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(“PROJECT”).
PREAMBLE
On August 30th, 2006, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines
(Cal. Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”), and Chapter
31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, hereinafter “Chapter 31”, the Planning
Department (“Department”) received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for the
Project, in order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project
might have a significant impact on the environment.
The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report, hereinafter “EIR”
was required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper
of general circulation on January 5, 2008.
On January 28th, 2009, the Planning Department published the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (hereinafter “DEIR”) on the Project, and provided public notice in a newspaper of
general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment, and of the
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR. This notice was mailed
to property owners within a 300-foot radius of the project site, anyone who requested copies of
the DEIR, and to public agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.
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On January 28th, 2009, notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public
hearing were posted near the project site, and the DEIR was posted on the Planning
Department’s website.
On January 28th,2009, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those on the DEIR distribution list, and to government agencies, the latter both
directly and through the State Clearinghouse.
On January 28th, 2009, Notice of Completion was recorded with the State Secretary of Resources
via the State Clearinghouse (State Clearinghouse Number 2007052052).
On March 5th, 2009 the San Francisco Planning Commission (Planning Commission) held a duly
advertised public hearing on said DEIR at which opportunity for public comment was given,
and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period for acceptance of written
comments ended on March 16th, 2009.
The Planning Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received
at the public hearing and in writing during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR,
prepared revisions to the text of the of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on
additional information that became available during the public review period, and corrected
errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in the “Exploratorium Relocation Project
Comments and Responses” and was distributed to the Planning Commission and to all parties
who commented on the analysis contained in the DEIR, and was available on the Planning
Department website or upon request at Department offices.
A Final Environmental Impact Report, hereinafter “FEIR”, has been prepared by the Planning
Department, consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the
review process, any additional information that became available, and the Comments and
Responses, all as required by law. Since publication of the DEIR, no new information of
significance has become available that would require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for public review at the
Planning Department offices at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the record before
the Planning Commission.
On July 9th, 2009 at a public hearing, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the
FEIR, and the Planning Commission hereby does find that the contents of said report and the
procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed, comply with the
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code.
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FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all
testimony and arguments, this Planning Commission finds, concludes, and determines as
follows:
1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Planning Commission.
2. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental Impact Report
concerning File No. 2007.1073E: The Exploratorium Relocation Project reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is
adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document
contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE
COMPLETION of said Final Environmental Impact Report in compliance with CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines.
3. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the
project described in the Environmental Impact Report will have no significant
unavoidable impacts at either the project-specific or the cumulative level.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its
regular meeting of July 9th, 2009.

/Signature on File/
Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES: President Miguel, Commissioners Antonini, Moore, Sugaya, Lee, Borden and Olague
NOES:
ABSENT:
EXCUSED:
ADOPTED: July 9th, 2000
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I.

SUMMARY

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Chapter provides a brief summary of the proposed
Exploratorium Relocation Project (“Project” and “Expanded Project”) and its potential
environmental consequences. The chapter includes a summary description of the Project and
Expanded Project, a summary of environmental issues to be resolved, a summary of potential
environmental impacts and mitigation, findings of this EIR, and a summary of EIR‐identified
alternatives to the Project and Expanded Project and their comparative environmental effects.
This summary should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the Project and Expanded
Project, individual impacts, and mitigation measures. Please refer to Chapter II for a more complete
description of the Proposed Project and Expanded Project, Chapter III for a more complete description of
associated impacts and mitigation measures, and Chapter V for a more complete description of identified
alternatives to the Project and Expanded Project and the comparative impacts.

PROJECT SYNOPSIS
The Exploratorium is an internationally recognized museum that provides access to education
about science, nature, art, human perception, and technology to over 500,000 visitors annually.
After about 38 years in the Palace of Fine Arts, the Exploratorium has outgrown its current
location.

The fundamental objective for the Project is to construct a new home for the

Exploratorium that provides ample space to accommodate substantial growth in its exhibit,
education, and research programs, as well as administrative space and functions, in a single
facility.
The Exploratorium proposes to relocate from the Palace of Fine Arts, at 3601 Lyon Street, to
Piers 15/17, along The Embarcadero, on the waterfront (Assessor’s Block 9900, Lots 15, 15H, and
17). The Project Site is located along the San Francisco waterfront, in the northeast quadrant of
the City (see Figure II‐1, Project Location, p. II‐4). Piers 15/17 are located on The Embarcadero
at Green Street and are bounded by The Embarcadero to the west and waters of the San
Francisco Bay to the east, north, and south. Pier 9 lies south and Pier 19 lies north of the Project
Site. Regional access to the Project Site is via U.S. 101, Interstate 80, Interstate 280, and via the
ferry, Caltrain, and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) systems.
The Project Site, owned by the Port of San Francisco (Port), is comprised of the 136,145‐gross‐
square‐foot (gsf) Pier 15, 110,615‐gsf Pier 17, 11,773‐gsf Connector Building, a paved parking
area (“Valley”), a 1,579‐gsf office shack in the Valley and a 235‐gsf north apron office addition
on the Pier 17 north apron. Piers 15 and 17 are contributing resources to the San Francisco
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Embarcadero National Register Historic District. The Project Site is comprised of Pier 15, Pier
17, the Valley, apron areas (the apron is the portion of the pier between the pier shed and the
water’s edge) around the perimeter of the Project Site, pier shed and bulkhead buildings, and a
building on the eastern end of the Project Site that physically connects the two sheds together,
the Connector Building (see Figure II‐2, Existing Structures, p. II‐5). The Project Site is within
the Light Industrial (M‐1) zoning district, the Northern Waterfront Special Use District (SUD)
No. 1, and a 40‐X Height and Bulk District.
The Exploratorium proposes to lease from the Port Pier 15, the Connector Building and Valley,
plus a portion of the east apron (which is the area between the building and the water’s edge),
for use as a museum. The initial occupation of the Project Site is referred to as the Project. The
Exploratorium also proposes to lease Pier 17 and to possibly expand the museum program into
Pier 17 in the future. The impacts of expansion into Pier 17 by the Exploratorium are evaluated
in the Draft EIR and referred to as the Expanded Project. Overall, the Project would increase the
Project Site floor area by approximately 65,929 gsf by adding a mezzanine level within the Pier
15 Shed. The total post‐construction floor area under the Project would be 245,426 gsf and
under the Expanded Project 326,041 gsf. Prior to expansion into Pier 17, the Exploratorium
would lease Pier 17 to support museum operations and sublease areas of the pier shed to
various commercial, light industrial, and restaurant or other retail users. The existing office
shack and much of the Valley paving would be removed to expose the water and would feature
an outdoor exhibit area providing public access to the Bay.

The Exploratorium is in

negotiations with a current on‐site maritime tenant in Pier 15, Baydelta Maritime, to relocate its
operations to Pier 17. The Pier 17/19 water basin would be dredged to accommodate this
maritime tenant’s tugboats. The Project also would include temporary berthing of ceremonial
and navy ships on the east apron and a water taxi landing attached to the south apron.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
On the basis of the Initial Study published on November 10, 2007, the San Francisco Planning
Department determined that the following effects of the Project and the Expanded Project
would either be insignificant or would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by mitigation
measures identified in the Initial Study and thus, required no further analysis: population and
housing; wind and shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public services; geology
and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; mineral and energy resources; and agricultural
resources. Therefore, the EIR does not discuss these issues (see Appendix A, Initial Study).
This EIR provides information on potential impacts of the Project and the Expanded Project on
land use, aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality,
biological resources, and hydrology, and water quality.
Case No. 2006.1073E
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Each potentially‐significant impact of the Project and Expanded Project and associated
mitigation measure indentified in this Draft EIR are summarized in Table S‐1, Summary of
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, p. S‐4.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impacts

Impact
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impact
Significance
With
Mitigation

CP‐1

The Expanded Project could result in a
substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource.

PS

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 is provided below on p. S‐
12.

LTS

CP‐2

Construction of the Project and Expanded
Project could potentially damage or disturb
unknown
subsurface
archaeological
resources.

PS

M‐CP‐2: Based on the reasonable potential that
archaeological resources may be present within the
Project Site, the following Mitigation Measures shall be
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse
effect from the Project and Expanded Project on buried
or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor
shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor;
to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.
firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing
activities within the project site. Prior to any soils
disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is
responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is
circulated to all field personnel including, machine
operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory
personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed
affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO
confirming that all field personnel have received copies
of the Alert Sheet.

LTS

Should any indication of an archeological resource be
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impacts

Impact
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impact
Significance
With
Mitigation

encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project
sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has
determined what additional measures should be
undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource
may be present within the Project Site, the project
sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified
archeological consultant. The archeological consultant
shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an
archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and
is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance.
If an archeological resource is present, the archeological
consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a
recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted.
Based on this information, the ERO may require, if
warranted, specific additional measures to be
implemented by the project sponsor.
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the
archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring
program; or an archeological testing program. If an
archeological monitoring program or archeological
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with
PS = Potentially Significant
Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

LTS = Less‐than‐Significant

S‐5

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

I. Summary

TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impacts

Impact
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Mitigation
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Impact
Significance
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the Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) division
guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also
require that the project sponsor immediately implement
a site security program if the archeological resource is at
risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging
actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describing the archeological
and historical research methods employed in the
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate
removable insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for
review and approval. Once approved by the ERO,
copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows:
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of
the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental
Analysis division of the Planning Department shall
receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of
any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
and/or documentation for nomination to the National
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Register of Historic Places/California Register of
Historical Resources. In instances of high public
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a
different final report content, format, and distribution
than that presented above.
NO‐1

Pile driving construction activities under
the Project and Expanded Project could
temporarily exceed noise thresholds.

PS

M‐NO‐1:
The Project Sponsor shall require the
construction contractor for the Project and Expanded
Project to use noise‐reducing pile driving techniques
such as installing intake and exhaust mufflers on pile
driving equipment, vibrating piles into place when
feasible, and installing shrouds around the pile
driving hammer where feasible.

LTS

AQ‐1

Construction activities associated with the
Project and Expanded Project would
generate dust (PM10) during construction
activities, and the heavy equipment used
would emit criteria air pollutants (ROG,
NOx, and CO, particulate matter) and diesel
exhaust, a toxic air contaminant.

PS

M‐AQ‐1: Construction Air Quality – Diesel Emissions.
The Project Sponsor shall also require the Project
contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of
particulates and other pollutants. The construction
contractor shall, to the extent possible, be required to
implement feasible measures to reduce diesel
particulate matter in construction equipment and
vehicle exhaust, such as use of late model or retrofitted
equipment, use of alternative fuels or fuel additives,
and/or use of particulate traps on diesel engines.
Without limitation, the contractor shall be required to
maintain properly tuned equipment and to prohibit
idling motors when equipment is not in use or when

LTS
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trucks are waiting in queues, and implementation of
specific maintenance programs to reduce emissions for
equipment that would be in frequent use for much of
the construction period.
BI‐5

Construction of the Project and Expanded
Project could impede the nesting of Western
gulls.

PS

M‐BI‐1: Western gulls. To the extent feasible, the
Project Sponsor will not undertake construction or
demolition activities between March 1 and August 1.
If construction occurs within the nesting season
(March 1 through August 1), the Project Sponsor shall
implement one of the following measures:

LTS

a. Prior to the nesting season, all potential nesting
areas on the roofs of the pier and Connector
Building can be netted to prevent gulls from
nesting there. An avian biologist shall be present
when the netting is installed. The size of the
potential nesting area presents some unique
challenges, but bird netting is available in sizes
large enough to cover the area required. The
netting materials to be used are specifically
developed for bird exclusion. The netting shall be
inspected weekly by an avian biologist to ensure
that the barrier is functioning properly.
b. An alternate method to prevent gulls from nesting
on the roof would be to set up a grid of wires (no
more than 1 foot squares) across the nesting area,
approximately 1 foot or more above the surface.
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The wires would have to be thin enough to not
provide a stable surface for gulls to perch on, but
strong enough that they do not break. An avian
biologist shall be present when the wires are
installed. The grid wires shall be inspected weekly
by an avian biologist to ensure that the barrier is
functioning properly.
c. If netting the entire potential nesting area is not
feasible, netting could be installed over smaller
areas covering only where the birds are known to
nest, followed by hazing of the areas outside the
netting. An avian biologist shall be present when
the netting is installed. Hazing is the intentional
disturbance and removal of nests prior to egg
laying to prevent birds from nesting during the
construction period. Beginning at least two weeks
prior to the onset of nesting season, hazing would
require that one or more avian biologists inspect
the roof at least every other day with a broom or
leaf blower to disrupt any nests outside the netted
areas before they have eggs in them (once they
have eggs, they canʹt be disturbed). There must be
no more than two days between visits, and hazing
must be repeated throughout the nesting season,
while construction is occurring.
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Impacts
BI‐7

Construction of the Project and Expanded
Project could create sound waves that affect
fish and marine mammals.

Impact
Significance
Without
Mitigation
PS

Mitigation Measures
M‐BI‐2: Pile‐driving Noise Measures for Aquatic
Species. The Project Sponsor shall plan pile‐driving to
minimize potential impact on aquatic species,
including:
•

When finalizing Project design, reduce the number
and size of piles, if feasible, and use wood or other
solid piles to the extent feasible.

•

Drive piles with a vibratory device instead of an
impact hammer to the greatest extent possible.

•

Schedule pile‐driving to occur between June 1 and
November 30 (Table III.H 2, p. III.H‐19).

•

Utilize a cushioning block between the hammer
head and pile.

•

Drive piles only during periods of minimal current
(slack tide).

•

If marine mammals are observed within 1,000 feet
of the Project Site, allow them to completely exit
the Project Site before pile driving resumes.

Impact
Significance
With
Mitigation
LTS

During pile‐driving, the Project Sponsor shall monitor
underwater sound level in accordance with a
monitoring plan approved by NOAA Fisheries.
Depending on the pile specifics, (material, size,
hammer, etc) pile‐driving may exceed limits on peak
underwater sound pressure (for single strikes) or
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accumulated sound exposure level (for multiple
strikes).
Project Sponsor shall implement noise
attenuation measures (e.g. bubble curtain or air
barrier) to reduce underwater sound pressure to
below applicable thresholds: 206 dB referenced to 1
micropascal for peak pressure (single strike) and 183
dB referenced to 1 micropascal squared‐second for
accumulated sound exposure level (multiple strikes).
It may be necessary to restrict pile driving to periods
of low tide to minimize the in‐water portion of the pile
and therefore the sound created.
If seasonal or tidally‐based work restrictions are not
feasible, it will be necessary to install an air barrier
between the pile and the surrounding water. This
approach effectively disrupts the sound pressure as it
travels from water to air then back to water. One way
to do this is encase the new piles within a slightly
larger hollow pile and pump air into the gap.
Alternatively, bubble curtains created by pipes placed
on the seabed where the pile enters the ground also
effectively disrupt pressure waves.
_________________________
Source: PBS&J, 2008.
Notes:
PS=Potentially Significant
LTS=Less than Significant
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MITIGATION MEASURE M-CP-1
The following mitigation measure outlines a series of design and
performance criteria relative to the Expanded Project that would reduce
potential significant impacts to the historic resource to a less‐than‐significant
level.
The Port of San Francisco (Port) would require the Expanded Project to
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the
Secretary’s Standards) whether or not tax credits are sought. In addition, if the
Project Sponsor seeks Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credits for the
Expanded Project, then the Expanded Project must comply with the
Secretary’s Standards to qualify for the tax credits. If the Expanded Project
meets the design and performance criteria set forth below, the Expanded
Project will comply with the Secretary’s Standards. Based on the preliminary
conceptual drawings the Expanded Project, subject to additional refinement,
has the potential to meet the performance criteria. The Expanded Project
shall, at a minimum, incorporate these performance criteria into the design.
The Expanded Project may also pursue alternative approaches that minimize
the potential to cause adverse changes in Pier 17’s character‐defining features
and historic character.

