i.e., Basic

and Optional Control Measures from adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and Dust Control Ordinance)

that would apply to the proposed project would also be implemented for this alternative. According to the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to

IV.G-34, which is proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan, would reduce

construction-related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, similar to the proposed

project and pursuant to the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this alternative’s impacts related to

construction emissions would be less than significant with mitigation. Thus, this alternative’s project-

level, short-term construction emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation or conflict with the applicable air quality plan. Considering that construction activities

would be short-term and temporary in nature, and the fact that project-level construction impacts are less

than significant, Alternative B1’s construction-related emissions would not result in a cumulatively

considerable significant impact to air quality.

The proposed project’s maximum daily construction-related ROG, NOX, PM10¸and PM2.5 emissions would

be approximately 91, 59, 1, and 3 percent, respectively, of the proposed BAAQMD construction

thresholds of significance. It should be noted that the proposed thresholds of significance are average

daily emissions, and, therefore, the proposed project’s average daily emissions would be anticipated to be

less than the percentages listed. However, due to construction-related ROG emissions being close to the

proposed thresholds, Alternative B1’s construction-related emissions could be potentially significant if

the BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines are adopted.
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Operational emissions under Alternative B1 are anticipated to be slightly higher than those of the

proposed project. Alternative B1 would include the same number of residential units but slightly higher

commercial square footage due to the retention and relocation of the Tonga Room. However, Alternative

B1 would not result in a net increase in vehicle trips relative to the proposed project. As described under

the Transportation and Circulation discussion for Alternative B1 on p. VI-27, to be conservative, the

transportation study assumed that with project development hotel deliveries and the number of trips

associated with the Fairmont Hotel functions would remain similar to existing conditions. Therefore

under Alternative B1, the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those assumed for the

proposed project. The relocation of the Tonga Room would not be anticipated to increase the proposed

project’s net criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions above the existing or proposed BAAQMD

thresholds of significance. As shown in Table IV.G-7, the closest operational emissions to an existing or

proposed threshold are 56 percent of the proposed ROG threshold. Therefore, similar to the proposed

project, net operational air pollutant emissions under Alternative B1 are anticipated to be less than

significant under the adopted BAAMD CEQA Guidelines and the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.

Therefore, at the project level, Alternative B1’s operational emissions would not contribute substantially

to an existing or projected air quality violation or conflict with the applicable air quality plan. For projects

that do not exceed the project-level thresholds of significance, the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines

state that a project’s cumulative impacts should be determined by evaluating the project’s consistency

with the applicable general plan and the general plans consistency with the applicable air quality plan. As

discussed in Section IV.G, Air Quality, the San Francisco General Plan is consistent with the applicable

clean air plan to attain and maintain healthful air quality. Furthermore, as discussed in Impact AQ-CU-6,

the proposed project would be consistent with the San Francisco General Plan land use designation for

the  project  site  and  the  goals  and  strategies  of  the  San  Francisco General Plan to promote the use of

alternative means of transportation. Alternative B1 would be developed on the same project site, which is

part of a dense, highly urbanized area, and would develop similar land uses to the proposed project.

Therefore, Alternative B1 would also be consistent with goals and strategies of the San Francisco General

Plan. Considering this information and that Alternative B1’s operational emissions would not exceed the

adopted BAAQMD thresholds of significance, the project’s long-term operational activities would not

result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions. This

impact would not be a cumulatively considerable significant impact under the adopted BAAMQD CEQA

Guidelines or the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Alternative B1, total construction-related GHG emissions are anticipated to be slightly higher than

the under proposed project due to the increased construction activities and duration as a result of

additional excavation and relocation of the Tonga Room. However, relocation and grading activities are

not anticipated to add a substantial amount of construction-related GHG emissions to the overall

emissions. Construction activities would still be subject to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to

IV.G-34, and would include all selected LEED measures related to construction activities, as discussed in

Impact GH-1. In addition, Alternative B1 would comply with all City and County construction-related

regulations and ordinances, which are part of the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and have been

adopted to further the goals of the AB 32 Scoping Plan (Climate Change Scoping Plan). Therefore, under

Alternative B1, construction activities would be consistent with the San Francisco GHG Reduction

Strategy and Climate Change Scoping Plan’s policies and strategies to reduce GHG emissions and,

therefore, project-level effects related to construction-related GHG emissions would be less than

significant. The proposed BAAQMD Draft Air Quality Guidelines do not propose a significance

threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. Therefore, even if the proposed Draft Air Quality

Guidelines are adopted, construction-related GHG emissions would be evaluated with the same criterion

as above and Alternative B1’s construction-related GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would seek to achieve LEED Gold certification and would

comply with all City and County of San Francisco land-use-related regulations and ordinances which are

part of the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and have been adopted to further the goals of the

Climate Change Scoping Plan. Therefore, Alternative B1 would also be consistent with the San Francisco

GHG Reduction Strategy and the Climate Change Scoping Plan’s policies and strategies to reduce GHG

emissions and impacts related to operational GHG emissions would be less than significant. As discussed

in  Section  IV.H,  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions,  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR)  considers

climate change a “cumulative impact.”13 Therefore, this analysis provides a cumulative analysis of

greenhouse gases and climate change. Under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Alternative B1’s

operational GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Alternative B1 would generate the same number of vehicle trips and introduce the same number of

residential units as the proposed project. To be conservative, the transportation study assumed that with

project development hotel deliveries and the number of trips associated with the Fairmont Hotel functions

13 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2008, Technical Advisory: CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19. Available at:
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf, Last updated June 19, 2008, Accessed: September 2009, p. 5.

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf
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would remain similar to existing conditions. Therefore, under Alternative B1, the trip generation

characteristics  would  be  similar  to  those  assumed  for  the  proposed  project.  The  amount  of  commercial

square footage under Alternative B1 would increase due to the retention and relocation of the Tonga

Room. However, the addition of the Tonga Room’s operational emissions to the proposed project’s total

operational GHG emissions would not be anticipated to cause Alternative B1’s operational GHG

emissions to exceed the proposed BAAQMD GHG mass emissions operational threshold or the project-

level GHG efficiency threshold. The additional 7,656 square feet of restaurant use would not add

substantially to the approximately 317 MTCO2e/yr net increase under the proposed project. Thus,

Alternative B1 would be less than the proposed BAAQMD threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e/yr . Therefore, if

the proposed thresholds for the Draft Air Quality Guidelines are adopted, Alternative B1’s operational

GHG emissions would remain less than significant.

Wind and Shadow
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would not substantially alter existing wind and shadow

conditions on the project site and vicinity. Under Alternative B1, the proposed building height and design

would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  project.  Therefore,  similar  to  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  B1

would not substantially increase ground-level winds in pedestrian corridors or public spaces and would

therefore have less-than-significant project-level and cumulative wind impacts. Similar to the proposed

project, there would be no net new shadow impacts on public open spaces subject to Section 295, or other

publicly accessible recreational or open space. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would have

less-than-significant project-level and cumulative shadow impacts.

Recreation
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would provide publicly accessible open space in the form

of a landscaped courtyard (9,800 square feet), and private usable open space for the new on-site residents.

The proposed landscaped courtyard would be smaller than the existing courtyard. The incremental

demand for recreational facilities associated with the new residential use would not result in the need to

expand existing facilities or construction of new facilities, or cause the physical deterioration of nearby

open spaces. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in less-than-significant project-

level and cumulative impacts to recreation resource.

Utilities and Service Systems
As with the proposed project, Alternative B1 would result in a reduction of between 226 and 286 hotel

rooms and up to 160 new residential units. Similar to the proposed project, the project site is adequately

served  by  utilities  and  service  systems.  No  new facilities  and  service  systems  would  be  required  under
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this alternative, as with the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative B1 would also result in less-than-

significant project-level and cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems.

Public Services
As with the proposed project, new residents would be introduced to the site under this alternative and may

cause an incremental increase in the demand for public services due to the new residents on the site.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B1 would not require new police, fire, public school, or

library facilities and would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to public

services.

Biological Resources
As with the proposed project, demolition or construction activities would occur under this alternative and

could result in disturbances to nesting birds located on trees on or near the project site, should

construction occur during the bird nesting period. As with the proposed project 13 of the 21 street-level

trees along Powell and California Streets and the 15 ornamental plants and trees at the podium courtyard

level would be removed under this alternative. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, p. IV.M-7, would reduce impacts to nesting birds to a less-than-significant

level. Alternative B1 would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to

biological resources.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
The geology, soils, and seismicity effects associated with Alternative B1 would be similar to the proposed

project. However, this alternative would require two additional parking levels for approximately 12,960

additional cubic yards of excavation at an additional 20 feet in depth, compared to the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity, similar to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not deplete groundwater or interfere with

groundwater recharge, or have a substantial impact on water quality. Similar to the proposed project, this

alternative  could  result  in  an  increase  in  total  peak  runoff  volume  from  the  site  compared  to  existing

conditions that could contribute to the frequency or severity of CSO events. However, similar to the

proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-4, pp. IV.O-16 to IV.O-17 would

reduce total and peak flow to a less-than-significant level. As with the proposed project, this alternative
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residential entrance at the corner of California and Powell Streets, this alternative’s residential entrance

would  be  located  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  podium  structure  at  Powell  Street,  just  north  of  the

proposed garage driveway. As shown on Figure VI.8, because of the location of the residential entrance in

this portion of the site under Alternative B2, this alternative would not provide approximately 27 of the

bicycle parking spaces and car wash area on Level B5 that are proposed under the project. .

Further, because the Tonga Room requires an interior space with no exterior windows, this alternative

would require a blank wall along a large portion of the Powell Street frontage. Because of the proposed

location of the Tonga Room along the site’s Powell Street frontage under Alternative B2, this alternative

would not provide approximately 18 of the parking spaces and approximately five of the bicycle parking

spaces on Level B5 that are proposed under the project. Instead these parking spaces that are part of the

proposed development program would be provided on another level under this alternative. Therefore,

compared to the proposed project, one additional parking level totaling approximately 15,000 square feet

and requiring an additional 10 feet in depth of excavation would be required under Alternative B2, in

order to accommodate the 18 parking spaces, 32 bicycle parking spaces and associated garage circulation.

Compared to the proposed project, which would require 30,000 cubic yards of soil excavation,

Alternative B2 would require a total of about 35,500 cubic yards (i.e. an additional 5,500 cubic yards of

soil excavation more than with the proposed project), which would increase the length of construction by

approximately two months.14The deepest point of excavation would be approximately 50 feet below grade

at  the  intersection  of  California  and  Powell  Streets.  There  would  be  a  service  connection  to  the  main

kitchen, but no kitchen attached to the Tonga Room under this alternative, unlike with the proposed

project.

ALTERNATIVE B2 IMPACTS

Alternative B2 is evaluated for each environmental topic below. Table VI-1 on p. VI-69 provides a

comparison of potential impacts of Alternative B2 with those of the proposed project.

Land Use
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not result in any significant land use effects and

would not physically divide an established community, nor would it have an adverse impact upon the

existing character of the project vicinity. As with the proposed project, this alternative would generally

not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. The project approvals required for the

14 Barclay, Jerry. Principal. Conversion Management Associates, Inc. February 22, 2010 Letter to Glenn Isaacson,
Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.
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proposed project would be the same for Alternative B2. Similar to the proposed project, project-level and

cumulative land use impacts under this alternative would also be less than significant.

Aesthetics
Under Alternative B2, the building height and massing would be the same as under the proposed project.

Relocation of the Tonga Room under Alternative B2 would occur within the new podium structure along

the Powell Street frontage at Levels B4 and B5. The additional level of below-grade parking that would

be proposed under this alternative to accommodate the 18 parking spaces, 32 bicycle parking spaces, and

garage circulation would occur within the site and would not visible outside the project site. Because the

Tonga Room requires an enclosed space with no exterior windows, there would be a blank wall along the

Powell Street frontage under Alternative B2. Unlike the proposed project, this windowless façade would

not provide a pedestrian friendly street wall along Powell Street. However this would not constitute an

adverse change in the visual environment as the windowless façade would be similar to existing

conditions. As with the proposed project, this alternative would not have a substantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista, nor would it substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site

and its surroundings or create new sources of substantial light or glare. Project-level and cumulative

impacts to visual quality would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant.

Population and Housing
Alternative B2 would result in the same population, housing and employment effects as the proposed

project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would introduce up to 160 residential units on the

project site. As with the proposed project, there would also be net loss of 226 to 286 hotel rooms as a

result of the proposed demolition of the existing hotel tower and the potential room consolidation within

the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Similar to the proposed project and as under the existing condition, it is

anticipated that there would be no net increase in the number of full-time-equivalent employees.

This alternative, like the proposed project, would not induce substantial population growth, nor would it

significantly increase demand for housing. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in

less-than-significant project-level and cumulative population, housing, and employment impacts.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Unlike the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to

historic resources, because the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be dismantled,

relocated, and reinstalled in another setting and in another location with the spatial characteristics and the

essential proportions of the primary interior space of the existing Tonga Room setting. Under Alternative
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B2, the Tonga Room’s character defining features would be relocated within the proposed podium

structure, east of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel, on Levels B4 and B5 along Powell Street. By

comparison, the proposed project would demolish the Tonga Room, resulting in a significant and

unavoidable impact to this historic resource. Although the Tonga Room is located in the podium structure

of the Fairmont Hotel complex, its connection to the surrounding hotel functions is limited and the space

in which it historically occupies has no exterior windows. The Tonga Room is identified as a collection of

objects  that  dictate  their  own  unique  significance  as  related  to  a  specific  context,  in  this  case  the

significance of Polynesian Pop or “Tiki” and its broad influence on American popular culture. The Tonga

Room’s association with the Fairmont Hotel is secondary to this context. Therefore, the setting that

conveys the Tonga Room’s significance is experienced from within its interior space, and its orientation

to the Fairmont Hotel is less important for conveyance of the Tonga Room’s historic significance. The

Tonga Room represents a collection of elements and objects that were designed, constructed, or

manufactured, and located within a specific setting in order to create a stylistic expression and an all-

encompassing experience. This environment could be dismantled, relocated, and reinstalled in a new

location within the hotel complex so as to remain connected to the Fairmont Hotel and still continue to

convey its significance. Under Alternative B2, the relocation of the Tonga Room within the new podium

structure along Powell Street would reduce the significant unavoidable impact to historic resources to a

less-than-significant level, unlike the proposed project, which would result in a significant and

unavoidable impact to the Tonga Room even with mitigation.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B2 would involve renovation within the interior and exterior of

the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. As with the proposed project, the nature of the proposed work and the

work proposal provided by the project sponsor’s historic architect/preservation consultant, Page &

Turnbull for these activities, would address the character-defining features of the historic resource in a

sensitive manner and appears to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

Thus, any potential impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant. Implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-CP-1a, pp. IV.D-35 to IV.D-36, which is proposed as part of the project, would require that

the work proposed meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to protect the historic

1906 Fairmont Hotel during renovation. Similar to the proposed project, the exterior changes to the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel (and changes to the Venetian Room) would be required to comply with the

Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Impacts to the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would

therefore be less than significant, as with the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project, Mitigation

Measure M-CP-1b would not be applicable to Alternative B2, because impacts to the Tonga Room

would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 could
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also have a potentially significant impact to the potential Residential Apartment Historic district.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, pp. IV.D-40 to IV.D-41, would reduce this impact to

a less-than-significant level, as with the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B2 would involve ground disturbance that may impact

archaeological deposits. Compared to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would require an additional 10

feet in depth of excavation in depth (approximately 5,500 cubic yards). Similar to the proposed project,

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, pp. IV.D-42 to IV.D-45, would also be applicable to

Alternative B2. This mitigation measure would require an archeological testing program thus reducing

Alternative B2’s impacts to archaeological deposits to a less-than-significant level.

Overall unlike the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant project-level

impacts to historic resources. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-

significant cumulative impacts to historic resources and less-than-significant project-level and cumulative

impacts to archaeological resources and paleontological resources.

Transportation and Circulation
Alternative B2 would include a similar amount of development as the proposed project. Therefore, the

impacts of the proposed project to transportation and circulation would also occur with this alternative,

and would be less than significant. The construction period under this alternative would be approximately

two months longer than the proposed project due to the additional excavation needed for the relocation of

the Tonga Room. However, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include a proposed

Construction Management Plan, which would include the use of flaggers to control vehicular traffic and

pedestrians to facilitate the construction trucks entering and exiting the project site. This alternative would

not change site access routes, similar to the proposed project.

While there would be a loss of hotel rooms under the proposed project and thus a reduction of hotel-

related trips, to be conservative, the transportation study assumed that with project development, hotel

deliveries and the number of trips associated with the Fairmont Hotel functions would remain similar to

existing conditions. Under Alternative B2, the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those

assumed for the proposed project, and the project-related demand for parking and loading under

Alternative  B2  would  be  the  same  as  that  for  the  proposed  project.  Traffic,  transit,  pedestrian,  bicycle,

construction, and emergency access impacts would also be the same as that for the proposed project.

Similar to the proposed project, Improvement Measures I-TR-5.1, I-TR-5.2, I-TR-6.1, I-TR-6.2, I-

TR-6.3, I-TR-6.4, I-TR-6.5, and I-TR-Parking would further reduce or avoid this alternative’s less-
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than-significant construction-related impacts on loading and parking, as well as reduce the project's

parking demand by encouraging use of alternative transportation modes. Although not required by

CEQA, City decision-makers, including the Planning Commission, may impose such measures as

conditions of approval where warranted by project effects.