If there are multiple means and methods for

complying with the performance criteria, these alternatives shall be carefully
evaluated by a qualified historic preservation architect or consultant who
meets or exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards in Historic Architecture, and the alternative that provides the
greatest level of consistency with the criteria and on balance has the least
impact shall be implemented.
The Expanded Project shall preserve, rehabilitate, or restore the previously‐
defined character defining features of Pier 17, which include, at a minimum:


Building profile, roof configuration, and relationship to surrounding site;



Substructure: wood deck resting on wood piles (piles were encased in
reinforced concrete cylinders and the space between the timber and
concrete was filled with sand, or cement grout –outer piles only);



Transit shed wood‐frame construction (stud‐frame walls, wood plank
gable roof, and interior roof trusses);
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Roof configuration, including roof monitor, monitor windows frames,
pattern, size, and detailing;



North façade, including v‐groove wood siding, and wood warehouse
doors;



East façade, including v‐groove wood siding, gable ends, signage, double
wood warehouse doors, and monitor end;



West façade profile (only 96 ft on north end), (excluding the 1929 office
addition which will be demolished in the Project) not including 1955‐56
Addition and central door opening (altered in 1958);



Central historic wood cargo doors on the west façade;



Open interior volume and spatial character, including pier shed, exposed
ceilings, wood roof decking, wooden trusses and structural columns;



Interior office at west end;



Concrete pier deck;



Historic restroom facilities in Pier 17 shed (originally identified as the
Stevedore’s toilet);



Pier substructure and supporting piles;



Interior rail spur (located along center bay); and



Foghorn housing at east end of roof gable.

As stated in the Expanded Project Description, the Project Sponsor may
decide to expand the museum into Pier 17 in the future. The Project Sponsor
has developed a master plan for the Exploratorium, which preliminarily
outlines the intended uses and conceptual design. The Expanded Project
would change the use of most of Pier 17 from light industrial/maritime to
educational/museum/retail uses, although a small portion would be retained
for maritime use by Baydelta Maritime. However, the basic height and bulk
of Pier 17 under the Expanded Project shall remain the same as under current
conditions. The Project Sponsor and the historic preservation architect shall
consult with the Port staff prior to seeking Port Building Permits.

The

historic preservation architect shall prepare a written assessment of the
project scope of work for consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and secure written
authorization from the Port of San Francisco to proceed to develop the
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conceptual architectural plans into the a set of design development‐level
detailed architectural plans.
Based upon the current description of the Expanded Project, the following
categories of performance criteria have been outlined, in order to sensitively
address the historic fabric:
1.

Restoration of west façade of Pier 17 (including removal of existing plaster;
restoration of original wood siding; and reconstruction of original wood
windows).
Under the Expanded Project, the west façade of Pier 17 would be restored
back to its original condition based upon physical evidence, including but
not limited to, the original architectural drawings and historic
photographs. This work would include the removal of the existing stucco
finish (installed in 1958 and considered a non‐contributing finish),
restoration or in‐kind‐replacement of the original wood siding, and
reconstruction of the original wood‐sash windows. Currently, the
windows consist of non‐historic aluminum‐sash replacements. As part of
this work, the main doors would be refurbished and preserved in place
(further detail provided under Performance Criteria #2). These doors
would be anchored into an open position, and a new glazed storefront
system would be installed. The character‐defining features on this façade,
including the building profile and main doors, would be rehabilitated
and not affected by these proposed alterations.
Performance Criteria: For this aspect of the Expanded Project, the
restoration shall include, at a minimum, the following components,
which shall be designed and undertaken consistently with the Secretaryʹs
Standards by a qualified historic preservation architect with experience in
restoration. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Reinforce the building’s historic character by restoring elements which
were removed or extensively altered between 1955 and 1956,
including the original wood siding and woodsash windows.
b) Restore original wood‐sash windows according to the original
architectural drawings and historic photographs. These windows
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should be restored to match the original profile, sash configuration,
operability and material.
c) Examine the underlayment of the stucco exterior to assess if the
original wood siding is still present; if so, this study shall assess its
condition and viability for restoration. This study shall be undertaken
by a qualified architectural conservator or materials specialist with
experience in historic building materials conservation.
d) Conduct historic research to ascertain the size, width, and material of
the original wood siding. Restore or replace in‐kind (if necessary) the
original wood siding on the west façade to reinforce the historic
character from the Historic District’s period of significance.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project restores the historic character of the west façade, and
appropriately complies with the Secretary’s Standards.
2. Rehabilitation/preservation of the main shed doors on the west façade of Pier 17,
which would be held open to allow a new glass and aluminum full‐height
storefront to be inserted into the opening.
The main shed doors appear to date to the period of significance, and are
character‐defining features of Pier 17. The Expanded Project shall
maintain and preserve these doors in place.
Performance Criteria: The preservation and maintenance of these doors
should adhere to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving
Historic Buildings, or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings. New contemporary infill is acceptable, as is consistent with
other rehabilitation projects in the Embarcadero Historic District. The
new infill storefront shall be designed in such a way so as to ensure that
the connection to the west façade provides for minimal damage to
historic materials and that the new materials proposed are compatible
with the resource. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Preserve and maintain the shed doors in a manner consistent with
either the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving Historic
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Buildings, or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, in
order to allow for reversibility in the future.
b) Design the infill window assembly to be inset from the frontal plane of
the west façade, in order to maintain the shadow of the existing
opening.
c) Have all connection details reviewed by a qualified historic
preservation architect or consultant to assess their impact on historic
features. In general, connections to historic fabric shall be minimized
to protect materials.
d) Design the character/style of the new infill to be secondary to the
overall historic character of the restored west façade and the character
of the existing shed doors. Options for achieving this condition may
include setting the new infill back from the historic door opening,
selecting an appropriate material palette compatible with the historic
fabric, or designing minimal joinery to allow for maximum visual
access to the interior. Other options may be explored by the Project
Architect, who may consult with a qualified historic preservation
architecture or historic preservation specialist.
e) Design the new infill to clearly differentiate it from the existing
opening.
f) Preserve the door opening’s height, width, and shape. These features
should remain unaltered and the main shed doors shall not be
damaged.
g) Preserve the track and hardware of the historic doors.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately preserves the main shed doors and their
historic character.
3. Installation of new glazed infill in openings along north and south façades of Pier
17 (except for Baydelta Maritime lease space). All sliding warehouse doors on the
north façade and roll‐up metal doors on the south façade would be preserved and
kept in an open position.
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The Proposed Project will infill new glazed storefronts onto four bays of
the north façade of Pier 17. As part of the Expanded Project, new glazed
storefronts may be added to the door openings along the north and south
facades. The majority of the existing historic roll‐up or sliding wood doors
shall remain in place even though some components might not date to the
period of significance. All openings shall remain in place and be
distinguished as original openings into the building. Alterations to the
width of these openings along the north and south façades respectively
are not allowed since these façades either retain a high degree of historic
integrity or are compatible with the maritime industrial character of the
resource and maintain the rhythm of solid to void that characterizes
historic transit sheds.
Performance Criteria: In general, the new glazed infill openings shall be
similar to the treatment of the openings in the Proposed Project (Phase 1).
The Expanded Project shall:
a) Use new recessed butt‐joint glazing and door systems that would be
installed in the roll‐up door bays on the north and south façades of
Pier 17.
b) Ensure that new infill systems are sensitive to adjacent historic fabric
and require minimal anchoring into the surrounding wall systems.
c) Preserve all existing metal roll‐up doors and wood doors.
d) Maintain the width, height, and rhythm of the existing openings on
the historic north façade and non‐contributing south façade.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately preserves the north and south facades,
and their historic maritime industrial character.
4. Rehabilitation of canopy and walls on the south façade of Pier 17.
The south façade, including the walls and canopy, is not a character‐
defining feature of Pier 17, since it was constructed after the period of
significance.
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Performance Criteria: The rehabilitation of the canopy shall be
undertaken so as to have a minimal effect upon historic features. The
Expanded Project shall:
a) Be designed and rehabilitated to minimize the effect upon the
character‐defining features of the building and Historic District,
including the adjacent west façade and portions of the roof.
b) Maintain the canopy’s industrial character similar to its current
appearance.
c) Be sensitive to the attachments, and their affect upon adjacent historic
fabric and the setting of the resources.
5. Rehabilitation of clerestory windows on south facade of Pier 17 (including
rehabilitation of louvers).
The clerestory windows on the south facade are not considered to be
character‐defining features of Pier 17 since these windows were added as
part of the 1955‐56 alterations.
Performance Criteria: The rehabilitation of the clerestory windows on the
south facade shall be undertaken so as to minimize the impact upon
historic features. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Ensure that new windows will not detract from historic fabric through
materials, profile, or scale.
b) Sensitively detail attachments and anchors to avoid damage to historic
fabric. This element shall be reviewed by a qualified historic
preservation architect or preservation specialist to ensure consistency
with the Secretary’s Standards.
6. Construction of a new second floor bridge (of the same clear glass material as the
“Bridge Building”) between the new Bridge Building and the non‐historic Pier
17 shed addition (south façade) above opening to the Bay.
As part of the Expanded Project, a fully‐glazed elevated walkway or
bridge would be constructed from the second floor of the Bridge Building
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to provide interior access between the Bridge Building and Pier 17. Based
on the limited information available, the choice of the glass material is
appropriate, particularly because of its connection to the proposed Bridge
Building and its contrast with Pier 17. The design also allows for visibility
at the ground‐floor level out to the bay from the new Valley. An
important aspect to consider in the future is the connection of the bridge
to the south façade of Pier 17, which is not historic.
Performance Criteria: The construction of the new bridge element shall
comply with the Secretary’s Standards, particularly Rehabilitation Standard
#9. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Design the new bridge to be consistent with the Bridge Building and
be clearly distinguished from the historic building in its form,
materials, and detailing. This final design shall be reviewed by a
qualified specialist for its compatibility with the surrounding historic
fabric and district under Rehabilitation Standard #9.
b) Not intersect into the historic Pier 17 roof material or eaves.
c) Connect the new bridge to the south addition of Pier 17 such that
adequate separation is provided from Pier 17’s original roof form and
monitor. The new bridge shall not intersect onto historic portions of
the Pier 17 roof, and shall remain lower than the Pier 17 roof monitor.
d) Shall not remove any historic interior wood trusses.
e) Ensure that structural connections between the new structure and the
existing building shall be reviewed by a qualified historic preservation
specialist, and that installation of seismic joints shall occur in the new
portion of the building, so as to minimize the removal of historic
fabric.
7. Installation of a new seismic joint that would separate Pier 17 from the historic
bulkhead wharf.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would require seismic
strengthening of Pier 17. In this instance, a seismic joint is proposed in
order to separate the pier from the bulkhead wharf.
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Performance Criteria: The Expanded Project shall be undertaken in a
manner similar to the Project. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Utilize the State Historic Building Code, where possible, and
undertake seismic strengthening in the least obtrusive manner
possible.
b) In addition, the seismic strengthening of the historic bulkhead wharf
shall be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic
Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf
Substructures and the Secretary’s Standards.
8. Installation of new seismic piles and pile caps on the north apron with a new
concrete deck (exact amount, size, and locations to be determined in the future).
Pier 17 exhibits both deterioration and seismic deficiencies. The upper
four feet of the piles exhibit cracking and spalling of concrete and
corrosion of reinforcing steel. The typical repair of this condition is
removal of damaged concrete and reinforcing followed by encasement
with a reinforced concrete repair collar constructed with a leave‐in‐place
fiberglass form. Where the current level of pile damage is within
acceptable levels, repair will be deferred to the future.
The timber framed deck exhibits deterioration where the timber is
exposed to weather (aprons and interior locations adjacent to exterior
walls.) The typical repair is to replace damaged timber with new. The
concrete encased steel beams supporting the deck have been subject to
repairs in the past, which involved removal of damaged concrete
encasement and treatment of the exposed steel with a protective coating.
The steel framing exhibits occasional damage and the repair consists of
replacing the partially concrete encased steel beams with new concrete or
steel beams.
The timber superstructure exhibits deterioration of roof sheathing and
siding as well as occasional truss and purlin damage. The typical repair is
to replace damaged timber with new. Some truss repairs consist of steel
plates and bolts.
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The essential seismic deficiency of the substructure is that the existing
lateral system (piles) is too flexible and the pier will undergo excessive
lateral deflections under seismic loading. The retrofit strategy is to add
stiffness in the form of groups of six feet diameter steel piles with concrete
pile caps below the deck. Diaphragm strengthening is also required to
transfer the loads from the deck to the piles.
The essential seismic deficiency of the superstructure is insufficient
strength of the roof diaphragm, the truss frames, and the wood framed
shear walls. The retrofit strategy is to add steel braced frames and to
strengthen the roof diaphragm with plywood over timber sleepers.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would add new seismic piles
and pile caps on the north apron of Pier 17, along with a new concrete
deck.
Performance Criteria: The Expanded Project shall be undertaken in a
manner similar to the Project. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic Preservation
Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures and
the Secretary’s Standards. This element shall be reviewed in an
Amended Historic Resource Evaluation Report to be completed in
consultation with the Port of San Francisco’s structural engineering
staff in the future.
b) Ensure that any new concrete deck is at an appropriate finish
elevation that will not negatively affect the historic two‐story volume
of the Pier shed interior.
c) Utilize the State Historic Building Code, where possible, and
undertake seismic strengthening in the least obtrusive manner
feasible.
d) Ensure that existing column bases remain in place or be reconstructed
as necessary, if strengthening of the existing column to deck
connections is required.
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9. Rehabilitation and new construction within the interior of the Pier 17 Transit
Shed (including construction of interior partitions and tenant improvements
similar to those in the Project).
According to the current master plan for Pier 17, the Expanded Project
would alter the interior spatial character of the Transit Shed by
constructing new interior partition walls and a new mezzanine level at the
east end of the building. The existing interior office partitions would be
demolished, except for the historic office located at the west end. The
interior would accommodate an exhibit fabrication workshop, a new
restaurant, temporary exhibit space, a larger exhibit hall, classrooms, a
greenhouse, and office space. A maritime tenant would continue to
occupy a portion of Pier 17 as part of the Expanded Project.
Performance Criteria: The Project Sponsor shall carefully consider the
open interior spatial quality, amount of daylight, and exposed structural
system of the Pier 17 Transit Shed, which are all character‐defining
features of the Pier 17 interior. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Retain the primary character‐defining features of the interior, which
include the open interior volume and spatial character, as well as view
corridor in the central bay, the amount of daylight, the exposed
ceiling, and the interior wood trusses.
b) The Expanded Project shall seek to emphasize the building’s wood‐
frame construction and former character of the resource by
maintaining continuous open view corridors from the west to east
facades through the pier shed. By minimizing the physical subdivision
of the space, and where subdivision is necessary utilizing glazed
and/or transparent partitions, especially in the second story, the
Expanded Project would maintain the historic interior volume and
spatial character.
c) Retain interior office spaces that date to the period of significance.
These office spaces shall be preserved or rehabilitated as part of the
Expanded Project.
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d) Retain exposed open structural system ceilings in order to highlight
wood roof trusses and interior wood roof decking.
e) Install new electrical conduit and infrastructure upgrades. New
electrical conduit and infrastructure upgrades shall be installed in a
manner that does not damage interior wood trusses or columns.
f) New partition walls shall be detached from the structural columns so
as to maintain the visual rhythm of the structural bays.
10. Structural repairs and upgrades to the bulk wharf (including new paving). This
feature would represent a new front door to the expanded museum.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would include structural
repair and upgrades to the bulkhead wharf, and would include new
asphalt or concrete topping over this historic feature.
Performance Criteria: New asphalt or concrete paving over the bulkhead
wharf would not affect the historic feature because both materials were
common surface finish materials characteristic of the Historic District’s
period of significance. However, the Expanded Project shall:
a) Be undertaken in a manner similar to the Proposed Project, and shall
be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic Preservation
Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures and
the Secretary’s Standards.
b) Sensitively detail the connection between the new paving and the
existing wood walls of Pier 17 in order to minimize the impact on
historic fabric and potential for water intrusion. This detail shall be
reviewed by a qualified historic preservation specialist.
c) Ensure that doors shall not be undercut, but rather lifted or pocketed
in the paving at the door location.
11. Installation of photovoltaic panels and mechanical or electrical equipment on the
Pier 17 roof.
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As mentioned in the Proposed Project description, installation of
photovoltaic panels on the roof of Pier 15 will alter the historic character
of the roof. Similarly, installation of photovoltaic panels on the Pier 17
roof, which is defined by a fairly simple, matte roofing material, would
alter the historic character of that roof. The photovoltaic panels would
add a reflective quality to the roof.
Performance Criteria: For the Expanded Project, the photovoltaic panels
shall be detailed in a manner similar to the panels on the Pier 15 roof in
order to minimize impacts to the historic resource. Where possible,
rooftop mechanical equipment shall be located within the interior of the
building and any vents, grills, etc. for the mechanical equipment shall be
located within existing openings or other locations such that visual and
structural impacts are minimized. Where this is not possible and
equipment must be placed in an exposed location on the roof, locations
for the equipment shall be carefully studied using three‐dimensional
renderings, and compact low‐profile HVAC units shall be utilized and
located in areas that minimize visual and structural impacts to the
building. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Keep HVAC equipment off of the Pier 17 roof, and organize it in one
central location within the Transit Shed.
b) Minimize the number of penetrations through the historic roof fabric.
c) Provide for continuous and consolidated surfaces of photovoltaic
panels. The panels shall not be sporadically placed on the roof.
d) Minimize the visibility of the photovoltaic panels from the public right‐
of‐ways by keeping them in the same plane as the roof surface, where
possible and selecting the least reflective panel possible.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately maintains the roof’s historic character.
Overall Performance Criteria: In general, the Expanded Project shall be
designed to be consistent with the Proposed Project and use similar strategies
to treat historic fabric and maintain overall compatibility with the historic
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resource and its setting within the Historic District. The Expanded Project
shall seek to rehabilitate the resource in a manner consistent with the
Secretary’s

Standards.

If

the

Expanded

Project

complies

with

the

aforementioned performance criteria, the Expanded Project will have a less‐
than‐significant impact upon the historic resource, its setting and the Historic
District.
The Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall be
responsible for monitoring the Project Sponsorʹs compliance with this
Mitigation Measure. Because the Port is the property owner and the city
agency with jurisdiction to issue building permits for construction on the
waterfront, the ERO shall consult with the Port prior to making a
determination that the Expanded Project has complied with this mitigation
measure. The Project Sponsor shall initiate consultation with the Port prior to
making application for a building permit to execute the Expanded Project
scope of work, which is the subject of this Mitigation Measure. As part of the
building permit preapplication consultation with the Port, the Project
Sponsor shall submit an Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report for
Port review. The Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report shall be
prepared by a qualified historic preservation professional and shall analyze
the consistency of the proposed scope of work for the Expanded Project with
this Mitigation Measure and the Secretaryʹs Standards. The Port shall forward
the final Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report for the Expanded
Project, along with Port’s findings regarding the Expanded Project’s
compliance with this mitigation measure to the ERO for a final
determination. ERO concurrence that the mitigation measure has been
satisfied is a pre‐requisite to the Portʹs issuance of the building permit.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Three alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: Alternative A: No Project; Alternative B: Plan
Consistent/Reduced Program; and Alternative C: Pier 70. Alternative B was formulated to be
consistent with the provisions of the BCDC Special Area Plan (SAP). This alternative would also
be consistent with the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP) and Design and Access Element.
Table S‐2, p. S‐30, summarizes the comparison of effects between the alternatives and the
Project and the Expanded Project. The No Project Alternative is not included in this table.
ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT
Description
The No Project Alternative would entail no physical land use changes at the Project Site. Piers
15/17 would not be converted to a museum use, no rehabilitation work would be completed,
and the Exploratorium would not move from its current location at the Palace of Fine Arts to
Piers 15/17. This alternative would not preclude future proposals for redevelopment of the
Project Site, including other development envisioned in the City of San Francisco Northeast
Waterfront Area Plan and the Port of San Francisco WLUP as well as uses permitted in the M‐1
(Light Industrial) District, the Northern Waterfront Special Use District No. 1 and the 40‐X
Height and Bulk District. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the existing
structures on the Project Site and existing uses would not change.
Impacts
If the No Project Alternative were implemented, none of the impacts or the benefits associated
with the Project and Expanded Project would occur. The Project and Expanded Project’s less‐
than‐significant (with mitigation) potential cultural resources, noise, air quality, and biological
resource impacts would not occur. The Projectʹs less‐than‐significant aesthetic (visual character
and views from public areas and light and glare), transportation, land use (land use character
and plan consistency), and construction and operational noise and air quality impacts would
also not occur under this alternative.
The other less‐than‐significant effects of the Project and Expanded Project described in the
Initial Study (see Appendix A) would not occur with this alternative, and no mitigation
measures would be required.
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(physical division of an established community), visual quality (scenic vistas and scenic
resources), population, shadow and wind, geology and soils, and hazards, among others.
The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor’s objectives.
ALTERNATIVE B: PLAN CONSISTENT/REDUCED PROGRAM
Description
This alternative would be consistent with the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and Design and
Access Element, and BCDC’s Special Area Plan (SAP). This alternative would not include any
connection over the Bay between Piers 15 and 17 because the entire Valley would be
demolished. The freestanding shack and Connector Building would be completely removed
and no new Bridge Building would be built. The non‐historic shed additions added to the Piers
15/17 sheds in the 1950s also would be removed. Baydelta Maritime would remain at the
Project Site with the potential to be relocated from the south apron of Pier 15 to the north apron
of Pier 17. If Baydelta Maritime were relocated to Pier 17, dredging would be required between
Piers 17 and 19.

Pier aprons and supporting structures would be rehabilitated requiring

construction efforts similar to what is proposed under the Project and Expanded Project. New
public access would be provided on the pier aprons with access prohibited on the apron where
Baydelta Maritime would operate, either at Pier 15 or Pier 17.
The alternative would include two phases. The Exploratorium could expand the museum into
Pier 17 in future years but the space in Pier 17 would not be contiguous to the museum space in
Pier 15. The total program space of this alternative compared to what is proposed under the
Project and Expanded Project would be reduced because no new Bridge Building would be
constructed, the pier sheds would be reduced in size, and less publically‐accessible space would
be created. As a result, this alternative would essentially be a reduced‐program alternative.
Impacts
If the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative were implemented, most of the potential
impacts associated with the Project and Expanded Project would occur. Similar to the Project
and Expanded Project, the less‐than significant (with mitigation) potential cultural‐resources,
noise, air quality and biological resource impacts would occur under this alternative. The
Project and Expanded Project’s aesthetic (visual character and views from public areas and light
and glare) land use (land use character and plan consistency), transportation and hydrology
and water quality impacts would also occur under this alternative, but as with the Project and
Expanded Project, would be less than significant. The other less‐than‐significant effects of the
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Project and Expanded Project described in the Initial Study (see Appendix A) would also occur
with this alternative, and no mitigation measures would be required.

Table S‐2, p. S‐30,

summarizes the comparison of effects between the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program and Pier
70 Alternatives and the Project and Expanded Project. The potentially significant impacts
identified in this EIR that would result from construction activities would also occur under this
alternative. The potential impacts would be reduced to less‐than‐significant levels with the
implementation of mitigation measures.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in less visitorship than the
Project and Expanded Project. Therefore, increases in automobile and bus trips to the Project
Site would be less than the Project and Expanded Project. As a result, traffic‐related air quality
and noise effects of this alternative would be less than the Project and Expanded Project. Based
on

this

analysis,

the

Environmentally

Superior

Alternative

would

be

the

Plan

Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would limit the ability of the Project Sponsor
to meet many of the project objectives with regard to program space. These objectives include:
total program space, the ability of the Exploratorium to accommodate future growth, the ability
to meet needs for efficient administrative and support facilities, the ability to develop revenue
generating uses, and provision of outdoor exhibit space for bay‐oriented learning.
ALTERNATIVE C: PIER 70
Description
The Pier 70 Alternative would locate the proposed Exploratorium program at an alternative
site. Pier 70, an approximately 65‐acre Port‐owned site, is located on San Francisco’s Central
Waterfront generally between 18th and 22nd Streets, east of Illinois Street. The site is composed
of 30 buildings of varying sizes, ages, uses, and quality. The site would be accessed from 20th
Street.

The Pier 70 Alternative is analyzed in this EIR to provide decision makers with

information regarding the potential impacts of an alternative waterfront location for the
Exploratoriumʹs program.
In 2007, the Port of San Francisco commenced a public planning process to develop a Preferred
Master Plan for the Pier 70 area. The process is ongoing. The Pier 70 Alternative assumes that
the Exploratorium would be located within the Pier 70 area that is designated for development,
and would be the most likely to meet the Exploratoriumʹs objectives. Block 4, composed of
Buildings 113, 114, 115, 116, 14, and 21, is considered in this alternative because of the aesthetic
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uniqueness and generally open warehouse features of these buildings, both of which
characteristics are similar to Piers 15/17 and are consistent with one of the Project Sponsor’s
objectives. The Block 4 buildings are considered to be historically significant, and the Port is in
the process of nominating them for placement on the National Register of Historic Places as part
of a new historic district. The total area of the above six buildings is approximately 157,922 sf.
According to the Port’s July 17, 2008 Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan, 222,964 sf could be built out,
which would accommodate the Exploratorium’s initial program needs.
Impacts
This alternative would have characteristics and potential environmental effects similar to those
of the Project and Expanded Project. The alternative location and upland setting would avoid
some impacts and result in different impacts compared to the Project and Expanded Project. A
general comparison of the potential effects of the Pier 70 Alternative compared to the Project
and Expanded Project is provided in Table S‐2, p. S‐30.
The Pier 70 Alternative would result in similar less‐than‐significant (with mitigation) impacts as
the Project and Expanded Project with respect to land use, aesthetics, cultural resources, air
quality, transportation‐related noise and biology. Additionally, because Block 4 is not located
on the water and would likely not require pile driving, impacts related to hydrology and
construction noise, respectively, would be less than under the Project and Expanded Project.
Dredging and pile‐driving activities within the Bay would not occur and all impacts to aquatic
species identified for the Project an Expanded Project would be avoided. Unlike the Project and
Expanded Project, the Pier 70 Alternative could result in a significant transportation impact
because it may contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of 3rd Street and Cesar Chavez, which
would operate at an unacceptable LOS E under the 2025 cumulative conditions.
This alternative would limit the ability of the Project Sponsor to meet several of the project
objectives.

These objectives include: total program space and opportunity for expansion;

appropriate museum exhibit space with a continuous floor plan; a highly visible location close
to other San Francisco attractions and landmarks and close to a transportation hub with
multiple sources of public transit (local and regional); the ability to develop revenue‐generating
uses such as a multi‐purpose rental event space; provision of outdoor exhibit space for Bay‐
oriented learning; and environmental remediation constraints.
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TABLE S-2
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT TO ALTERNATIVES B AND C
Project and Expanded Project
Description

Project
181,740 gsf‐ museum uses
19,850 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
32,246 gsf‐ office uses
20,000 gsf‐ Exploratorium only outdoor
exhibit space
30,000 gsf‐ publicly accessible courtyard
Expanded Project (gsf in addition to
Project)
94,830 gsf‐ museum and museum‐related
uses
3,000 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
7,600 gsf‐ office

Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative
Pier 15 Occupation
141,740 gsf‐ museum uses
15,850 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
32,246 gsf‐ office uses
No Exploratorium‐only outdoor exhibit space
No publicly‐accessible courtyard
Pier 17 Expansion—impractical due to lack
of connectivity
64,430 gsf‐ museum and museum‐related
uses
3,000 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
7,600 gsf‐ office

Pier 70 Alternative
Existing Buildings
157,922 gsf
Potential Buildout
222,964 gsf
Other Program Elements (gsf is not defined,
but would be similar to Project and Expanded
Project)
Event space
Café
Retail store
Offices and administration support space
Classrooms
Outdoor exhibit space could be constructed
Direct waterfront access would be limited

Impacts
Land Use

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Aesthetics

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Cultural
Resources

CP‐1: The Expanded Project could result in a
potentially significant adverse impact on Pier
17 as a historic resource. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1.

CP‐1: Expansion into Pier 17 could result in a
potentially significant adverse impact on Pier
17 as a historic resource. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1.

CP‐1: The Pier 70 Alternative could result in
potentially significant adverse impacts to
structures in Block 4 of the site as historic
resources. Avoidable with mitigation measure to
comply with standards..

CP‐2: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project could potentially damage
or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2.

CP‐2: Construction could potentially damage
or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2.

CP‐2: Construction could potentially damage
or disturb unknown subsurface archaeological
resources. Avoidable with Mitigation Measure
M‐CP‐2.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

New trips along 3rd Street traveling to the Pier
70 site could represent a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Transportation
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TABLE S-2
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT TO ALTERNATIVES B AND C
Project and Expanded Project

Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative

Pier 70 Alternative

Air Quality

AQ‐1: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would result in temporary
construction‐related air quality impacts from
diesel emissions. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measure M‐AQ‐1.

AQ‐1: Construction would result in
temporary construction‐related air quality
impacts from diesel emissions. Avoidable
with Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1.

Noise

NO‐1: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would result in temporary
pile driving noise impacts. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1.

NO‐1: Construction would result in
No significant effects.
temporary pile driving noise impacts.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1.