As with the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not have a considerable contribution to 2030

cumulative traffic conditions and would not have a significant traffic impact at the study intersections.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative transportation and circulation impacts.

Noise
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in temporary groundborne noise and

vibration levels generated by construction activities. Long-term operational noise levels from stationary

sources; the exposure of new on-site sensitive receptors to increased noise and/or vibration levels; and

increase in traffic noise volumes for noise sensitive receptors would also occur under this alternative,

similar to the proposed project. Alternative B2 would involve additional excavation associated with the

construction of the one additional underground parking level. Construction related groundborne noise and

vibration impacts would occur for approximately two more months under this alternative compared to the

proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the demolition and construction activities could expose

nearby noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of applicable noise standards and/or result in a

substantial increase in ambient noise levels. As with the proposed project, noise due to project-generated

construction activity would be limited to less noise sensitive hours (7:00 AM to 8:00 PM), would be

temporary, and would be restricted in noise levels due to inclusion of muffling on construction equipment

and enforcement of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance by DBI and SFPD. Therefore similar to the

proposed project, impacts of noise due to project-generated construction activity would be less than

significant.

As with the proposed project, noise from operational stationary noise sources such as HVAC equipment,

property maintenance equipment, and truck loading/unloading activities would comply with applicable

noise standards and impacts to nearby noise sensitive receptors would therefore be less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, new on-site noise sensitive receptors could be exposed to noise levels that

exceed the noise standard. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. IV.F-33, which is

proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan would include noise insulating
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features in the design of the residential units and would reduce the internal noise level below 45 dBA Leq.

This noise impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Under this Alternative, noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable construction or

operational noise impacts.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant project-related

operational and cumulative noise impacts.

Air Quality
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in the development of a new podium

structure, mid-rise residential component, and residential tower on the project site. Overall short-term

construction-related air emissions could be slightly greater under this alternative, because of the increased

construction and excavation activities and their associated construction equipment and vehicle exhaust

emissions. However, Alternative B2 would develop similar land uses to the proposed project; therefore,

long-term operational air emissions would be similar to those of the proposed project. Impacts associated

with stationary and mobile source TAC emissions, odors, short-term construction emissions, and long-

term regional emissions are considered less than significant under the proposed project.

As discussed in Impact AQ-4, the proposed project’s construction and operational activities would not

cause a net increase in TAC emissions that would expose sensitive receptors to substantially pollutant

concentrations. Although Alternative B2 would include increased construction and excavation activities,

it is not anticipated that these additional short-term construction activities would generate an incremental

increase in TAC emissions that would cause a cancer risk of over 10 chances in one million or a hazard

index of over one for non-cancer risk at the MEI. Alternative B2 would include similar operational

activities and land uses to those of the proposed project; therefore, it is not anticipated that Alternative B2

would cause a net increase of operational TAC emissions that would expose sensitive receptors to

substantially pollutant concentrations. Accordingly to the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines,

Alternative B2’s construction and operational TAC emission would be considered less than significant.

BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines recommend that projects quantitatively evaluate the TAC and

PM2.5 emissions associated with construction activities. For purposes of this analysis, and in anticipation

of the Draft Air Quality Guidelines, a health risk assessment and PM2.5 analysis for the project’s
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construction activities were performed by ENVIRON.15 The  health  risk  assessment  and  PM2.5 analysis

were conducted using project-related construction information provided by the project sponsor.16 This

construction information was similar to that used to quantify construction-related mass emissions for

Impact AQ-1. Alternative B2’s construction-related emissions are anticipated to be slightly higher than

those associated with the proposed project. Therefore, if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds

are adopted, according to the analysis performed by ENVIRON’s analysis, it is anticipated that

Alternative B2’s construction-related TAC and PM2.5 emissions would be considered potentially

significant under BAAQMD’s proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines. However, ENVIRON determined

that the use of Tier IV construction equipment for the entire fleet would reduce cancer risk and PM2.5

concentrations to a less-than-significant level.17 As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-

Potential Construction Mitigation Under BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines and Proposed

Thresholds,  p.  IV.G-52,  would  require  use  of  Tier  IV  construction  equipment  for  the  entire  fleet  and

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

In addition, as with the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not include any new odor sources that

could affect nearby receptors. Therefore, Alternative B2 would not create objectionable odors that would

affect a substantial number of people. This impact would be less than significant under the adopted

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.

Construction emissions under Alternative B2 would be greater because of the increased construction

duration. In addition, due to the increased construction duration, nearby sensitive receptors would be

exposed to slightly higher concentrations of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter from

local roadway truck traffic during construction. Overall emissions would be slightly greater than the

proposed project, but would still be less than significant due to the fact that construction emissions are

temporary and intermittent in nature. In addition, all applicable construction control measures (i.e., Basic

and Optional Control Measures from adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and Dust Control Ordinance)

that would apply to the proposed project would also be implemented for this alternative. According to the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to

IV.G-34, which is proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan, would reduce

construction-related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, similar to the proposed

project and pursuant to the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this alternative’s impacts related to

15 ENVIRON, 2010.
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
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construction emissions of fugitive PM10 dust would be less than significant with mitigation. Thus, this

alternative’s short-term construction emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation or conflict with the applicable air quality plan. Considering that

construction activities would be short-term and temporary in nature, and the fact that project-level

construction impacts are less than significant, Alternative B2’s construction-related criteria air pollutant

and precursor emissions would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to air quality.

The proposed project’s maximum daily construction-related ROG, NOX, PM10¸and PM10 emissions are

approximately 91, 59, 1, and 3 percent, respectively, of the proposed BAAQMD construction thresholds

of significance. It should be noted that the proposed thresholds of significance are average daily and

therefore the proposed project’s average daily emissions would be anticipated to be less than the

percentages listed. However, due to construction-related ROG emissions being close to the proposed

thresholds, Alternative B2’s construction-related emissions would be potentially significant if the

BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines and proposed thresholds are adopted.

Operational emissions under Alternative B2 are anticipated to be similar to those of the proposed project.

Alternative B2 would include the same number of residential units, but would result in a slight increase in

commercial square footage and decrease in residential lobby area due to the addition of the Tonga Room.

Alternative B2 would result  in  a  similar  number of  vehicle  trips  relative to the proposed project.  To be

conservative, the transportation study assumed that with project development hotel deliveries and the

number of trips associated with the Fairmont Hotel functions would remain similar to existing conditions.

Therefore under Alternative B2, the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those assumed for

the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2’s net operational

emissions would be less than significant under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and  the

proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, at the project level, Alternative B2’s operational emissions

would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or conflict with the

applicable air quality plan. For projects that do not exceed the project-level thresholds of significance, the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that a project’s cumulative impacts should be determined by

evaluating the project’s consistency with the applicable general plan and the general plans consistency

with the applicable air quality plan. As discussed in Section IV.G, Air Quality, the San Francisco General

Plan is consistent with the applicable clean air plan to attain and maintain healthful air quality.

Furthermore, as discussed in Impact AQ-CU-7, the proposed project would be consistent with the San

Francisco General Plan land use designation for the project site and the goals and strategies of the San

Francisco General Plan to promote the use of alternative means of transportation. Alternative B2 would
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be developed on the same project site, which is part of a dense, highly urbanized area, and would develop

similar land uses to the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative B2 would also be consistent with the

goals and strategies of the San Francisco General Plan. Considering this information and that Alternative

B2’s operational emissions would not exceed the adopted BAAQMD thresholds of significance, the

project’s long-term operational activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of

criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions. This impact would not be a cumulatively considerable

significant impact under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines or the proposed Draft Air Quality

Guidelines.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Alternative B2, total construction-related GHG emissions are anticipated to be slightly higher than

the proposed project’s due to the increased construction activities and duration as a result of additional

excavation and relocation of the Tonga Room. However, relocation and grading activities are not

anticipated to add a substantial amount of construction-related GHG emissions to the overall emissions.

Construction activities would still be subject to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to IV.G-34,

and would include all selected LEED measures related to construction activities, as discussed under

Impact GH-1. In addition, Alternative B2 would comply with all City and County construction-related

regulations and ordinances, which are part of the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and have been

adopted to further the goals of the Climate Change Scoping Plan. Therefore, under Alternative B2,

construction activities would be consistent with the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and Climate

Change Scoping Plan’s policies and strategies to reduce GHG emissions and project-level effects related

to construction-related emissions would be less than significant. The proposed Draft Air Quality

Guidelines do not proposed a significance threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. Therefore,

even if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines are adopted, construction-related GHG emissions would be

evaluated with the same criterion as above and Alternative B2’s construction-related GHG emissions

would remain less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would seek to achieve LEED Gold certification and would

comply with all the City and County of San Francisco land-use regulations and ordinances which are part

of the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and have been adopted to further the goals of the Climate

Change Scoping Plan. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would also be consistent

with the San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and Climate Change Scoping Plan’s policies and

strategies to reduce GHG emissions and impacts related to operational GHG emissions would be less than

significant. The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) considers climate change a “cumulative
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impact.”18 Therefore, this analysis provides cumulative analyses of greenhouse gases and climate change.