Biological
Resources

BI‐5: Construction could impede the nesting
BI‐5: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project could impede the nesting of Western gulls. Avoidable with Mitigation
of Western gulls. Avoidable with Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐1.
Measures M‐BI‐1.

AQ‐1: Construction would result in temporary
construction‐related air quality impacts from
diesel emissions. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measure M‐AQ‐1.

BI‐5: Construction could impede the nesting of
Western gulls. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measures M‐BI‐1.

BI‐7: Construction of the Project and
BI‐7: Construction could create sound waves BI‐7: No dredging or water construction would
Expanded Project could create sound waves that affect fish and marine mammals.
occur. No significant effects.
that affect fish and marine mammals.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐2.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐2.
Hydrology

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Geology and
Soils

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Hazards and
No significant effects.
Hazardous
Materials
_______________________

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Source: PBS&J, 2008.
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AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
This EIR assesses the potential impacts of the Project and Expanded Project with respect to land
use, aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, biological
resources, and hydrology and water quality. The Initial Study prepared for the Project, (see
Appendix A), found that all other environmental effects would be less than significant, with
mitigation measures identified.
The City distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and an Initial Study on November 10, 2007,
announcing its intent to prepare and distribute an EIR. Individuals and agencies that received
these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the Project Site, tenants of
properties adjacent to the Project Site, and other potentially interested parties, including various
regional and state agencies.
On the basis of public comments on the NOP, the main unresolved issue relates to consistency
of the Project and Expanded Project with the provisions of the BCDC SAP. This issue is
discussed in the EIR, and the EIR includes an alternative that is consistent with the BCDC SAP
and the Port’s WLUP and Design and Access Element.
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The Exploratorium proposes to relocate from the Palace of Fine Arts, at 3601 Lyon Street, to the
waterfront at Piers 15/17, along The Embarcadero (Assessor’s Block 9900, Lots 15, 15H, and 17).
The Project Site, owned by the Port of San Francisco (Port), is comprised of the 136,145‐gross‐
square‐foot (gsf) Pier 15, 110,615‐gsf Pier 17, 11,773‐gsf Connector Building, a 98,350‐gsf paved
parking area between Piers 15/17 (“Valley”), a 1,579‐gsf office shack in the Valley and a 235‐gsf
north apron office shack attached to the Pier 17 Shed at the southwest end. Piers 15/17 are
contributing resources to the San Francisco Embarcadero National Register Historic District.
The Exploratorium proposes to lease from the Port Piers 15 and 17, the Valley, the area where
the existing Connector Building is located, and the east apron (which is the area between the
building and the water’s edge), for use as a museum. The use of the new space would be
commensurate with the program at the Exploratorium’s existing location, but in a larger facility.
Under the Project, the Exploratorium would occupy Pier 15 and the Valley and construct and
occupy a new Bridge Building (Bridge Building) to replace the existing Connector Building.
Under the Expanded Project, the Exploratorium would expand the museum into Pier 17 in the
future. Until then, the Exploratorium would sublease Pier 17 to commercial and light industrial
users and may use approximately 5,000 gsf within Pier 17 for restaurant or other retail use. The
impacts of expansion of the museum program into Pier 17 by the Exploratorium are evaluated
in this Draft EIR.

The future of the Palace of Fine Arts is not known at the time of the

preparation of this report.
Overall, the Project would increase the Project Site floor area by approximately 65,929 gsf by
adding a mezzanine level within the Pier 15 Shed. The total post‐construction floor area under
the Project would be 245,426 gsf and under the Expanded Project 326,041 gsf (see Table II‐2,
Exploratorium Program Summary – Project and Expanded Project, p. 9). The existing office
shack in the Valley and much of the Valley paving would be removed to expose the water and
would feature outdoor exhibit areas and public access to the Bay shoreline. The north apron
office shack would also be demolished to make space for the electrical generator. The Project
Sponsor is in negotiations with Baydelta Maritime, the current maritime tenant in Pier 15, to
relocate its operations to Pier 17.

The Project would also include temporary berthing for

ceremonial and navy ships on the east apron and a water taxi landing attached to the south
apron.
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A.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Exploratorium is an internationally recognized museum that provides access to education
about science, nature, art, human perception, and technology to over 500,000 visitors annually.
After about 38 years in the Palace of Fine Arts, the Exploratorium has outgrown its current
location. The fundamental objective for the Project and the Expanded Project is to construct a
new home for the Exploratorium that provides ample space to accommodate substantial growth
in its exhibit, education, and research programs, as well as administrative space and functions,
in a single facility.

To meet this general objective, the Exploratorium has identified the

following specific Project objectives, which are informed by its significant operating history and
experience at its current location:


To secure a location for the Exploratorium that offers initial space for an approximately
200,000‐square‐foot (sf) museum facility that requires approximately half of this space to
have the characteristics necessary for museum exhibit space (including but not limited to
appropriately tall floor heights and contiguous open plan floor space) and that also
offers an additional approximately 100,000 sf of connected space with similar
characteristics to accommodate the museumʹs future growth;



To construct a facility that can accommodate, at a minimum, approximately 10,000 sf of
classroom space and a similar amount of laboratory space appropriate for youth and
adult education use as well as an approximately 5,000 sf theater/lecture hall;



To maximize operational efficiencies and shared services by integrating administrative
and support functions—including a minimum of about 10,000 sf of fabrication space, a
minimum of about 25,000 sf of administrative office space, and a minimum of about
3,000 sf of ʺback of houseʺ space—into the same facility used by the museumʹs public
spaces and programs;



To provide an expanded Webcast studio compared to the Exploratoriumʹs current
facility and to provide state‐of‐the‐art telecommunications and data network
infrastructure that would allow the Exploratorium to offer more programming to, and
connection with, the global scientific and educational community;



To design the museum facility to include space for revenue‐generating facilities
whenever feasible and consistent with other objectives, including but not necessarily
limited to a multi‐purpose rental event space with a minimum of approximately 10,000
sf, a museum café of at least approximately 5,000 sf, and a museum retail store of a size
that is comparable or larger than retail stores in other major museums with similar
annual attendance;



To appeal to potential donors and allow flexibility in potential funding sources;



To locate the Exploratorium on a site that is highly visible and close to other San
Francisco attractions and landmarks to draw from existing and regular foot traffic and to
ensure an active and safe environment for both daytime and nighttime operations;
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B.

●



To utilize a location on the San Francisco Bay adjacent to the water in order to provide
for education about the science of the San Francisco Bay and other natural forces present
on the waterfront, that offers opportunities for water‐based education;



To utilize a location that offers an opportunity for at least approximately 20,000 sf of
outdoor space adjacent to the museum and water suitable for installation of an ʺOutdoor
Exploratoriumʺ;



To locate the Exploratorium on a site that has the transportation infrastructure to serve
the Exploratorium’s initial estimated attendance of at least 800,000 visitors annually,
including: close proximity to ample and varied public transportation sources (local and
regional), short walking distance to major transportation hubs, and where adequate
parking can be provided close to the museum;



To locate the Exploratorium on a site that can accommodate bus and passenger vehicle
loading facilities that are safe and convenient, including for use by children and the
disabled; and



To locate the Exploratorium on a site where any necessary seismic upgrades,
environmental remediation, or similar site constraints would not make construction and
operation of the planned facility economically infeasible for the Exploratorium.

PROJECT LOCATION

The Project Site, owned by the Port, is located along the San Francisco waterfront, in the
northeast quadrant of the City (see Figure II‐1, Project Location, p. II‐4). It includes Piers 15/17,
which are located on The Embarcadero at Green Street and are bounded by The Embarcadero to
the west and waters of the San Francisco Bay to the east, north, and south. Pier 9 lies south and
Pier 19 lies north of the Project Site. The Project Site is about one‐quarter mile north of the Ferry
Building and one‐half mile south of Pier 39. Regional access to the Project Site is by U.S. 101,
Interstate 80, Interstate 280, and by several regional ferry lines, Caltrain, and Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) systems.
The Project Site is comprised of Pier 15 Shed and bulkhead building, Pier 17 Shed, the Valley,
apron areas around the perimeter of the Project Site, an office shack on the west side of the
Valley, a small Office Building adjacent to the northwest corner of Pier 17 Shed, the Bulkhead
Wharf, and a building on the eastern end of the Project Site that physically connects the two
sheds together, the Connector Building (see Figure II‐2, Existing Structures, p. II‐5). The Project
Site is within the Light Industrial (M‐1) zoning district, the Northern Waterfront Special Use
District (SUD) No. 1, and a 40‐X Height and Bulk District (refer to Project Approvals section
below for a description of the development controls in these districts).
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FIGURE II-2: EXISTING STRUCTURES
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II. Project Description

C.

PROJECT SETTING

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS
The Project Site consists of Piers 15/17, which are finger piers on San Francisco Bay. Table II‐1,
Existing Site Usage, lists current uses at the Project Site. The approximately 413,673‐gsf Project
Site is comprised of Piers 15/17, a Connector Building on the eastern end of the Project Site, and
the Valley between the two piers. The Pier 15 Shed and bulkhead building is approximately
136,145 gsf; the Pier 17 Shed is approximately 110,615 gsf; the Connector Building is
approximately 11,773 gsf, a vacant office shack in the Valley is approximately 1,579 gsf, and the
exterior open areas (Valley, aprons, and marginal wharf) are collectively approximately 153,561
gsf. The total building floor area within the Project Site is 260,112 gsf. A small office addition is
located at the northwest end of the Pier 17 Shed. Structures on the Project Site range from
approximately 31 to 44 feet in height. 1
TABLE II-1
EXISTING SITE USAGE (GSF)
Structures
Pier 15
Shed and
Bulkhead

Pier 17
Shed

Office

4,084

4,752

Storage and Warehouse

11,342

72,088

Bus repair (Muni)

59,393

Vacant

61,326

Function

33,775

Open Areas

Connector
Building

Shack

11,773

1,579

Valley

Maritime/Berthing

Aprons

Marginal
Wharves

26,074

15,071

13,454

Parking

98,350

Total per Structure

136,145

Subtotal Structures and Open
Areas

110,615

11,773

1,579

260,112

Site Total

98,350

612
39,528

15,683

153,561
413,673

_________________________
Source: EHDD, 2007.

The Project Site is located within the San Francisco Embarcadero National Register Historic
District (“Historic District”), which was listed in the National Register of Historic Places on May
12, 2006. Piers 15/17 as well as the Pier 17 small office addition are contributing resources to the
1

Building height is measured from the deck to the top of the roof of each building, without rooftop
appurtenances.
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Historic District, although the existing structures have undergone modifications since their
original construction. The Connector Building, vacant office shack in the Valley, the 1950s
additions to the pier sheds, and exterior Valley are non‐contributing resources to the Historic
District. 2 Piers 15/17 are also located across the street from the Northeast Waterfront Historic
District, a San Francisco local historic district.
Pier 15, Connector Building, and Valley
Pier 15 is currently occupied by two tenants: (1) Baydelta Maritime, a tug and tow operator; and
(2) San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni). Baydelta Maritime leases and occupies 11,342 gsf
of bulkhead shed space for its operations, maintenance, storage and employee parking, plus
4,084 gsf of office space, and the entire south apron comprising 13,454 gsf and 20,031 gsf of
submerged land (water) adjacent to the south apron for berthing of its tugboats. No specific
number of parking spaces is noted in Baydelta Maritime’s current lease; however, it leases 612
gsf of exterior space on the Pier 15 marginal wharf (south of the bulkhead building) for parking
of four vehicles. Baydelta Maritime’s lease expires on November 30, 2010. Muni operates
under a month‐to‐month Memorandum of Understanding and occupies 59,393 gsf of shed
space for bus repair and retrofitting and is issued approximately 20 monthly passes by the Port
for parking in the Valley. The remaining 61,326 gsf in Pier 15 is vacant warehouse space. The
Connector Building is located at the east end of the Project Site and connects Piers 15/17. The
11,773 gsf Connector Building is currently vacant and can be accessed from both Pier 15 and
Pier 17.
The Valley is 98,350 gsf in area and contains approximately 102 parking spaces managed by
Central Parking System under a parking management agreement with the Port. The Port has
the right to terminate this agreement upon 48 hours’ written notice.
Pier 15 and the Valley are in need of substantial substructure repairs, and neither the
substructure nor the superstructure meets current seismic standards. The substructure is badly
deteriorated. The Port’s Engineering Division has “yellow‐tagged” (meaning that portions of
these areas have load restrictions) or “red‐tagged” (meaning that these areas cannot be
occupied) these areas.
The Port would deliver Pier 15 and the Valley to the Exploratorium without tenancies, except
for Baydelta Maritime.

2

Page & Turnbull, Inc, Historic Resource Evaluation Report, Piers 15 & 17, San Francisco, CA, December 5,
2008. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review
by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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Pier 17
Pier 17 is currently occupied by three tenants: (1) TCHO Ventures, Inc. for light manufacturing
of food products and retail sales, equipment storage, shipping and handling (19,495 gsf of shed
space, 5,363 gsf of loading dock and 4,752 gsf of office space); (2) Miller Kelley Architects, Inc.
(operating as MK Think) for storage (2,900 gsf of shed space); and (3) SF Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for bus storage (44,330 gsf of shed space). MK Think occupies
Pier 17 under a month‐to‐month agreement; SFMTA occupies Pier 17 under a 3‐year
Memorandum of Understanding; and TCHO has a five‐year lease. The remaining 33,775 gsf in
Pier 17 is vacant warehouse space. Tenants at Pier 17 would not need to vacate the premises
during construction of the Project (the museum at Pier 15, the new Bridge Building, and the
Valley). Pier 17 is in better condition than Pier 15 but is still in need of repairs due to the
substructure.

Neither the substructure nor superstructure meets current seismic code

standards. The Pier 17 north apron is red‐tagged and completely unusable. The Port would
deliver Pier 17 in as‐is condition and assign the existing tenant leases to the Exploratorium.

D.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The Exploratorium Relocation Project would occur in two phases. Phase I, the Project, would
involve relocation of the museum to Pier 15, demolition of the shack and Connector Building,
demolition of portions of the Valley, construction of a new Bridge Building, and seismic
upgrades. The Project also includes construction of improvements for Baydelta Maritime at
Pier 17, including 5,500 sf of shed for office/warehouse use, repair of the Pier 17 north apron
and dredging of the Pier 17‐19 Basin. Baydelta Maritime would be relocated from Pier 15 to
Pier 17. In Phase II, the Expanded Project would involve expansion of the museum into Pier 17.
Table II‐2, Exploratorium Program Summary – Project and Expanded Project, p. II‐9, provides a

●

summary of program space proposed for the Project and Expanded Project. Figures II‐3 to II‐6,
pp. II‐10 to II‐11b, show the Project and Expanded Project site plans. A further description of
the site plans is provided below.

Table II‐3, Existing and Proposed Uses Upon Initial

Occupation, p. II‐12, shows the total existing and total post‐construction building floor area; this
table combines uses from all structures on site and does not include the floor area within the
open Valley, aprons, or marginal wharf areas.
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TABLE II-2
EXPLORATORIUM PROGRAM SUMMARY – PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT
Project (sf)

Expanded
Project (sf)

Total (sf)

Exhibit space

86,090

20,000

106,090

Offices

22,610

8,400

31,010

Classrooms

10,915

‐

10,915

Event Space

9,550

‐

9,550

Exhibit fabrication

9,550

‐

9,550

Retail

5,850

‐

5,850

Laboratory

8,495

9,400

17,895

Restaurant/Café

14,000

3,000

17,000

Greenhouse

‐

5,400

5,400

Temporary exhibits

‐

7,000

7,000

Operations/Center for Museum
Partnerships

20,000

1,300

21,300

Theater

4,250

‐

4,250

‐

20,615

20,615

Loading

5,000

‐

5,000

Back‐of‐House

3,825

‐

3,825

Net Floor Area

200,135

75,115

275,250

29,865

5,500

35,365

15,426

‐

15,426

245,426

80,615

326,041

Category

Related mixed use‐labs/studios

Gross Factor
Baydelta Maritime, Pier 17

a

Gross Floor Area
_________________________

Source: The Exploratorium, 2008.
Note:
a.

Baydelta Maritime is not part of the Exploratorium program.
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FIGURE II-3: (REVISED) PROJECT SITE PLAN GROUND FLOOR
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FIGURE II-4: (REVISED) PROJECT SITE PLAN SECOND FLOOR
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FIGURE II-5: EXPANDED PROJECT SITE PLAN GROUND FLOOR

OFF HOURS GARBAGE TRUCK AREA
NEW BUS LOADING AREA

II-11b
WATER TAXI LANDING
NEW PASSENGER DROP-OFF
SOURCE: EHDD, 2009.

THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

FIGURE C&R 6: EXPANDED PROJECT SITE PLAN SECOND FLOOR

II. Project Description

TABLE II-3
EXISTING AND PROPOSED USES UPON INITIAL OCCUPATION
Existing Uses to be
Retained

Existing Uses

Category

Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

Office (gsf)

Pier 17

Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

Pier 17

New Construction and/or
Conversion
Pier 15,
Bridge
Building,
and Shack

Pier 17

a

Net Totals
Pier 15,
Bridge
Building,
and Shack

Pier 17

Total

4,084

4,752

4,084

4,752

22,610

800

26,694

5,552

32,246

Restaurant/Retail (gsf)

0

0

—

—

14,850c

5,000

14,850

5,000

19,850

Museum (gsf)
Storage and Warehouse (gsf)

b

0

0

—

—

162,540

19,200

162,540

19,200

181,740

11,342f

72,088g

11,342h

72,088

0

0

11,342

72,088

87,205

Loading (gsf)

d

e

0

0

—

—

0

5,000

0

5,000

5,000

Bus Repair (gsf)

59,393

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Vacant (gsf)

74,678

33,775

0

3,775

0

0

0

3,775

0

110,615

15,426

80,615

200,000

30,000

215,426

110,615

326,041

Total

j

i

149,497

k

l

___________________________
Source: Wilson Meany Sullivan, 2008.
Notes:
a.

No new space would be added to Pier 17. Some conversion of vacant use to museum fabrication shops and retail uses may occur.

b.

Existing office space includes 4,752 gsf for TCHO Ventures.

c.

New retail space in Pier 15 and new Bridge Building includes the Exploratorium’s 9,000 gsf of restaurant/café and 5,850 gsf of retail space, as presented in Table II‐4, p II‐17.

d.

New museum space includes the Exploratorium’s 9,550 square feet (sf) of event, 86,090 sf of exhibit, 9,550 sf of exhibit fabrication, 4,250 sf of theater, 10,915 sf of classroom, 8,495 sf of
laboratory, and 3,825 sf of back‐of‐house uses and 29,865 sf of gross factor area, as identified in Table II‐4, p II‐17.

e.

Includes the Exploratorium’s Center for Museum Partnerships use, 19,200 sf of museum space would be constructed in Pier 17 and 800 sf of office space would be constructed with the Project.

f.

Existing storage and warehouse space includes 11,342 gsf for Baydelta Maritime.

g.

Existing storage and warehouse space includes 24,848 gsf for TCHO Ventures Inc., 2,900 gsf for MK Think, and 44,330 gsf for the SF Municipal Transportation Agency.

h.

Retained warehouse space includes 11,342 gsf of Baydelta Maritime warehouse space.

i.

Existing vacant space includes 61,326 gsf in the Pier 15 Shed, 11,773 gsf in the Connector Building, and 1,579 gsf in the shack.

j.

Totals do not include the Valley area (existing Valley area is 98,350 gsf), apron areas (13,454 gsf of the south apron is used by Baydelta Maritime for berthing of its tugboats), or marginal wharf
areas (612 gsf of the Pier 15 marginal wharf area is used by Baydelta Maritime for parking and the marginal wharf in front of Pier 17 is leased by Central Parking for parking operations).

k.

Total existing floor area includes the 136,145‐gsf Pier 15 Shed and bulkhead, 11,773‐gsf Connector Building, and 1,579‐gsf shack.

l.

Assumes Baydelta Maritime would remain at Pier 15 and its south apron. Does not include the 13,093 gsf of the south apron that is used by Baydelta Maritime for berthing of its tugboats or
the 612 gsf at the Pier 15 marginal wharf area that is used by Baydelta Maritime for parking.
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Overall, the Project would increase Project Site building floor area by approximately 65,929 gsf,
resulting in a total building floor area of 326,041 gsf, as shown in Table II‐3, p. II‐12. No floor
area increases would occur within Pier 17, while an increase in floor area within Pier 15 would
occur solely due to the addition of a mezzanine floor. The existing Connector Building would
be replaced by a new Bridge Building. Total post‐construction floor area in Pier 15 and the new
Bridge Building would be approximately 200,000 gsf to be occupied by the Exploratorium.

●

As shown in Figures II‐7 through II‐10, Elevations, p. II‐15 through II.16e, the reuse of the
existing Pier 15 Bulkhead Building and Pier 15 Shed structure would not involve an increase in
building height. The new Bridge Building would be approximately 32‐feet‐tall to the roof and
35‐feet‐tall as measured to the top of the parapet/guardrail, which is approximately 4 feet taller
than the existing 31‐foot‐tall Connector Building, but well within the 40‐foot height limit. The
elevator penthouse would rise to 44 feet as allowed under the Planning Code. A water taxi
landing would be constructed on the south side of Pier 15 if Baydelta Maritime is relocated to
Pier 17.
The Port currently leases portions of the Project Site to various commercial, maritime, and light
industrial users. Under the Project, the Exploratorium would continue to sublease Pier 17 to
various commercial, maritime, and light industrial users; however, approximately 20,000 gsf of
Pier 17 would be occupied by the Exploratorium’s Center for Museum Partnerships (CMP) for
use as museum support space. The Exploratorium may also request proposals for a retail use,
such as a restaurant, bicycle rental, or other retail user, in Pier 17. Such use would comprise
approximately 5,000 gsf. For the purposes of this document, the new retail use at Pier 17 is
considered part of the Project, and this environmental review addresses potential impacts
caused by the proposed retail use at Pier 17.
The Exploratorium would expand the museum program into Pier 17 in the future. This future
museum expansion into Pier 17, the Expanded Project, is discussed further below. The precise
timing of the expansion has not yet been determined, but for purposes of conservative analysis,
the Expanded Project is considered to be a near‐term project. The Exploratorium would lease
all of Pier 17 from the Port and continue to sublease the space to commercial, maritime, and
light industrial users. It also plans to pursue restaurant and/or retail leases until such time as it
decides to expand the museum into Pier 17.
San Francisco’s Resource‐Efficiency Requirements Ordinance Chapter 7 of the San Francisco
Environment Code (the “Green Building Ordinance”) requires all new city‐owned and leased
projects to achieve a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver
Case No. 2006.1073E
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certification from the U.S. Green Building Council and therefore the Project and the Expanded
Project would be constructed to LEED Silver certification standards.
Pier 15, Connector Building, and Valley
The Exploratorium museum would occupy Pier 15, the Valley, and the new Bridge Building.
Pier 15 would house the Exploratorium’s public exhibit space, classrooms, a restaurant/café, a
museum store, event space, a theater, laboratory space, exhibit fabrication space, and office
space. A second floor mezzanine would be added within the Pier 15 Shed to accommodate
some of these uses. Table II‐4, Proposed Uses within Pier 15, Valley and Bridge Building,
p. II ‐17, provides a breakdown of the Exploratorium’s building program, including the new
Bridge Building to be built at the eastern end of the Project Site. As discussed in Section C,
Project Setting, Piers 15/17 are contributing resources to the San Francisco Embarcadero
National Register Historic District. The Pier 15 Shed would be rehabilitated in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (collectively the “Secretary’s Standards“) and in accordance
with the Port’s Historic Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf
Substructures (“Port’s Guidelines”). The substructure, or structure below the top of the deck,
would undergo substantial repairs, including reinforcement of the existing pile foundations.
The reuse of the existing Pier 15 structure would not result in increased building height because
the Pier 15 Shed structure would be maintained except for the elevator and stair penthouse
attached to the new Bridge Building that would rise to 44 feet, as allowed under the Planning
Code. As part of the Project, photovoltaic panels would be installed on the roofs of the shed
structure and bulkhead building. The Project would also remove all of the existing exterior
light fixtures on Pier 15 and add new light fixtures.
The existing 31‐foot‐tall Connector Building at the eastern end of the Project Site would be
demolished and a new 32‐foot‐tall (35‐feet‐tall as measured to the top of the parapet/guardrail)
two‐story Bridge Building would be constructed (see Figure II‐7, Project – East and West
Elevations, p. II‐15). A small elevator and stairway penthouse enclosure would be constructed
at the south end of the new Bridge Building where it merges with the Pier 15 Shed and would

●
●

be 44‐feet‐tall. The new Bridge Building would extend north approximately 83 feet and the
width would be similar to the width of the existing Connector Building. The Bridge Building
would be constructed with concrete, steel, glass, and fritted glass. Fritted glass contains spaced
ceramic enamel patterns that make the glass appear less transparent to birds, while allowing a
degree of transparency that would allow for views into and out of the building. The fritted
glass would be applied to approximately 50 percent of the west façade of the Bridge Building,
and to approximately 25 percent on the east façade. The new Bridge Building would include a
Case No. 2006.1073E
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roof deck that would be accessible to Exploratorium visitors. The new Bridge Building extends
part way to Pier 17, and leaves a 60‐foot‐wide corridor open to the sky from the Bridge Building
to
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FIGURE II-8: PROJECT - NORTH AND SOUTH ELEVATIONS
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Pier 17 that would allow public access from the Valley to the east apron of Pier 15. Both the
substructure and superstructures (buildings above the deck) would be seismically upgraded to
current codes, and new utilities would be installed throughout.
TABLE II-4
PROPOSED USES WITHIN PIER 15, VALLEY, AND BRIDGE BUILDING
Category

Program (sf)

Exhibit Space

86,090

Office

22,610

Classrooms

10,915

Event Space

9,550

Exhibit Fabrication

9,550

Retail

5,850

Laboratory

8,495

Café

9,000

Theater

4,250

Back‐of‐House (employee, custodian, and
related services)

3,825

Net Floor Area

170,135

Gross Factor (approximately 17 percent)

29,865

Total Gross Floor Area Without Baydelta
Maritime Use

200,000

Baydelta Maritime Use

15,426

Total Gross Floor Area With Baydelta
Maritime Use

215,426

___________________________
Source: The Exploratorium, 2008.

Approximately 35,000 gsf of the 98,350‐gsf paved asphalt Valley decking would be removed to
expose the water and to create a “water pile garden” (see Figure II‐3, Ground Floor Plan,
p. II‐10). This area would feature an outdoor exhibit area. The existing, non‐historic 1,597‐gsf
free‐standing office shack at the west end of the Valley would be demolished. A small office
building on the Pier 17 north apron, attached to the shed at the west end, also would be
demolished to make room for an electrical transformer.
A tug‐and‐tow operator, Baydelta Maritime, currently occupies 15,426 gsf within the Pier 15
Shed. This area is divided into approximately 11,342 gsf of bulkhead shed space for Baydelta
Maritime’s operations, maintenance, storage, and employee parking, plus 4,084 gsf of office
space. Baydelta Maritime also occupies the entire south apron, which is not publicly accessible
Case No. 2006.1073E
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and comprises approximately 13,454 gsf, for berthing of its tugboats, plus 612 gsf on the Pier 15
marginal wharf area for parking. Under the Project, Baydelta Maritime would be relocated to
Pier 17 (parties are currently negotiating this relocation). As shown in Table II‐4 on page II‐17,
the Project would develop approximately 215,426 gsf of building space (if Baydelta Maritime
remains at Pier 15). This environmental review addresses any impacts caused by relocation of
Baydelta Maritime to Pier 17. The potential area that would be occupied by Baydelta Maritime
within Pier 17 is discussed in the subsequent paragraphs.
The Project would provide approximately 83,200 sf of publicly accessible outdoor and indoor
space. Publicly accessible outdoor space would include the courtyard between Piers 15/17 and
the east apron of Pier 15. If Baydelta Maritime is relocated to Pier 17, the entire south apron of
Pier 15 would be publicly accessible, and there would be no public access on the north apron of
Pier 17 due to Baydelta’s operations. Access to the outdoor exhibit area at the southeast side of
the open water area between Piers 15/17 would be limited to Exploratorium paying visitors.
The publicly accessible indoor space would include the Bayside History Walk in Pier 15. The
Bayside History Walk is an element required in any new Port development as outlined within
the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Design and Access Element, which is a component of the
Waterfront Land Use Plan. It is intended to provide interior public access to view the inner
structure of the historic pier buildings and provide connections to pier areas behind the
bulkhead building. The Project would incorporate the Bayside History Walk into the public
lobby that connects the Pier 15 Bulkhead entry to the Pier 15 Shed building. The public would
be able to look up into the historic trusses that make up the shed and bulkhead buildings. The
Bayside History Walk’s displays may take the form of interpretive exhibits that would become
incorporated into the overall Exploratorium learning experience.

●

Bridge Building Variant
The Bridge Building Variant (Variant) would occupy a footprint similar to the Bridge Building
proposed under the Project and be within the footprint of the existing Connector Building.
Compared to the Project, the total floor area of the Variant building would be approximately 25
percent less. The total height of the building to the top parapet would be reduced by
approximately 4 feet and the elevator overrun reduced by approximately 19 feet from what is
proposed under the Project. All other program space outside of the Variant building would
remain as proposed under the Project and Expanded Project. The Variant building would
appear more visually and physically separated from the Pier 15 Shed because the connection
would be reduced to a one‐story building. No portion of the Variant building would overlap
the Pier 15 Shed’s roof and the material palette would include metal, glass, and concrete.
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The Variant would extend north approximately 83 feet and the width would be similar to the
width of the existing Connector Building. As under the Project, a 60‐foot‐wide corridor would
be open to the sky between the Bridge Building and Pier 17. The northern mass of the Variant
would be two stories tall, approximately 31 feet to the roof. There would be no rooftop access
and instead photovoltaic panels may be installed on the roof. The southern mass of the Variant
would be one story tall, approximately 12.5 feet to the roof. This portion of the building would
include a roof deck, accessible to Exploratorium visitors, with a 3.5‐foot parapet along the east
side. An enclosed walkway approximately 10 feet wide would connect the interior of the
Pier 15 Shed to the two‐story portion of the northern part of the Variant building. An elevator
would be constructed at the east end of the Pier 15 Shed providing access to the mezzanine level
of Pier 15 and the second floor of the Variant building.