Under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Alternative B2’s operational GHG emissions would be

less than significant.

Alternative B2 would generate the same number of vehicle trips and introduce the same number of

residential units as the proposed project to the project site. As described under the Transportation and

Circulation discussion for Alternative B2 on p. VI-43, to be conservative, the transportation study

assumed that with project development hotel deliveries and the number of trips associated with the

Fairmont Hotel functions would remain similar to existing conditions. Therefore, under Alternative B2,

the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those assumed for the proposed project. The amount

of commercial square footage under Alternative B2 would slightly increase due to removal of lobby area

and addition of the Tonga Room. The net effect of these changes to the project’s overall commercial

space would not be anticipated to increase Alternative B2’s total operational GHG emissions to a level

where they would exceed the proposed new BAAQMD GHG mass emissions operational threshold or the

project-level GHG efficiency threshold. The additional 7,656 square feet of restaurant use would not add

substantially to the approximately 317 MTCO2e/yr net increase under the proposed project. Thus,

Alternative B2 would be less than the proposed BAAQMD threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e/yr. Therefore, if

the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and proposed thresholds are adopted, Alternative B2’s operational GHG

emissions would remain less than significant.

Wind and Shadow
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not substantially alter existing wind and shadow

conditions on the project site and vicinity. Under Alternative B2, the proposed building height and

massing design would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project,

Alternative B2 would not substantially increase ground-level winds in pedestrian corridors or public

spaces and would therefore have less-than-significant project-level and cumulative wind impacts. Similar

to the proposed project, there would be no net new shadow impacts on public open spaces subject to

Section 295, or other publicly accessible recreational or open space. Similar to the proposed project,

Alternative B2 would have less-than-significant project-level and cumulative shadow.

18 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2008, Technical Advisory: CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19. Available at:
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf, Last updated June 19, 2008, Accessed: September 2009, p. 5.

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf
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Recreation
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would provide publicly accessible private open space in

the form of a landscaped courtyard (9,800 square feet), and private usable open space for the new

residents. The proposed landscaped courtyard would be smaller than the existing courtyard. However, the

incremental demand for recreational facilities associated with the new residential use would not result in

the need to expand existing facilities or construct new facilities, or cause the physical deterioration of

nearby open spaces. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant

project-level and cumulative impacts to recreation resource.

Utilities and Service Systems
As with the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in a reduction of between 226 and 286 hotel

rooms and up to 160 new residential units. Similar to the proposed project, the project site is adequately

served  by  utilities  and  service  systems.  No  new facilities  and  service  systems  would  be  required  under

this alternative, as with the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative B2 would also result in less-than-

significant project-level and cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems.

Public Services
As with the proposed project, new residents would be introduced to the site under this alternative and may

cause an incremental increase in the demand for public services due to the new residents on the site.

However, similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not require new police, fire, or public

school facilities and would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to public

services.

Biological Resources
As with the proposed project, demolition or construction activities would occur under Alternative B2 and

could result in disturbances to nesting birds located on trees on or near the project site should construction

occur during bird nesting periods. As with the proposed project, 13 of the 21 street-level trees along

Powell and California Streets and the 15 ornamental plants and trees at the podium courtyard level would

be removed under this alternative. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-BI-3,  p.  IV.M-7,  would  reduce  impacts  to  nesting  birds  to  a  less-than-significant  level.

Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to biological

resources.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
The geology, soils, and seismicity effects associated with Alternative B2 would be similar to the proposed

project. However, this alternative would require approximately 5,500 additional cubic yards of excavation
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at an additional 10 feet in depth for the additional parking level, compared to the proposed project. As

with the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity, similar to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not deplete groundwater or interfere with

groundwater recharge, or have a substantial impact on water quality. Similar to the proposed project, this

alternative  could  result  in  an  increase  in  total  peak  runoff  volume  from  the  site  compared  to  existing

conditions that could contribute to the frequency or severity of CSO events. However, similar to the

proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-4, pp. IV.O-16 to IV.O-17 would

reduce total and peak flow to a less-than-significant level. As with the proposed project, this alternative

would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water

quality.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would result in potential impacts related to the use of

hazardous materials during project construction and operation and potential inadvertent release of

hazardous materials. Because Alternative B2 would require additional excavation associated with the one

additional subterranean parking level to accommodate the 18 parking spaces, 32 bicycle spaces, and

garage circulation, hazards and hazardous materials impacts could be greater than under the proposed

project related to potential health and safety risks related to removal of hazardous building materials,

serpentine soils containing chrysotile asbestos, lead or other contaminated soils. However, similar to the

proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-3, p. IV.P-16; M-HZ4a, p. IV.P-17;

M-HZ-4b, p. IV.P-18; and M-HZ-4c, pp. IV.P-18 to IV.P-20, which are proposed as part of the project

per the Construction Management Plan would reduce these hazards and hazardous materials impacts to

less-than-significant levels. Alternative B2 would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative impacts to hazards and hazardous materials.

Mineral and Energy Resources
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative B2 would not result in impacts related to mineral resources.

Energy consumption under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would result in

less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to energy resources.
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with the proposed project, Alternatives B1 and B2 would result in less-than-significant growth inducing

impacts.

According to the project sponsor, it may be infeasible to make the design and construction

accommodations necessary to incorporate the Tonga Room into the new podium structure.19 The

additional excavation needed for Alternative B1 would require a shoring system to support the eastern

façade of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel and due to the additional depth in excavation; it would also

require shoring below grade along California, Powell, and Sacramento Streets.20 Alternative B2 would

require less excavation than Alternative B1, therefore, it would only require a shoring system to support

the eastern façade of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. In addition, with the relocation of the Tonga

Room, the lagoon water feature would be located in an enclosed area in the middle of one of the parking

levels for both Alternatives B1 and B2. This would be a less efficient parking circulation plan for these

levels and potentially unsafe because vehicles would be required to circulate around the enclosed area

used for the lagoon water feature to access the parking levels above and below parking Level B5 for both

alternatives.21

Relocation of the Tonga Room under Alternative B1 would displace approximately 45 parking spaces in

Levels B4 and B5. Relocation of the Tonga Room under Alternative B2 would displace additional areas

including the residential entry, lobby, and security area along with residential offices and function rooms.

Under Alternative B2, the residential entrance would be relocated to the northeast portion of the podium

structure at Powell Street, just north of the proposed driveway (see Figure VI-8). A residential

development as proposed for this site would need a clear and important entrance with all of its

accompanying facilities such as security, guest waiting area, and clear circulation path to the elevators.22

Without a dominant entrance, lobby, concierge, and security area for the residential component, it may be

infeasible for the project sponsor to meet their objective of replacing the existing hotel tower with a new

residential component that could be integrated with the historic Fairmont Hotel.23Alternative B1 and B2

would partially meet some of the project sponsor’s objectives by (i) replacing the hotel tower and podium

structure with a new residential tower, mid-rise residential component and podium structure; (ii) reducing

the number of hotel rooms in order for the Fairmont Hotel to become responsive to the mid-size, five-star

19 Isaacson, Glenn. Principal. Conversion Management Associates, Inc. February 22, 2010 Letter to Susan Sagy,
Partner, W3 Partners. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

20 Ibid.
21 Ibid.
22 Ibid.
23 Ibid.
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hotel market segment in San Francisco; (iii) upgrading hotel components such as meeting rooms and

support facilities; (iv) constructing the new Grand Ballroom at another location adjacent to the main hotel

elevators and existing Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms; (v) developing a project that intends to attain a

LEED Gold standard; and (vi) create additional on-site parking for the new residential use.

According to the project sponsor, the Tonga Room Relocation Alternatives (B1 and B2) would not be

consistent with some project objectives, such as upgrading hotel components (including restaurants and

lounges) to the standard of a mid-size five-star hotel and in a manner consistent with the historic character

of the Fairmont Hotel. The Tonga Room is a Polynesian-themed restaurant and entertainment cocktail

lounge that is open from 5:00 PM, five days a week. According to the project sponsor, this venue has

varied success, and an inconsistent attraction mostly on weekends to transient hotel guests and some

narrow local constituencies.24 This venue tends to appeal to conferences or meetings attendees when the

restaurant can be restricted to a private party, as opposed to generating demand, need, or popularity from

independent travelers.25

The predecessor of the Tonga Room, S.S. Tonga, was developed as an attraction in the early 1950’s

which was a time when both out-of-town visitors and locals visited hotels for cuisine and entertainment.26

During  that  period,  larger  hotels  such  as  the  Fairmont,  St.  Francis,  and  Palace  offered  four  or  five

restaurants within the hotels, prior to the emergence of local free-standing restaurants as a significant

dining option for out-of-town visitors and locals.27 Since that time, hotels have re-configured their dining

options to two outlets: a casual three-meal restaurant and a fine-dining restaurant. Some luxury hotels also

offer a “grab and go” or café option for time sensitive customers.28 One of the project objectives is to

upgrade the restaurant and lounges in the Fairmont Hotel to the standard of a mid-size, five-star hotel. To

meet this objective, the Fairmont Hotel would include a fine dining restaurant which is comparable to a

Michelin one or two Star hotel and free-standing restaurants in San Francisco.29 The Tonga Room would

not meet this objective and would not fit the dining option of a casual three-meal restaurant, fine-dining,

or “grab and go” option. Laurel Court would continue to meet the casual three-meal restaurant option, and

a café would satisfy the “grab and go” option.

24 Swig, Rick. January 29, 2010. Letter to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document
is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  as  part  of  Case  No.
2008.0081E.

25 Ibid.
26 Ibid.
27 Ibid.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.
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Another project objective is to continue the process of restoring the beaux arts character of the historic

1906 Fairmont Hotel in a manner consistent with its historic character and importance.30 According to the

project architect, relocation of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room within the Fairmont

Hotel complex, and its Polynesian or “Tiki” theme design concept would not be consistent with this

objective because the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would have no visual,

programmatic, or qualitative connection to the classic beaux arts building.31 The  design  concept  of  the

proposed project is “classist modern” and is intended to complement the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel

while distinguishing the new from the old and is intended to elevate the hotel to a five-star status.32

Relocation of the Tonga Room (Alternatives B1 and B2) would not be consistent with this design

concept. A “theme” restaurant is not consistent with the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel or the proposed

new additions to the site and therefore would not meet the project sponsor’s objectives to upgrade the

hotel support facilities to be responsive to the mid-size, five-star hotel segment in San Francisco in a

manner consistent with its historic character.33,34

ALTERNATIVE C: PARTIAL RELOCATION OF THE TONGA ROOM
WITHIN THE PROPOSED PODIUM STRUCTURE (PARTIAL
RELOCATION)

DESCRIPTION

The Partial Relocation Alternative (Alternative C) is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable

historical resources impact identified for the proposed project. Under this alternative, some of the

character-defining features of the Tonga Room (which has been identified in this EIR as an historical

resource under CEQA) would be dismantled, relocated, and reinstalled to an approximately 1,200 to

1,400 square-foot space adjacent to the California and Powell Streets entrance on Level B3 of the new

podium structure. See Figure VI-10: Alternative C – Partial Relocation [Level B3], p. VI-53.

The development for Alternative C is similar to the proposed project. The residential tower and podium

structure would have a total height of approximately 317 feet under the Planning Code definition. In

addition, an 11-foot mechanical penthouse would be proposed. With the mechanical penthouse, the tower

30 Berger, Miles. AIA. February 5, 2010 Letter to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No.
2008.0081E.

31 Ibid.
32 Ibid.
33 Ibid.
34 Swig, Rick. January 29, 2010.
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would be 328 feet; however the mechanical penthouse is exempt from Planning Code height

measurements. Under Alternative C, a 45-foot-tall flag pole is also proposed above the mechanical

penthouse. The proposed five-story podium would be 50 feet tall and the proposed mid-rise residential

component (above the five-story podium) would measure 55 feet tall. The mid-rise residential component

and podium would therefore measure 10 stories or a total of 105 feet in height from street grade. The new

residential tower would be located on the northeastern corner of the site above the podium and would

enclose the north side of the podium courtyard. The mid-rise residential component would enclose the

podium courtyard along the east and south sides. Similar to the proposed project, Alternatives C would

include the development of a mid-rise residential component and residential tower with up to 160

residential units integrated with the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Renovation of the historic 1906

Fairmont Hotel, construction of a new Grand Ballroom to a location adjacent to the main hotel elevators

and existing Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms, construction of 350 parking spaces in a below-grade, four

level parking garage, and off-street loading space improvements would also be constructed.

This alternative explores a way to preserve and relocate some of the character defining features of the

Tonga Room, in order to reduce the significant and unavoidable impact to this historic resource under

CEQA.

 Under this alternative, a selection of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be

relocated to a bar setting in a smaller space within the proposed podium structure that would not be

column free. This new facility could incorporate the following character defining features per the Historic

Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) in its décor: Tiki idols, S.S. Forrester mast and rigging (up to 10

feet in height), dug-out canoes, thatched huts (reduced size), ornamental lights, nautical and south seas

decorations, bamboo, raffia and rattan assemblies.35 The main entrance to this facility would be located at

California and Powell Streets. Kitchen service connection would be through the retail level and possibly

through the garage at Level B4.

Alternative C would require the same depth and amount of excavation (30 feet and 30,000 cubic yards of

soil) as the proposed project.

35 San Francisco Planning Department, 2010, Historic Resource Evaluation Response: 950 Mason Street: The
Fairmont Hotel, March 12. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.
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ALTERNATIVE C IMPACTS

The Partial Relocation Alternative is evaluated for each environmental topic below. Table VI-1 on p. VI-

69 provides a comparison of potential impacts of Alternative C with those of the proposed project.

Land Use
Implementation of Alternative C would result in development of a new residential tower and mid-rise

residential component, both above a podium, similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed

project, this alternative would not result in any significant land use effects and would not physically

divide an established community, nor would it have an adverse impact upon the existing character of the

project vicinity. As with the proposed project, this alternative would generally not conflict with any

applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. The project approvals required for the proposed project

would be the same for Alternative C. Similar to the proposed project, project-level and cumulative land

use impacts under this alternative would also be less than significant.

Aesthetics
Under this alternative, the building height and massing would be the same as under the proposed project.

Partial  relocation  of  the  Tonga  Room  to  a  smaller  space  adjacent  to  the  California  and  Powell  Streets

entrance on Level B3 of the new podium structure would occur within the site and therefore not visible

from surrounding areas. As with the proposed project, this alternative would not have a substantial

adverse effect on a scenic vista, nor would it substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality

of the project site and its surroundings or create new sources of substantial light or glare. Similar to the

proposed project, Alternative C would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative visual

quality impacts.

Population and Housing
Alternative C would result in the same population, housing and employment effects as the proposed

project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would introduce up to 160 residential units on the

project site. As with the proposed project, there would also be net loss of 226 to 286 hotel rooms as a

result of the proposed demolition of the existing hotel tower and the potential room consolidation within

the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Similar to the proposed project and as under the existing condition, it is

anticipated that there would be no net increase in the number of full-time-equivalent employees. This

alternative, like the proposed project, would not induce substantial population growth, nor would it

significantly increase demand for housing. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in

less-than-significant project-level and cumulative population, housing, and employment impacts.
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Under the Partial Relocation Alternative, the Tonga Room would be dismantled, relocated, and reinstalled

within the new podium structure in a location that is smaller than the existing setting and east of the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. Some character-defining features would be retained within a new 1,200 to

1,400 square-foot space in the new podium structure. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would

demolish the existing Tonga Room, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts to this historic

resource, as defined under CEQA.

As with the proposed project, Alternative C would involve interior and exterior renovation of the historic

1906 Fairmont Hotel. As with the proposed project, the nature of the proposed work and the work

proposal provided by the project sponsor’s historic architect/preservation consultant, Page & Turnbull for

these activities, would address the character-defining features of the historic resource in a sensitive

manner and appears to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Thus, any

potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-

CP-1a, pp. IV.D-35 to IV.D-36, which is proposed as part of the project per the Construction

Management Plan, would require that the work proposed meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for

Rehabilitation to protect the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel during renovation. Similar to the proposed

project, the exterior changes to the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel (and changes to the Venetian Room)

would be required to comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Impacts to the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would therefore be less than significant, as with the proposed project.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C could also have a potentially significant impact to the

potential Residential Apartment Historic district. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c, pp.

IV.D-40  to  IV.D-41,  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  as  with  the  proposed

project.