The elevator overrun would be

approximately 28 feet tall, 5 feet lower than the top of the 33‐foot‐tall monitor roof of Pier 15
and 19 feet lower than the 47‐foot‐tall elevator overrun proposed under the Project. The uses
within the Variant building would be similar to the Project Bridge Building. However, the
program space would be reduced because the café would be slightly smaller and the exhibit
space on the second floor would be reduced by approximately 5,000 gsf.
Pier 17
As previously stated, the Exploratorium proposes initially to use approximately 20,000 gsf
within Pier 17 for its CMP operation.

The Exploratorium may also decide to install an

approximately 5,000‐gsf retail use in Pier 17, such as a restaurant, chandlery, bicycle rental, or
other retail user in Pier 17. An approximately 5,000‐gsf loading area within Pier 17 would be
used by the Exploratorium to serve all museum uses. Unless and until the Exploratorium
decides to expand the museum, it would lease the remaining Pier 17 Shed to various
commercial, maritime, and light industrial users. The marginal wharf area in front of Pier 17,
which is the area between the pier shed and the sidewalk, would be used to assemble school
children for embarking and disembarking from school buses that would park at the curb.
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●

Table II 5, Projected Pier 17 Building Program, shows the proposed Pier 17 program upon initial
occupancy of the Project and under the Expanded Project, which includes the Exploratorium
occupation of Pier 15, the Valley, and Pier 17. It is projected that if the Exploratorium expands
the building program it would occupy the entire Pier 17 Shed area, which is approximately
110,615 gsf. On the exterior of Pier 17, the southern portion of the building’s west façade that
was part of the 1950s addition to the south façade would be cut back by two bays in order to
emphasize the original west façade. As part of the Expanded Project, photovoltaic panels would
be installed on the roof of the shed structure. The Expanded Project would also remove all of
the existing exterior light fixtures on Pier 17 and add new light fixtures.
TABLE II-5
PROJECTED PIER 17 BUILDING PROGRAM
Function

Pier 17 Uses Under Initial
Occupation (gsf)

Sub‐tenant and vacant areas

80,615

Pier 17 Uses Under
Expanded Project (gsf)
5,500a

Exploratorium Program
Exhibit space

—

20,000

Temporary exhibits

—

7,000

Laboratories

—

9,400

Greenhouse

—

5,400

800

8,400

19,200

21,300

5,000

8,000

—

20,615

5,000

5,000

Offices
Operations/Center for Museum Partnerships
Restaurant/Retail
Related Mixed use‐ labs/studios
Loading
Total

110,615

110,615

____________________________
Source: The Exploratorium, 2007.
Notes:
a.

If Baydelta Maritime relocates to Pier 17, its operations would be condensed to approximately 5,500 gsf within the Pier 17 Shed,
and the Exploratorium’s program area within Pier 17 would decrease by the same amount. It is contemplated that parking for
Baydelta Maritime would be relocated to the marginal wharf area between Pier 17 and Pier 19.

As previously stated, Baydelta Maritime may relocate from Pier 15 to Pier 17.

If so, its

maintenance, storage, operations, and office space would be condensed to 5,500 gsf in the Pier
17 Shed. Baydelta Maritime would lease the entire north apron of Pier 17. The north apron
substructure and deck would be reconstructed immediately upon start of construction at Pier
15. Baydelta Maritime’s employee parking would be relocated to the marginal wharf area
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●

between Pier 17 and Pier 19. The water basin between Pier 17 and Pier 19 would require
dredging to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats; up to 85,000 cubic yards of material
would need to be dredged. 3

●

Bay Water Heating and Cooling System
Operation of the Project and Expanded Project would include a Bay water pumping system that
would pump in water for heating and cooling of the Exploratorium buildings. The base heating
and cooling distribution system would be hydronic with in‐slab radiant tubing and radiant
manifolds. Electronic water source heat pumps using Bay water as the heat sink would provide
a low temperature (100 degrees Fahrenheit) heating hot water source for the radiant slab system
and incoming fresh air from the air handlers. The cooling system would also use Bay water.
Bay water would be used as a free cooling source when Bay water temperature is below 59
degrees Fahrenheit. Bay water would not be fed directly into the heating and cooling system.
A series of filters and an ultraviolet sterilization system would treat the water before it enters
the system and prior to return of water to the Bay. No chemical treatment of water would be
used in the system. The Bay water intake screen would meet criteria to minimize impingement
and entrainment of locally present fish. The system would also be designed to minimize
temperature increase of the surrounding Bay water and would meet the requirements of the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB).
The system has been initially designed to incorporate input from applicable permit agencies,
including a preliminary review by CRWQCB. The specific details of the system would be
finalized during the Construction Documents phase with input from the various permitting
agencies, including the CRWQCB, Corps, and BCDC as applicable. The system would be
designed with the best available technology in accordance with state and federal regulations.
The process would include the permitting agenciesʹ consultation with agencies responsible for
natural resources as needed, potentially including NOAA Fisheries and CDFG.

3

Anchor Environmental, CA, L.P., memorandum to Wilson Meany Sullivan, September 19, 2006. A
copy of this memo is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by
appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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Maritime Uses
In addition to retaining a tug and tow operation on the site, the Project Site would also continue
to include berthing of navy, ceremonial, and other ships along the east apron. If Baydelta
Maritime’s tug and tow operation relocates from the Pier 15 south apron to the Pier 17 north
apron, new maritime activities may also be conducted along the south apron, as listed below.
The south apron is approximately 800 feet long and would include a water taxi landing. The
south apron could include an expanded landing for other vessels such as excursion boats.


4

Lay Berthing. For many years, ships have used Pier 15/17’s 400‐foot east berth for
transient lay berthing. These ships include those of the United States Navy, the United
States Coast Guard, the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), and other U.S. government vessels, vessels from foreign navies, commercial
firms (such as an offshore cable‐laying vessel) and private and public “Tall” ships.
During Fleet Week, two navy vessels are docked at this berth and provide public tours.
Pier 15/17 is the only Port berth on the Northern Waterfront that is naturally deep and
self‐scouring and thus does not need to be dredged, so vessels would continue to dock
at the east apron after the Project is completed. The Piers 15/17 Exclusive Maritime Use
Study found that the east face berth at Piers 15/17 is not surplus to the maritime needs of
the Port and must be retained. 4 Table II‐6, p. II‐21, shows the level of use of the east
apron at Piers 15/17 for the past several years. It is assumed that the frequency of these
activities would remain essentially the same as over the past few years.

Port of San Francisco, Resolution Adopting Findings Regarding Pier 15/17 Transitional Maritime
Area, January 5, 2006. A copy of this Resolution is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and
available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400.
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TABLE II-6
LAY BERTHING ACTIVITY AT PIERS 15/17, 2000-2007
Year

Commercial

Ceremonial

Military

On-Berth Days

2000

0

0

1

5

2001

0

0

0

0

2002

0

1

10

46

2003

1

0

5

26

2004

0

0

8

37

2005

2

3

6

35

2006

1

3

4

23

2007

0

0

3

14

__________________________
Source: Port of San Francisco, 2007.



Water Taxi Landing. A water taxi landing would be part of a network of other water
taxi landings that are being built or proposed at other Port developments. It is the Port’s
expectation that, in the future, water taxi service would provide a viable alternative
mode of transit along the San Francisco waterfront. The Port or its operator would
manage the water taxi service that would initially comprise a pre‐established route of
landings along the waterfront and is anticipated to operate daily. A water taxi landing
would be required for the Project; however, the landing may be designed for use/access
by many different types of vessels. The physical requirements of this ramp and floating
dock are such that nearly one‐third of the 800‐foot long south apron would be dedicated
to this use. The number of other potential maritime activities would be dictated by the
remaining dock space not occupied by the water taxi vessels. The physical structure of
the landing, therefore, is analyzed in this EIR. Initiation of a water taxi service on the
waterfront may be pursued in the future and would require it’s own environmental
review.



Excursion Boats. Under this activity, excursion operators would use the south apron as
one stop on a cruise that could take visitors to several destinations around the Bay. This
could include chartered boats for school trips to the Exploratorium. The excursion boats
would be approximately 62 to 90 feet long, similar to those used by San Francisco’s
private excursion operators. The frequency could be as often as two times per day for an
excursion operator and five times per week for a chartered boat.



Private Vessels. These could include visiting sailboats or yachts that would rent a berth
for the day or an overnight stay. It is anticipated that up to four berths would be
available for private vessels. The boats would vary in size and engine power but could
be as large as 100 feet long and use diesel‐powered engines. The docking frequency of
these vessels is expected to occur as often as two boats per day.
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PARKING
Under the proposed lease with the Port, the Exploratorium would be granted the non‐exclusive
use of approximately 200 parking spaces at Seawall Lot 321, across The Embarcadero from the
Project Site. These parking spaces would be available when the museum opens until the 16th
year of the lease term. Access to and from the Seawall Lot 321 would be located on the east side
of Front Street between Green Street and Union Street (similar to current operations at the
Seawall Lot). Pedestrians accessing the Proposed Project from this surface lot would cross The
Embarcadero at Green Street. Signage would be installed along The Embarcadero to identify
the parking area. As previously stated, if Baydelta Maritime operations are relocated to Pier 17,
its parking spaces would be relocated to the marginal wharf area between Pier 17 and Pier 19.
CURBSIDE LOADING AND UNLOADING
Proposed Passenger Loading/Unloading at Pier 15
The Project would either convert the existing 75‐foot long and 8‐foot wide two‐car curb indent
in front of Pier 15 to a passenger drop‐off/pick‐up zone for the museum or, alternatively, extend
the existing indent southward an additional 73 feet for a final dimension of 148 feet long. In
either case, the two existing metered spaces would be removed with the Project and the entirety

●

of the indent would be licensed to the Project Sponsor. An Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) compliant handicapped‐accessible ramp would be installed at the Pier 15 curb indent to
accommodate unloading of disabled visitors. This curb indent would accommodate up to three
(75 feet) or up to five (148 feet) passenger vehicles at one time and would be designated for
short‐term drop‐off and valet parking for Exploratorium‐affiliated uses only (see Appendix B
for graphics depicting the design of the proposed indents). Maintaining the curb indent at its
current length (75 feet) would require a stricter enforcement of the passenger zone to minimize

●

potential encroachment onto the adjacent bicycle lane and/or traffic lanes on The Embarcadero.
Parking would be prohibited in the passenger loading and unloading curb indent in front of
Pier 15 at all times. The Project Sponsor would install “No Parking” signs to enforce this
prohibition; the installation and design of such signs would be coordinated with the MTA and
Port and would conform to all relevant City codes and to the requirements under the Lease.
During after‐hours events, when the museum is closed to the general public, the Pier 15 curb
indent may also serve as a valet drop‐off for vehicles parking elsewhere.
During museum hours, it would be used for those needing special curbside assistance, taxis,
passenger drop‐off by private vehicles, and valet parking for evening events in the museum.
The pedestrian circulation width from the edge of this curb indent to the Pier 15 bulkhead wall
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is approximately 25 feet. The new extended indent would maintain a 25‐foot dimension to the
edge of the marginal wharf between Pier 15 and Pier 9. The existing width of the northbound
bicycle lane would be maintained and a newly‐painted line would demarcate the inside (east)
edge of the bicycle lane from the drop‐off area. Lengthening the existing curb indent to 148 feet
(or narrowing of the sidewalk) requires approval by the Department of Public Works, the
Planning Department, and the Board of Supervisors.
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School and Special Event Bus Loading/Unloading Operations at Pier 17
An existing curb indent to the north of Pier 17 would be extended to the south approximately
225 feet and would be designated a white zone for buses to pull temporarily in to load and
unload school children and visitors to the museum. The curb indent in front of Pier 17 would
be designated for buses only and could accommodate up to 4 buses at a time. Field trip and
special event buses would arrive at the passenger curb indent between Piers 15/17 to unload
visitors Monday through Friday during the school year (typically September through May), in
the mornings between 9:30 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. The buses would return in the afternoons,
between 12:30 p.m. and 2:30 p.m., to pick up their passengers. An area would be designated
off‐site for bus parking while the visitors are in the museum. When the buses pull up to unload
the passengers, the visitors would be greeted by Exploratorium staff called “Explainers” and
escorted to a field trip staging area in front of Pier 17. The Explainers provide directions and
information for Exploratorium guests. The staging area would be located entirely within the
Pier 17 marginal wharf, outside of Herb Caen Way.
Field trip buses would be provided with a scheduled time to arrive at the Exploratorium. A 20‐
minute window would be allocated to each bus for passenger drop‐off or pick‐up. If a bus
arrives at the drop‐off/pick‐up location that cannot be accommodated immediately at the curb
pull‐out, the bus would be directed by the Exploratorium’s Transportation Monitor to wait
briefly at a nearby temporary staging area until a space at the curb pull‐out becomes available.
The Transportation Monitor would then contact the bus driver to return to Pier 17 for loading or
unloading. Two possible nearby locations for this temporary staging area have tentatively been
identified: (1) on‐street parking spaces on the west side of The Embarcadero between Battery
and Green Streets, and (2) on‐street parking spaces on the north and/or south sides of Green
Street between The Embarcadero and Front Street. Arrangements would be made with the Port
to reserve the necessary amount of parking meters on these streets during this time. The exact
number of buses that may have to be staged for a very short period in any of these temporary
staging areas is difficult to estimate at this time since the need for this bus staging would be
caused by unforeseeable conditions.

The Port and the Exploratorium would negotiate a

revocable encroachment permit for an initial number of bus spaces (two or three) to be used as a
temporary staging area. These spaces would also be used during peak bus demand days. The
number of spaces would be adjusted as necessary once the Exploratorium becomes operational.
During the period between unloading and loading, buses would park at an off‐site location that
the Exploratorium would lease, possibly on Port property. The Port is willing to lease a parcel
of land to the Exploratorium, if available, for the purpose of midday bus parking. The exact
location may change over time depending on land availability. On a typical day, approximately
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20 to 24 buses would be parked at the off‐site location. Possible sites on Port property include
the Valley between Piers 27/29 on The Embarcadero between Battery and Sansome Streets, Piers
30/32 on The Embarcadero at Brannan Street, and Seawall Lot 349 located at Pier 70 at the end
of 20th Street. More than one location may be utilized depending on the size of lot available.

●

As noted for the passenger loading and unloading curb indent in front of Pier 15, parking
would be prohibited at all times in the bus loading and unloading curb indent in front of Pier
17. The Project Sponsor would install “No Parking” signs to enforce this prohibition; the
installation and design of such signs would be coordinated with the MTA and Port and would
conform to all relevant City codes and to the requirements under the Lease.
BICYCLE SAFETY
The Embarcadero hosts a wide variety of transportation modes: charter buses, transit buses,
bicycles, heavy pedestrian volumes, and the F‐Market & Wharves streetcar.