Although Alternative C would reuse some character-defining features, not all character-defining features

of the Tonga Room would be retained in the new, smaller space. Given the square footage of the existing

Tonga Room setting, relocation to a smaller space could not adequately support many of the character-

defining features that currently convey this resource’s significance. Some of the notable features include

sculptures, textiles, and hanging pieces as well as elements of the S.S. Forrester such as rigging, railings,

and wheel; and “The Dock” and lagoon railing; floating bandstand; hanging outrigger and dugout canoes;

contribute to the overall experience provided by the Tonga Room. Providing a setting that does not mirror

the existing Tonga Room setting and does not retain all of the identified character-defining features would

not allow the historic resource to retain sufficient integrity of design, setting, materials, workmanship,
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feeling, and association for eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. Thus,

similar to the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact to the Tonga Room would not be

reduced to less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b, pp. IV.D-37 to IV.D-

39, which is proposed as part of the project, would require: documentation of the Tonga Room and all of

its character-defining features; and a salvage, stabilization and monitoring program for the removal and

storage of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room that are not relocated under this alternative.

While the partial relocation alternative would reduce the historic impacts that would occur under the

proposed project, it would not reduce or avoid the significant and unavoidable impact to the Tonga Room

to a less-than-significant level. As with the proposed project, Alternative C would include ground

disturbance that may impact archaeological deposits. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would

require net new excavation of about 30 feet below the 10-foot depth of the existing basement level

(approximately 30,000 cubic yards) on the project site. Potential impacts of this alternative to

undiscovered archaeological resources would be similar to the proposed project; however,

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 pp. IV.D-42 to IV.D-45, to conduct an archeological

testing program would reduce impacts to archaeological deposits to less than significant. Overall similar

to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in significant and unavoidable project-related impacts

to historical resources. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-

significant cumulative impacts to historic resources and less-than-significant project-level and cumulative

impacts to archaeological resources and paleontological resources.

Transportation and Circulation
Alternative C would include the same amount of development as the proposed project. Therefore, the

impacts of the proposed project to transportation and circulation would also occur with this alternative,

and would also be less than significant. The construction period under this alternative would be the same

as under the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include a proposed

Construction Management Plan, which would include the use of flaggers to control vehicular traffic and

pedestrians to facilitate the construction trucks entering exiting the site. This alternative would not change

site access routes compared to the proposed project.

While there would be a loss of hotel rooms under the proposed project and thus a reduction in hotel-

related trips, to be conservative, the transportation study assumed that with project development, hotel

deliveries and the number of trips associated with the Fairmont Hotel use would remain similar to

existing conditions. Under Alternative C, the trip generation characteristics would be similar to those

assumed for the proposed project, and the project-related demand for parking and loading under this
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alternative would be the same as that for the proposed project. Traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle,

construction, and emergency access impacts would also be the same as that for the proposed project.

As with the proposed project, Improvement Measures I-TR-5.1, I-TR-5.2, I-TR-6.1, I-TR-6.2, I-TR-

6.3, I-TR-6.4, I-TR-6.5, and I-TR-Parking would further reduce or avoid less-than-significant

construction impacts on loading and parking, as well as reduce the parking deficit issue in the project

area. Although not required by CEQA, City decision-makers, including the Planning Commission, may

impose such measures as conditions of approval where warranted by project effects.

As with the proposed project, Alternative C would not have a considerable contribution to 2030

cumulative traffic conditions and would not have a significant traffic impact at the study intersections.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in less-than-significant project-level and

cumulative transportation and circulation impacts.

Noise
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in temporary groundborne noise and

vibration levels generated by construction activities. Long-term operational noise levels from stationary

sources; the potential exposure of new on-site sensitive receptors to increased noise and/or vibration

levels; and increase in traffic noise volumes for noise sensitive receptors would also occur under this

alternative, similar to the proposed project. This alternative would involve the same amount of excavation

as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the demolition and construction activities could

expose nearby noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of applicable noise standards and/or

result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. As with the proposed project, noise due to project-

generated construction activity would be limited to less noise sensitive hours (7:00 AM to 8:00 PM),

would be temporary, and would be restricted in noise levels due to inclusion of muffling on construction

equipment and enforcement of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance by DBI and SFPD. Therefore, similar

to the proposed project, impacts of noise due to project-generated construction activity would be less than

significant.

As with the proposed project, noise from operational stationary noise sources such as HVAC equipment,

property maintenance equipment, and truck loading/unloading would comply with applicable noise

standards and impacts to nearby noise sensitive receptors would therefore be less than significant.

However, similar to the proposed project, new on-site noise sensitive receptors could be exposed to noise

levels that exceed the noise standard. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-3, p. IV.F-33,

which is proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan would include noise
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insulating features in the design of the residential uses to reduce the internal noise level below 45 dBA

Leq. This noise impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Under this Alternative, noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable construction or

operational noise impacts.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in less-than-significant project-related

construction, operational, and cumulative noise impacts.

Air Quality
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in the development of a new podium structure,

mid-rise residential component, and residential tower on the project site. Overall short-term construction-

related  air  emissions  could  be  slightly  greater  under  this  alternative,  because  of  the  relocation  of  the

Tonga Room. Alternative C would require the same amount of excavation as the proposed project.

Alternative C would develop similar land uses to the proposed project; therefore, long-term operational

air emissions would be similar to those the proposed project. Impacts associated with stationary and

mobile source TAC emissions, odors, short-term construction emissions, and long-term regional

emissions are considered less than significant under the proposed project.

As discussed in Impact AQ-4, the proposed project’s construction and operational activities would not

cause a net increase in TAC emissions that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations. Therefore, it is not anticipated that Alternative C’s construction activities would generate

a cancer risk of over 10 chances in one million or a hazard index of over one for non-cancer risk at the

MEI.  Alternative  C  would  include  similar  operational  activities  and  land  uses  to  those  of  the  proposed

project; therefore, it is not anticipated that Alternative C would cause a net increase of operational TAC

emissions that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. According to the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Alternative C’s construction and operational TAC emissions

would be considered less than significant.

BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines recommend that projects quantitatively evaluate the TAC and

PM2.5 emissions associated with construction activities. For purposes of this analysis, and in anticipation

of the Draft Air Quality Guidelines, a health risk assessment and PM2.5 analysis for the project’s
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construction activities were performed by ENVIRON.36 The  health  risk  assessment  and  PM2.5 analysis

were conducted using project-related construction information provided by the project sponsor.37 This

construction information was similar to that used to quantify construction-related mass emissions for

Impact AQ-1. Alternative C’s construction-related emissions would be similar to those associated with

the proposed project. Therefore, if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds are adopted, according

to the analysis performed by ENVIRON’s analysis, it is anticipated that Alternative C’s construction-

related  TAC  and  PM2.5 emissions would be considered potentially significant under BAAQMD’s

proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.  However,  ENVIRON  determined  that  the  use  of  Tier  IV

construction equipment for the entire fleet would reduce cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations to a less-

than-significant level.38 As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Potential Construction

Mitigation Under BAAQMD’s Draft Air Quality Guidelines and Proposed Thresholds, p. IV.G-52,

would require use of Tier IV construction equipment for the entire fleet and would reduce this impact to a

less-than-significant level.

In addition, Alternative C would not include any additional odor sources that could affect nearby

receptors. Therefore, Alternative C would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial

number of people. This impact would be less than significant under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA

Guidelines and the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.

Construction emissions under Alternative C would similar to those of the proposed project. Similar to the

proposed project, this alternative would also be subject to applicable construction control measures (i.e.,

Basic and Optional Control Measures from adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines). According to the

adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to

IV.G-34, which is proposed as part of the project per the Construction Management Plan, would reduce

construction-related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, similar to the proposed

project and pursuant to the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this alternative’s impacts related to

construction emissions would be less than significant with mitigation. Thus, this alternative’s project-

level, short-term construction emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation or conflict with the applicable air quality plan. Considering that construction activities

would be short-term and temporary in nature, and the fact that the project-level construction impacts are

36 ENVIRON, 2010, Memorandum to MEA: Quantitative Analysis of Construction Emissions Health Impacts for
the Fairmont Hotel Project, April 8, 2010. This document is available for review at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.

37 Ibid.
38 Ibid.



VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Draft EIR VI-60 950 Mason Street Fairmont Hotel
Case No. 2008.0081E Revitalization and Residential Tower Project

less than significant, Alternative C’s construction-related emissions would not result in a cumulatively

considerable significant impact to air quality.

The proposed project’s maximum daily construction-related ROG, NOX, PM10¸and PM10 emissions are

approximately 91, 59, 1, and 3 percent, respectively, of the proposed BAAQMD construction thresholds

of significance. It should be noted that the proposed thresholds of significance are average daily and

therefore the proposed project’s average daily emissions would be anticipated to be less than the

percentages listed. Alternative C would require the same amount of excavation as the proposed project.

Therefore, similar to the proposed project, it is not anticipated Alternative C’s additional construction

activities would cause the average daily construction-related criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions

to exceed the proposed thresholds of significance. Alternative C’s construction-related emissions would

remain less than significant if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines are adopted.

Operational emissions under Alternative C would be similar to those of the proposed project. Alternative

C would not generate any additional vehicle trips, but would construct additional commercial uses (i.e.,

Tonga Room). However, the addition of the Tonga Room is not anticipated to increase the proposed

project’s net criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions above the adopted or proposed BAAQMD

thresholds of significance. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the net operational air quality

emissions under Alternative C are anticipated to remain less than significant under the adopted

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and proposed thresholds. Thus,

Alternative C’s project-level operational emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation or conflict with the applicable air quality plan. For projects that do not

exceed the project-level thresholds of significance, the adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that a

project’s cumulative impacts should be determined by evaluating the project’s consistency with the

applicable general plan and the general plans consistency with the applicable air quality plan. As

discussed  in  Section  IV.G,  Air  Quality,  the  San  Francisco General Plan would be consistent with the

applicable clean air plan to attain and maintain healthful air quality. Furthermore, as discussed in Impact

AQ-CU-6, the proposed project would be consistent with the San Francisco General Plan land use

designation for the project site and the goals and strategies of the San Francisco General Plan to promote

the use of alternative means of transportation. Alternative C would be developed on the same project site,

which is part of a dense, highly urbanized area, and would develop similar land uses to the proposed

project. Therefore, Alternative C would also be consistent with the goals and strategies of the San

Francisco General Plan. Considering this information and that Alternative C’s operational emissions

would not exceed the adopted BAAQMD thresholds of significance, the project’s long-term operational
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activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutant or precursor

emissions. This impact would not be cumulatively considerable significant impact under the adopted

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines or the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Alternative C, total construction-related GHG emissions are anticipated to be similar to those of

the proposed project. Relocation of the Tonga Room would not add construction-related GHG emissions

because it would be located within the proposed podium structure and would not require additional

construction. Construction activities under Alternative C would be subject to Mitigation Measure M-

AQ-1, pp. IV.G-33 to IV.G-34, and would include all selected LEED measures relating to construction

activities,  as  discussed  under  Impact  GH-1.  In  addition,  Alternative  C  would  comply  with  all  City  and

County construction-related regulations and ordinances, which are part of the San Francisco GHG

Reduction Strategy and have been adopted to further the goals of the Climate Change Scoping Plan.

Therefore, under Alternative C, construction activities would be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG

Reduction Strategy and Climate Change Scoping Plan’s policies and strategies to reduce GHG emissions

and project-level effects related to construction-related GHG emissions would be less than significant.

The proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines do not propose a significance threshold for construction-

related GHG emissions. Therefore, if the proposed Draft Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds are

adopted, construction-related GHG emissions would be evaluated with the same criterion as above and

Alternative C’s construction-related GHG emissions would remain less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C also intends to attain a LEED Gold standard and comply

with all the City and County land-use-related regulations and ordinances, which are part of the San

Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy and have been adopted to further the goals of the Climate Change

Scoping Plan. Therefore, Alternative C would be consistent with the San Francisco GHG Reduction

Strategy and Climate Change Scoping Plan’s policies  and  strategies  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  and

impacts related to operational GHG emissions would be less than significant. The Office of Planning and

Research (OPR) considers climate change a “cumulative impact.”39 Therefore, this analysis provides

cumulative analyses of greenhouse gases and climate change. Under the adopted BAAQMD CEQA

Guidelines, Alternative C’s operational GHG emissions would be less than significant.

39 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2008, Technical Advisory: CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19. Available at:
http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf, Last updated June 19, 2008, Accessed: September 2009, p. 5.

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf
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Alternative C would generate the same number of vehicle trips and develop the same number of

residential units. Commercial square footage would increase under Alternative C due to the relocation of

the Tonga Room. However, the addition of the Tonga Room’s operational emissions to the proposed

project’s total operational GHG emissions would not be anticipated to cause Alternative C’s operational

GHG emissions to exceed the proposed BAAQMD GHG mass emissions operational threshold or the

project-level GHG efficiency threshold. Therefore, if the Draft Air Quality Guidelines and proposed

thresholds are adopted, Alternative C’s operational GHG emissions would remain less than significant.

Wind and Shadow
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would not substantially alter existing wind and shadow

conditions on the project site and vicinity. Under Alternative C, the proposed building height and design

would be identical to the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Alternative C

would not substantially increase ground-level winds in pedestrian corridors or public spaces and would

therefore have less-than-significant project-level and cumulative wind impacts. Similar to the proposed

project, there would be no net new shadow impacts on public open spaces subject to Section 295, or other

publicly accessible recreational or open space. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would also

have less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to shadow.

Recreation
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would provide publicly accessible private open space in the

form of a landscaped courtyard (9,800 square feet), and private usable open space for the new on-site

residents. The proposed landscaped courtyard would be larger than the existing courtyard. The

incremental demand for recreational facilities associated with the new residential use would not result in

the need to expand existing facilities or construct new facilities, or cause the physical deterioration of

nearby open spaces. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative C would result in less-than-significant

project-level and cumulative impacts to recreation resource.

Utilities and Service Systems
As with the proposed project, Alternative C would result in a reduction of between 226 and 286 hotel

rooms and the addition of up to 160 residential units. Similar to the proposed project, the project site is

adequately  served  by  utilities  and  service  systems.  No  new  facilities  and  service  systems  would  be

required under this alternative, as with the proposed project. Therefore, Alternative C would also result in

less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems.
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Public Services
As with the proposed project, new residents would be introduced to the site under this alternative and may

cause an incremental increase in the demand for public services due to the new residents on the site,

however, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not require new police, fire, or public

school facilities and would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to public

services.

Biological Resources
As with the proposed project, demolition or construction activities would occur under Alternative C and

could result in disturbances to nesting birds located in trees on or near the project site should construction

occur during bird nesting periods. As with the proposed project, 13 of the 21 street-level trees along

Powell and California Streets and the 15 ornamental plants and trees at the podium courtyard level would

be removed under this alternative. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-BI-3,  p.  IV.M-7,  would  reduce  impacts  to  nesting  birds  to  a  less-than-significant  level.

Alternative C would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts to biological

resources.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
The geology, soils, and seismicity effects associated with Alternative C would be similar to the proposed

project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant project-level

and cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not deplete groundwater or interfere with

groundwater recharge, or have a substantial impact on water quality. Similar to the proposed project, this

alternative  could  result  in  an  increase  in  total  peak  runoff  volume  from  the  site  compared  to  existing

conditions that could contribute to the frequency or severity of CSO events. However, similar to the

proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-4, pp. IV.O-16 to IV.O-17 would

reduce total and peak flow to a less-than-significant level. As with the proposed project, this alternative

would result in less-than-significant project-level and cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water

quality.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Similar to the proposed project, the Partial Relocation Alternative would result in potential impacts

related to the use of hazardous materials during project construction and operation and potential

inadvertent release of hazardous materials. Hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be similar to
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Impacts to the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel would therefore be less than significant, as with the proposed

project.

As with the proposed project, Alternative C would require the same amount of excavation as the proposed

project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2,  pp.  IV.D-41  to  IV.D-44  would  require  an

archeological testing program, would reduce potential impacts to other cultural resources to less-than-

significant levels. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of mitigation measures for noise, air

quality, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials (see

Table VI-1, p. VI-69) would reduce these potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant levels.

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would contribute up to 160 units to the City’s housing

stock and would accommodate 283 to 368 people. The proposed project would be an infill project in an

already urbanized area of San Francisco, which would not require new or expanded municipal

infrastructure. As with the proposed project, growth that would occur as a result of project

implementation would not be considered substantial or adverse and this alternative would not result in

significant growth inducing impacts.

Overall, Alternative C would have fewer environmental impacts compared to the proposed project, but it

would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impact related to the Tonga Room, a historic resource

under CEQA, to a less-than-significant level. Alternative C would meet some of the project sponsor’s

objectives  by  (i)  replacing  the  hotel  tower  and  podium structure  with  a  new residential  tower,  mid-rise

residential component and podium structure; (ii) reducing the number of hotel rooms in order for the

Fairmont  Hotel  to  become responsive to the mid-size,  five-star  hotel  market  segment  in  San Francisco;

(iii) upgrading hotel components such as meeting rooms and support facilities; (iv) constructing the new

Grand Ballroom to a location adjacent to the main hotel elevators and existing Terrace and Vanderbilt

Rooms; (v) developing a project that intends to attain a LEED Gold standard; and (vi) create additional

on-site parking for the new residential use.

However, according to the project sponsor, Alternative C would not be consistent with some project

objectives such as upgrading hotel components (including the restaurants and lounges) to the standard of

a mid-size, five star hotel and in a manner consistent with the historic character of the Fairmont Hotel. To

meet the objective for upgrading the restaurant and lounges, the Fairmont Hotel would include a fine

dining, dinner-only restaurant and lounge which is comparable to Michelin one star or two star hotel and
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free-standing restaurants in San Francisco.40 Reinstalling some of the character-defining features of the

Tonga Room to a smaller space on site within the new podium structure, and its Polynesian or “Tiki”

theme design concept would not be consistent with this objective.