In order to

facilitate efficient and safe interactions between vehicles using the two proposed curb indents
and bicyclists traveling in the adjacent bicycle lane, the Project and Expanded Project would
include the following design features:
Installation and maintenance of a lane separator curb system in front of the passenger
drop‐off/pick‐up curb indent at Pier 15. The lane separator curb system would limit
access to the passenger drop‐off/pick‐up curb indent to two 25‐foot‐wide ingress and
egress points located at the north and south end of the curb indent, respectively. A
conceptual plan of this design can be found in Appendix B. The final design of the lane
separator curb system would be subject to MTA review and approval.
Stenciling a standard bicycle symbol at the start of the bicycle lane section adjacent to
the passenger drop‐off/pick‐up curb indent and adjacent to the bus drop‐off/pick‐up
curb indent to increase driver awareness of the presence of the bicycle lane.
Installation of appropriate signage at the curb in advance of Piers 15/17 curb indents
indicating the possible presence of bicycles to motorists. The installation and design
of such signage would be coordinated with the MTA and would conform to all relevant
City codes.
Increasing the depth of the bus loading/unloading curb indent from the standard 8.5
feet to 9 feet. This would help prevent buses from encroaching into the adjacent bicycle
lane.
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Painting a continuous line demarcating the inside (east) edge of the bicycle lane from
the two curb indents.

This would enhance the visibility and awareness of the

separation between the bicycle lane and the curb indents for motorists.
Preparation of a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for the Project and the
Expanded Project. The TMP would, at a minimum: identify the number, roles, and
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location of the staff, such as transportation monitors, chaperons, and Explainers,
expected to assist with the loading and unloading of field trip and special event buses at
the Pier 17 curb indent and private passenger vehicles at the Pier 15 curb indent; provide
bus loading/unloading plans and articulate how detailed directions about proper bus
drop‐off/pick‐up procedures would be communicated to and implemented by the school
bus/coach drivers; describe the information to be provided to visitors prior to their
arrival explaining the drop‐off locations and procedures, designated vehicles authorized
to use them, maximum duration, etc; identify other means of access to the Project Site
such as public transportation routes that are available and their nearby stops, as well as
off‐site parking locations in the Project vicinity and describe the means for
communicating this information to the visitors ahead of time, such as advanced mailing
of instruction packets to the schools or organized groups, newspaper, radio and/or TV
public service announcements, web site transportation page, etc.; describe how
employees of the museum will be encouraged to use other means of access, including
public transportation; and set forth a method for measuring the effectiveness of the TMP
and adjusting transportation management‐related activities, as appropriate.
FREIGHT LOADING AND RECEIVING AREAS
All freight delivery for Piers 15/17 would occur inside Pier 17 at the northwest corner of the pier
shed in a loading dock with two truck loading spaces. The loading dock would consist of 5,000
gsf for loading and unloading under both the Project and Expanded Project. The center curb cut
in front of the main rolling door of the Pier 17 Shed would be used for loading and receiving
trucks. These activities would not occur during bus loading and unloading hours of 9:30 a.m. to
11:30 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. Although the loading and receiving would occur inside
Pier 17, deliveries destined to Pier 15 would be hand‐carted or fork‐lifted. The Exploratorium
estimates approximately four to five material deliveries per week and three to four deliveries
per year for larger trucks loading or off‐loading exhibits. Catering trucks would have access to
the event space in the new Bridge Building by driving down the center drive aisle inside Pier 17
or, when the museum expands, by driving down the Valley in an expanded area adjacent to the
Pier 17 loading dock.
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PROJECTED ACTIVITY
The Exploratorium projects that the stabilized annual visitorship for the Project would be
800,000 people compared to annual visitorship of approximately 544,000 people at the
Exploratorium’s current location, an increase of about 256,000 visitors per year. 5

The

Exploratorium expects to employ approximately 330 full‐time staff at the Project Site. Although
projections far into the future are statistically difficult to verify, the expectation is that the
Expanded Project would see a total stabilized annual visitorship of approximately 850,000 and
approximately 440 full‐time equivalent staff. 6 The projected visitorship annually under the
Project is 735,000 and 845,000 under the Expanded Project. For purposes of this impact analysis,
the higher visitor projections for the Project and the Expanded Project are used to
conservatively evaluate potential impacts.
COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED BUILDING PROGRAM
The use of the new space at the Project Site would be commensurate with the Exploratorium’s
current program at the Palace of Fine Arts, but approximately 58 percent larger, or
approximately 38 percent larger not including the CMP at Pier 17. Table II‐7, Comparison of
Existing and Proposed Exploratorium Building Program, p. II‐27, compares the program at the
Palace of Fine Arts with the initial building program at the Project Site (excluding the projected
Pier 17 building program that would be implemented under the Expanded Project). As shown
in Table II‐7, p. II‐27, the Exploratorium program would increase by 85,000 gsf, including CMP
use at Pier 17, upon initial site occupation.
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
Construction activities would include demolition, debris removal, and new construction. These
activities are typically supported by equipment such as an excavator, bull dozers, dump trucks,
tractors, concrete mixers, concrete pump, barge crane, crane, hoe‐ram, and smaller equipment
such as generators, pumps, compressors, jack hammers, and saws.
5

6

Brown, Mike and Ray Wright, Exploratorium Staff, Information for Adavant Consulting, Responses
to questions posed by Jose Farran, 2007.
Racanelli Partners, Inc., Exploratorium Visitorship Letter, August 25, 2005.
The future uses in Pier 17 are currently assumed to be similar in program to that in Pier 15, therefore
the Exploratorium would not see a one‐for‐one proportionate increase in visitors. This would only
happen if there was a drastically different offering like a new aquarium, which is not anticipated at
this time.
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TABLE II-7
COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED EXPLORATORIUM BUILDING PROGRAM
Function

Existing Program at
Proposed Initial Program
Palace of Fine Arts (gsf)
at Piers 15/17 (gsf)

Difference (gsf)

Administration

5,010

5,690

680

Development

6,656

24,400

17,744

Operations/Resources

3,258

8,225

4,967

964

840

(124)

Center for Public Education

76,180

104,270

28,090

Center for Learning and Teaching

19,100

36,110

17,010

50

600

550

Gross Factor

20,582

29,865

9,283

Center for Museum Partnerships

13,200

20,000 (in Pier 17)

6,800

Marketing

Employee Services

Total

145,000

230,000

85,000

______________________________
Source: The Exploratorium, 2007.

Construction would include substructure and superstructure repairs and seismic upgrades;
rehabilitation of the Pier 15 building, construction of the new Bridge Building, removal of the
Valley, and replacement of portions of the deck. The Project would install approximately 60
new vertical steel pipe piles between 20 and 50 inches in diameter, ranging in length from 105 to
140 feet depending on the depth of the water. The piles would be interconnected with new
concrete grade beams and a new pier deck. The piles would be installed by driving the piles to
the required depth with either a drop‐down or vibratory hammer with at least 3 to 5 feet of
embedment into the dense sand‐bearing stratum underlying the bay mud layer. There would
be as many as 60 steel pipe piles driven within an approximate four‐month period. 7
The historic Pier 15 Shed would be rehabilitated to the Secretary’s Standards and Port’s
Guidelines and would house the Exploratorium’s public exhibitions, classrooms, public
programs, restaurant/café, museum store, a center for teacher development, event space, exhibit
fabrication space, and administration space. A second floor mezzanine would be added to the
building and a large section of the Valley would be removed to create the water pile garden.
If Baydelta Maritime relocates from Pier 15 to Pier 17, its new premises would be built out at
Pier 17 at the start of construction of the Project at Pier 15, and the north apron of Pier 17 would
7

Treadwell & Rollo, Progress Report Geotechnical Investigation The Exploratorium Pier 15 San
Francisco, CA, January 12, 2007. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and
available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400.
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be reconstructed. The water basin between Pier 17 and Pier 19 would require dredging to

●

accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats. Up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged material
would need to be removed to accomplish the necessary depth of 22 feet. 8 The entire north
apron of Pier 17 would be reconstructed for use by Baydelta Maritime. The reconstruction of
the apron would involve repair of approximately half of the piles by removing damaged
concrete and encasing the piles in a reinforced concrete repair collar constructed in a leave‐in‐
place fiberglass form. A new reinforced concrete deck would be constructed over the repaired
piles. Piles not repaired would be left in place and would not be re‐attached to the new deck.
Additionally up to 64 fender piles would be installed along the outside edge of the north apron.
The fender piles are nonstructural steel pipe piles used to protect the deck from the moored tug
boats.
The Expanded Project would involve similar construction, including substructure and
superstructure repairs, seismic upgrades, and rehabilitation of the Pier 17 building into a
museum for the Exploratorium and construction of a bridge to connect Pier 17 with the Bridge

●

Building. The construction would involve additional driving of pipe piles throughout the Pier

●

The Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s

17 site to seismically upgrade the structure.

Special Area Plan designate the entire Valley and supporting piles for removal at the Project Site.
The Project and the Expanded Project would not remove the entire Valley deck and all of the
pilings supporting the deck. Construction activities for the Project and Expanded Project may
include removal of pile‐supported fill at a location along San Francisco’s southern waterfront
that is not otherwise designated for removal.
It is estimated that up to 150 construction workers would be present at the Project Site at any
given time. 9 Staging areas would be designated within the Project Site and on floating barges
alongside the aprons. No on‐land staging for pier construction is expected to occur outside the
Project Site. There would be construction of new curb indents along the east side of The
Embarcadero in front of Pier 15 and in front of Pier 17 for passenger car and bus drop‐off,
respectively. In this case, construction activity would be necessary on The Embarcadero and
Herb Caen Way.
8

9

Anchor Environmental CA, L.P., Review of sediment chemistry within Piers 17/19 Berth area along
San Francisco waterfront, September 19, 2006.
Nibbi Brothers, e‐mail communication with James Suh, Project Manager, Wilson Meany Sullivan,
June 11, 2007.
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Construction staging for the Project would occur primarily within the Project Site and on barges
in the water adjacent to the Project Site. Construction staging for the Expanded Project would
occur on the marginal wharf in front of Pier 17 and on barges adjacent to the north and east
apron. Pedestrian circulation along The Embarcadero would be maintained throughout the
construction duration. The Project Sponsor does not anticipate the need for any lane closures
along The Embarcadero to accommodate construction staging.
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E.

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project construction is anticipated to begin in 2009. Construction activities for the Project would
be expected to occur over an approximate 26‐month period.

The precise timeline for

construction of the Expanded Project is uncertain at this time. Once initiated, construction of
the Expanded Project would also be expected to occur over an approximate 26‐month period.

F.

APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS

The approvals required for the Project and Expanded Project are presented in Table 8, p.II‐30, in
the anticipated order in which they would occur with the applicable approving body.
In addition to formal approvals, the Project and the Expanded Project are subject to review by at
least two advisory bodies that make recommendations on various components of the Project
and Expanded Project. Specifically, the Project Sponsor has sought input from the Waterfront
Design Advisory Committee (WDAC), an advisory body to the City’s Port Commission and
Planning Commission, and from the BCDC Design Review Board (DRB). 10 As of the writing of
this Draft EIR, the WDAC has given its general support of the Project’s site plan for the
courtyard and Pier 15 aprons, the new Bridge Building, Pier 15 Shed improvements, the location
and design of the bus curb indent in front of Pier 17, the design of the light poles, and the
location of the seismic joints. The WDAC also suggested that the Project Sponsor consider
adding the following elements to the Project: straighten the north Embarcadero crosswalk at
Green Street; eliminate the southbound left‐turn lane at the intersection of The Embarcadero
and Green Street; remove the raised sections of the Art Ribbon to make it flush with the
Promenade in front of Piers 15/17 and the courtyard; and construct a bulb‐out at the northwest
corner of The Embarcadero and Green Street as a pedestrian refuge. The above‐described
recommendations are preliminary. The WDAC, as an advisory committee, must review and
consider any final environmental documents, or draft documents if final documents are not yet
available, prepared pursuant to CEQA prior to making its final recommendations.

10

In order to best achieve the public objectives that have been established in law and policy for the
property under the jurisdiction of the Port Commission, a waterfront design review process was
established, per Section 240 of the Planning Code, to review the urban design of new development on
certain land under the Port Commissionʹs jurisdiction within the Waterfront Special Use District,
consistent with applicable provisions of the Portʹs Waterfront Land Use Plan and its Waterfront
Design and Access goals, objectives and criteria. The purpose of the waterfront design review process
is to identify and integrate the State, regional and local objectives pertaining to the urban design of
proposed uses in order to optimize the public enjoyment and beneficial use of this public trust
resource.
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TABLE II-8
PROJECT APPROVALS

●

●

Order

Required Approval

Approving Body

1

Resolution that potential lease of Pier 15 is exempt
from the City’s competitive bidding policy.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
(approved by Board Resolution Nos. 477‐
05, June 21, 2005).

Resolution determining fiscal feasibility of revised
Project and exempting a potential lease of Pier 15
and Pier 17 from the City’s competitive bidding
policy.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
(approved by Board Resolution No. 521‐
08, December 16, 2008).

2

Review of Project under the National Historic
Preservation Act, Section 106 for compliance with
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings.

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

3

Certification of EIR.

San Francisco Planning Commission.

4

Approval of parking exception under Planning Code
Section 161(f) and loading exemption under
Planning Code Section 161(b).

San Francisco Planning Department/
Zoning Administrator

5

Approval of Amendments to the Waterfront Land
Use Plan and Design and Access Element.

San Francisco Port Commission.

6

Approval of the Lease Disposition & Development
Agreement (LDDA), the Lease, the Parking
Agreement,
other transaction documents and
Schematic Drawings.

San Francisco Port Commission.

7

Approval of Lease of Piers 15/17.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

8

Amendments to the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) Special Area
Plan.

BCDC.

9

BCDC Major Permit.

BCDC.

10

Permit for construction in and over water.

Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water
Quality Control Board and possibly other
agencies, pursuant to Joint Aquatic
Resource Permit Application process.

11

Building Permits for demolition, construction of
Project and dredging.

Port Building Department and DMMO
member agencies.

___________________________
Source: Port of San Francisco, 2008.
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III.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS

On the basis of an Initial Study published on November 9, 2007, the San Francisco Planning
Department determined that an EIR was required. The Initial Study determined that certain
effects of the Project and the Expanded Project would either be insignificant or would be
reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by mitigation measures included in the Project and the
Expanded Project. These include: population and housing; wind and shadow; recreation;
utilities and service systems; public services; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous
materials; mineral and energy resources; and agricultural resources. Therefore, the EIR does
not discuss these effects (see Appendix A of this EIR for the Initial Study).
The Initial Study found project-specific effects and/or cumulative impacts related to land use,
aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, biological
resources, and hydrology and water quality to be potentially significant. Accordingly, these
effects are analyzed in this EIR.
As required under CEQA, this EIR and the Initial Study assess construction, operational, and
cumulative impacts. For example, Section III.X, transportation, below, discusses construction
effects on traffic, effects of the Project and the Expanded Project during operation of the facility,
and cumulative transportation impacts. The Initial Study (Appendix A, pp. 37 to 39) addresses
construction‐related air (dust and diesel) emissions with an associated mitigation measure
(Appendix A, p. 64).