Another project objective is to continue the process of restoring the beaux arts character of the historic

1906 Fairmont Hotel in a manner consistent with its historic character and importance.41 In addition,

upgrading hotel support elements such as food and beverage facilities to be compatible with the quality,

classic  appearance,  and character  of  the historic  property would raise its  potential  to  a  five-star  hotel.42

The partial relocation of the Tonga Room within the Fairmont Hotel complex would have no visual,

programmatic, or qualitative connection to the classic beaux arts building.43 The  design  concept  of  the

proposed project is “classic modern” and is intended to complement the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel

while distinguishing the new from the old and is intended to a five-star status.44 A “theme” bar is not

consistent with the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel or the proposed new additions to the site and therefore

would not meet the project sponsor’s objectives to upgrade the hotel support facilities to be responsive to

the mid-size, five-star hotel segment in San Francisco in a manner consistent with its historic

character.45,46

Under Alternative C, historic resource impacts would be reduced compared to those with the proposed

project, because some of the character-defining features of the Tonga Room would be dismantled,

relocated, and reinstalled on site within the new podium structure in a location that is smaller than the

existing Tonga Room setting, however, the historic resource impacts would not be reduced to a level of

less-than-significant level even with mitigation.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of an environmentally superior

alternative. If the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of the

40 Swig, Rick. January 29, 2010. Letter to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This document
is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  as  part  of  Case  No.
2008.0081E.

41 Berger, Miles. AIA. February 5, 2010 Letter to Glenn Isaacson, Conversion Management Associates, Inc. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No.
2008.0081E.

42 Ibid.
43 Ibid.
44 Ibid.
45 Ibid.
46 Swig, Rick. January 29, 2010.
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“environmentally superior alternative other than the no project alternative” from among the proposed

project and the alternatives evaluated. The No Project Alternative is considered the overall

environmentally superior alternative, because the impacts associated with implementation of the proposed

project would not occur under the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would not meet any

of the project sponsor’s objectives. To identify the second most environmentally superior alternative, a

comparison of the impacts related to the alternatives are presented in Table VI-1 on p. VI-69.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, Alternative B2 would be the environmentally superior alternative

(other than the No Project Alternative), because this alternative would reduce the significant and

unavoidable impacts related to the Tonga Room to less-than-significant levels. Alternative B2 would

require one additional level of parking and less excavation on site, compared to two additional levels of

parking and more excavation on site with Alternative B1. With relatively less excavation, Alternative B2

would have a construction period that is approximately three months shorter than Alternative B1 and

would have less construction related emissions. In addition, Alternative B2 would have slightly less

impacts than Alternative B1, related to undiscovered archaeological resources, noise, air quality, and

hazards and hazardous materials during the construction and excavation phases. All mitigation measures

identified for the proposed project, except for Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b would be required for

Alternative B2. Alternative B2 would not require implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b

because relocating the Tonga Room would not result in a significant unavoidable impact to historic

resources.

Alternative B2 would meet some of the project sponsor’s objectives by constructing the new Grand

Ballroom to a location adjacent to the main hotel elevators and existing Terrace and Vanderbilt Rooms.

As discussed above, because Alternative B2 would displace the clear and important entrance additional

design considerations would be needed to accommodate the new lobby, guest waiting area, and security

area for the new residential uses, it may be infeasible for the project sponsor to meet the objective of

replacing the existing hotel tower with a new residential component that could be integrated with the

historic Fairmont Hotel.47 Alternative B2 also may not be consistent with other project objectives such as

upgrading the restaurant and lounges to the standard of a mid-size, five-star hotel. According to the

project sponsor, dismantling, relocating, and reinstalling the character-defining features of the Tonga

Room to the proposed location on Levels B4 and B5 within the new podium structure would not meet the

47 Isaacson, Glenn. Principal. Conversion Management Associates, Inc. February 22, 2010 Letter to Susan Sagy,
Partner, W3 Partners. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2008.0081E.
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objective to upgrade the hotel support facilities to be responsive to the mid-size, five-star hotel segment in

San Francisco. In addition, a “theme” restaurant is not consistent with the continued restoration of the

historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel or the design concept of the proposed project. Further, the design and

construction accommodations necessary to incorporate the Tonga Room into the new podium structure

would increase construction time, and would require additional construction accommodation such as a

shoring system on the eastern façade of the historic 1906 Fairmont Hotel. However, because Alternative

B2 would reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts related to the Tonga Room to a less-than-

significant level, it would be the environmentally superior alternative.
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Table VI-1
Comparison of Proposed Project Impacts to the Alternatives

Proposed Project No Project
Alternative

Relocation
Alternatives B1

Relocation Alternative
B2

Partial Relocation
Alternative C

Description 305-365 Hotel Guest Rooms

Demolition of Tonga Room

591 Hotel Guest Rooms

No demolition of the
podium structure or hotel
tower.

No demolition of Tonga
Room

305-365 Hotel Guest
Rooms

Relocation of all of the
character-defining
features of the Tonga
Room within the new
podium structure either
below the new Grand
Ballroom.

Two additional below-
grade levels would be
required for parking.

305-365 Hotel Guest
Rooms

Relocation of all of the
character-defining features
of the Tonga Room within
the new podium structure
along Powell Street

One additional below-
grade level would be
required for parking; the
location along Powell
Street would also displace
the residence entry lobby,
security area, residential
function rooms, and
residential offices.

305-365 Hotel Guest Rooms

Relocation of a selection of
the character-defining
features of the Tonga Room
to a 1,200-1,400 square-foot
space adjacent to new retail
space in podium structure.

Impacts
Land Use LTS No impact. Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS)
Aesthetics LTS No impact. Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS)
Population and
Housing

LTS No impact. Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS)

Cultural
Resources

SU

CP-1b: The proposed project would cause a
substantial adverse change in a significant
historical resource. Specifically, the
proposed project would include demolition
of the historic Tonga Room. Impact to the
Tonga Room would be significant and
unavoidable with Mitigation Measure M-
CP-1b.

No impact. Less (LTS) Less (LTS) Similar (SU)
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Table VI-1
Comparison of Proposed Project Impacts to the Alternatives

Proposed Project No Project
Alternative

Relocation
Alternatives B1

Relocation Alternative
B2

Partial Relocation
Alternative C

LTS with Mitigation Incorporated

CP-1a: The proposed project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource. The
proposed project would cause a substantial
adverse change to the historic 1906
Fairmont Hotel. Impacts to the historic
1906 Fairmont Hotel would be avoidable
with Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a.

CP-1c: The proposed project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource. The
proposed project would cause a substantial
adverse change to the potential Residential
Apartment Historic District. Impacts to the
potential historic district would be
avoidable with Mitigation Measure M-CP-
1c.

CP-2: Construction could potentially
damage or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M-CP-2.

No impact.

No impact.

No impact.

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Transportation
and Circulation

LTS No impact. Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS) Similar (LTS)

Noise LTS with Mitigation Incorporated

NO-3: The proposed project could expose
new on-site noise-sensitive land uses to
noise levels that exceed applicable
standards Avoidable with Mitigation
Measure M-NO-3.

No impact. Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)
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Table VI-1
Comparison of Proposed Project Impacts to the Alternatives

Proposed ProjectNo Project
Alternative

Relocation
Alternatives B1

Relocation Alternative
B2

Partial Relocation
Alternative C

Biological
Resources

LTS with Mitigation Incorporated

BI-3: The proposed project could result in
disturbances to nesting birds located on or
near the project site should construction
occur during the bird nesting period.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measure M-BI-
3.

No impact.Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Geology, Soils,
and Seismicity

LTSNo impact.Similar (LTS)
1

Similar (LTS)
2Similar (LTS)

Hydrology and
Water Quality

LTS with Mitigation Incorporated

HY-4: The proposed project could result in
an increase in total or peak runoff volume
that could contribute to the frequency or
severity of CSO events. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M-HY-4.

No impact.Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

LTS with Mitigation Incorporated

HZ-3: The proposed project could result in
inadvertent release of mercury and
polychlorinated biphyenyls during
demolition. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measure M-HZ-3.

HZ-4: The proposed project could result in
release of naturally-occurring asbestos and
excavation of contaminated soils during
construction. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measures M-HZ-4a, M-HZ-4b, and M-HZ-
4c.

No impact.

No impact.

Similar or Greater (LTS
with Mitigation
Incorporated)

 1

Similar or Greater (LTS
with Mitigation
Incorporated)

 1

Similar or Greater (LTS
with Mitigation
Incorporated)

 2

Similar or Greater (LTS
with Mitigation
Incorporated)

 2

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Similar (LTS with Mitigation
Incorporated)
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