A.

PLANS AND POLICIES

For informational purposes, this section provides a summary of the plans, policies, and
regulations of the City and County of San Francisco (City), and regional, state, and federal
agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the Project Site. The primary agencies
with jurisdiction over the Project Site include: the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and the State Lands Commission
(SLC). The consistency of the Project and Expanded Project with polices of the Bay Trail Plan is
also discussed.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANS AND POLICIES
SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN
The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) is the comprehensive, long‐term plan containing
general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions and contains some polices that relate
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to physical environmental issues. The General Plan includes the following elements: Air Quality;
Arts; Commerce and Industry; Community Facilities; Community Safety; Environmental Protection;
Housing; Recreation and Open Space; and Transportation and Urban Design. In addition to the
General Plan, some areas of the City are also addressed in Area Plans adopted as part of the
General Plan. The Project Site is within the Northeast Waterfront Area Plan. Specific objectives
and polices within the elements of the General Plan and the Northeast Waterfront Area Plan are
particularly relevant to the Project and Expanded Project. The applicable objectives and policies
of the General Plan are presented below.
Commerce and Industry Element
The Commerce and Industry Element is intended to serve as a guide for both public and private
sectors in making decisions related to economic growth and change. Three general goals and
eight objectives are included in this element. The goals are general guidelines to the City’s
economic planning and the objectives focus more closely on specific sectors of the economy.
The first goal is to maintain and expand a healthy and diverse economy. The second goal seeks
to assure that all segments of the labor force benefit from economic growth. The third goal is to
maintain and enhance the environment.
Several objectives of the Commerce and Industry Element are aimed at creating a diverse economic
base, increasing tourism and increasing jobs across all economic sectors. Objective 5 relates to
maritime activities and seeks to realize the City’s full maritime potential.1 The policies stated
under Objective 5 most relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Policy 5.4:

Avoid actions which may serve to displace desired existing maritime uses.

Policy 5.5:

Encourage maritime activity which complements visitor activity and resident
recreation.

Policy 5.11:

Pursue permitted non‐maritime development on Port properties.

Existing maritime activities would not be displaced at the Project Site because the Project
Sponsor is currently negotiating with Baydelta Maritime, a tug and tow operator at Pier 15, to
relocate its operations from Pier 15 to Pier 17. The Port also would continue to dock ships along
the east apron. In addition, the Project and Expanded Project may provide additional maritime
activities at the Project Site including water taxi service facilities, excursion boat facilities, and
limited berthing of private vessels.

1

City and County of San Francisco, Commerce and Industry Element, as amended through May 2008.
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Recreation and Open Space Element
The Recreation and Open Space Element includes objectives and polices to meet San Francisco’s
needs for recreation and open space at regional, city‐wide and neighborhood levels.2 Objective
3 of the Recreation and Open Space Element seeks to provide continuous public access along the
shoreline unless public access would conflict with maritime uses. The policies stated under
Objective 3 most relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Policy 3.1:

Assure that new development adjacent to the shoreline capitalizes on its unique
waterfront location, considers shoreline land use provisions, improves visual and
physical access to the water, and conforms with urban design policies.

Policy 3.5:

Create a visually and physically accessible urban waterfront along the
Embarcadero corridor between Fishermanʹs Wharf and China Basin.

Policy 3.5:

Provide new public open spaces along the shoreline.

The Recreation and Open Space Element identifies shoreline zones and provides specific policies
for open space development at specific locations along the shoreline. The policies include land
use and open space requirements, public access, and urban design measures for new
development within the shoreline zones.
The Project and Expanded Project would improve the visual connection to the Bay because a
new view corridor would be created by the removal of the existing Connector Building and
construction of a Bridge Building in the same place but on a smaller footprint, which would
leave a 60‐foot wide view corridor from The Embarcadero to the Bay. Physical access to the Bay
would be improved and new public open space would be created because the public would
have new access to the Valley and courtyard areas, as well as new access to the east apron of
Piers 15/17, and new access to the south apron of Pier 15 if Baydelta Maritime is relocated to
Pier 17.
Urban Design Element
The Urban Design Element includes policies with regard to city pattern, conservation, major new
development, and neighborhood environment. This element also contains design guidelines
related to height, bulk, building form, view corridors and streetscape measures.3

These

guidelines are considered when the City reviews major development projects. Objective 3 of
the Urban Design Element seeks to conserve resources which provide a sense of nature,
2

3

City and County of San Francisco, Recreation and Open Space Element, as amended through May
2008.
City and County of San Francisco, Urban Design Element, as amended through May 2008.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.A‐3

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
A. Plans and Policies

continuity with the past and freedom from overcrowding. The policies stated under Objective 3
most relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Policy 2.4:

Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value,
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
continuity with past development.

Policy 2.5:

Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than
weaken the original character of such buildings.

Objective 4 of the Urban Design Element seeks to improve the neighborhood environment to
increase personal safety, comfort, pride and opportunity. This includes improving recreational
opportunities and enhancement of visual amenities. The policies stated under Objective 4 most
relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Policy 4.8:

Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities.

Policy 4.10:

Encourage or require the provision of recreation space in private development.

Policy 4.14:

Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

The Project and Expanded Project would preserve historic features of the Pier 15/17 structures
and would remove some of the non‐historic structures. New public recreation opportunities
such as the museum would be provided at the Project Site. The Project and Expanded Project
would also create new publicly‐accessible space, including the Bayside History Walk.
Northeast Waterfront Area Plan
The Project Site is located in the Northeast Waterfront Area Plan (Area Plan), which recommends
objectives and policies designed to contribute to the waterfront’s environmental quality,
enhance the economic vitality of the Port and the City, preserve and enhance the unique
maritime character, and provide for the maximum feasible visual and physical access to and
along the Bay. The Area Plan is divided into subareas; the Project Site is in the Base of Telegraph
Hill Subarea, which includes Piers 7 through 35. The Area Plan includes 11 general objectives
related to land use, transportation and urban design. The policies that are most relevant to the
Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Policy 2.4:

Promote the development of new maritime activities, public open space and
public access improvements as part of major new development on piers.

Policy 2.5:

Emphasize water‐related recreation, Bay‐oriented commercial recreation and
Bay‐oriented public assembly uses in non‐maritime development adjacent to, or
over, the water.
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Policy 5.5:

Encourage Bay‐oriented commercial recreation and public assembly uses on
piers, which include public access and complementary maritime activities (e.g.
cruises, excursions, ferries, historic ships), and maritime support services.

Policy 7.6:

With new development, create new views between buildings and/or physical
access to (1) the Bay, (2) water‐dependent maritime activities or (3) open space or
other public attractions that invite the public onto pier areas and provide access
to the Bay.

Policy 10.13: Remove exposed surface parking from over water, and along the Embarcadero
roadway to improve shoreline appearance and access to the Bay.
Policy 10.19: On non‐maritime piers with sheds, provide continuous peripheral pedestrian
public access ways for walking, viewing and fishing. Provide benches and street
furniture. Prohibit use of designated public access areas for valet parking, auto
drop‐off or trash storage, but allow emergency vehicle access and, if no feasible
alternatives exist, service vehicle access.
Policy 17.1:

Retain architecturally interesting and historically significant buildings or
buildings which contribute substantially to the overall architectural character of
the area. In particular, every effort should be made to preserve the Italian Swiss
Colony Building, the Pelican Paper Company Warehouse, the Trinidad Bean and
Elevator Company Warehouse, and the Beltline Roundhouse. Historic bulkhead
and connector buildings should be retained and reused as set forth in the
Waterfront Design & Access policies of the Port of San Franciscoʹs Waterfront
Land Use Plan.

Policies for the Base of Telegraph Hill Subarea call for maintaining cargo shipping facilities and
cargo‐related support services for as long as needed. If the piers are no longer suitable as cargo
facilities, Area Plan policies encourage the expansion of commercial and recreational maritime
activities (e.g. cruise terminal, excursions, recreational boating) as part of major new mixed‐use
developments on piers which provide daytime and nighttime commercial recreation venues
and new public access improvements. Area Plan policies also call for preserving the historic
character of the area and encouraging retail and entertainment uses which draw visitors to the
area on nights and weekends.4
The Project and Expanded Project would respond to the objectives and policies of the Area Plan
with regard to development of new maritime and Bay‐oriented commercial and recreational
uses; creation of new views by providing public access along pier aprons and removal of the
Connector Building which will be replaced with a smaller footprint Bridge Building to provide
new views from The Embarcadero; and partial removal of the Valley that currently serves as a
4

San Francisco Planning Department, Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan, 1998.
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surface parking facility to provide public access and views of the water. The Project and
Expanded Project would remove surface parking over water, retain and enhance maritime
activities and create open space and public attractions that would invite the public onto Piers
15/17 and provide access to the Bay.

The Project and Expanded Project would generally

provide continuous peripheral pedestrian public access around the pier aprons. Continuous
access on the north apron of Pier 15 would be blocked by the Outdoor Exploratorium.
However, the pedestrian bridge connecting Piers 15/17 would provide continuous access on the
south apron of Pier 17. Furthermore, the Project and Expanded Project would rehabilitate the
historic Piers 15/17 Sheds and Pier 15 Bulkhead Building.
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE
The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates by reference the City’s
Zoning Maps, implements the General Plan and governs permitted uses, densities, and
configuration of buildings within the City. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or
demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the
Planning Code, (2) allowable exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code,
or (3) amendments to the Planning Code are included as part of the project.
The Project Site is in the M‐1 (Light Industrial) District within the Northern Waterfront Special
Use District (SUD) No. 1. As defined in Planning Code Section 240.1, the Waterfront SUD No. 1
is intended for maritime uses (uses that require access to the San Francisco Bay waters in order
to function or operate in the normal course of business) and any use permitted by the Planning
Code if the use is identified as acceptable in the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP). Section
210.5 of the Planning Code describes the M‐1 District as follows: the M‐1 district is intended for
light industrial use and is usually suitable for smaller industries dependent on truck
transportation (as opposed to larger industries which rely on rail or water transportation). Per
Planning Code Sections 217 and 218, most institutional and retail uses are permitted by right in
the M‐1 district; specifically, educational, social service, and philanthropic institutional facilities
are permitted. The Project Site is entirely within a 40‐X Height and Bulk District. The height
limit in this district is 40 feet. In “X” bulk districts, there are no limitations on length or
diagonal dimensions for the buildings.
The uses proposed by the Project and Expanded Project would be consistent with the uses
permitted by right in the M‐1 District per Planning Code Sections 217 and 218. The proposed
uses are also consistent with the uses permitted in Waterfront SUD No. 1, because the uses are
permitted by the Planning Code and are identified as acceptable in the WLUP. The Project and
Expanded Project would reuse the existing shed structures and bulkhead building on Piers
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15/17 and construct a new Bridge Building. The Bridge Building would be approximately 32 in
height to the roof deck and 35 feet in height to the top of the parapet and would not exceed the
allowable height of 40 feet.
Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements
Based on the Planning Code (see Section 151), the Project would be required to provide 213 off‐
street parking spaces and the Expanded Project would be required to provide an additional 51
spaces for a total of 264 off‐street parking spaces. Of the required 264 off‐street parking spaces,
ten should be designed for and designated as handicapped‐accessible (eight for the Project and
two for the Expanded Project).

The Project and Expanded Project would not meet this

requirement and the Project Sponsor would request a variance per Planning Code Section 161(f).
In recognition of the policies set forth in the Northeastern Waterfront Plan, described above, the
unique nature of the area and the difficulty of providing vehicular access thereto, off‐street
parking requirements may be modified by the Planning Department or Planning Commission
per Section 161(f) of the Planning Code. In authorizing any principal or conditional use, the
Planning Department or Planning Commission, respectively, may determine an appropriate
reduction in off‐street parking requirements in Waterfront SUD No. 1 as described in Section
240.1 of the Planning Code.
Based on the Planning Code (see Section 152), one off‐street loading space would be required for
the restaurant and retail uses associated with the Project and the Expanded Project.

The

museum use would require an additional two off‐street loading spaces. In total, the Planning
Code would require that the Project and the Expanded Project provide three off‐street loading
spaces. The Project and Expanded Project would provide two off‐street loading spaces and
would, therefore, not meet this requirement; the Project Sponsor would request an exemption
under Section 161(b).

●
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ACCOUNTABLE PLANNING INITIATIVE
In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable
Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City Planning Code to establish eight
Priority Policies. These policies, and the sections of this Environmental Evaluation addressing
the environmental issues associated with the policies are: (1) preservation and enhancement of
neighborhood‐serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character (Question 1c, Land
Use); (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Question 3b, Population and
Housing, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of
commuter automobiles (Questions 5a, b, f, and g, Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection
of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of
resident employment and business ownership (Question 1c, Land Use); (6) maximization of
earthquake preparedness (Questions 13 a‐d, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic
building preservation (Question 4a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space
(Questions 8 a and b, Wind and Shadow, and Questions 9a and c, Recreation).
The Board of Supervisors may be required to find that the Project and the Expanded Project
would be consistent with the General Plan and Priority Policies.
PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO
The Port oversees a broad range of maritime, commercial, and public activities that are integral
to the local and regional economy and is responsible for 7.5 linear miles of waterfront and
adjacent seawall lots.

The Burton Act of 1968 and accompanying Transfer Agreement

transferred the administration and control of some of the Port property from the San Francisco
Port Authority, a state agency, to the City and County of San Francisco, to be held in trust for
the people of California and, administered separately from other City property. Additional
property was also acquired, separate from the Transfer Agreement. As a public enterprise, the
Port is required to promote maritime, recreational, industrial, transportation, public access and
commercial activities on a self‐supporting basis through appropriate management and
development of the waterfront for the benefit of the public.
Title to Port property is held by the City and County, and administered through its Port
Commission. Under the Burton Act, the Port has the power to use, manage, operate and
regulate Port lands consistent with public trust restrictions established by common law, the
Burton Act, the City Charter, the Transfer Agreement, and local and regional plans. The SLC
makes trust determinations but is not legally the source of restrictions and does not have
approval authority. Approval by the Port Commission is required for any uses on land under
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its jurisdiction. For most lands in the Port’s jurisdiction (including the Project Site), the Port
may enter into leases or franchises not to exceed 66 years for trust‐consistent purposes as the
Port Commission finds to be in the public interest.
Waterfront Land Use Plan
The WLUP was initially adopted by the Port in 1997, defining acceptable uses, policies, and land
use information applicable to properties under the Port’s jurisdiction. The Project Site is within
the Northeast Waterfront Subarea of the WLUP. The WLUP encourages reuse of the historically
industrial piers in the Northeast Waterfront with mixed‐use development which will continue
to draw San Franciscans to the water’s edge, protect historic resources, and highlight gateways
to the Fisherman’s Wharf, North Beach, and Chinatown neighborhoods.
The WLUP defines the Project Site as part of the Northeast Waterfront Subarea, which extends
from Pier 7 to Pier 35 along The Embarcadero. The Project Site is identified as a “Transitional
Maritime Area,” acknowledging the potential for these piers to be developed for a mix of
maritime, commercial and public access uses if the piers are no longer required exclusively for
maritime use needs. In 1997, the Transitional Maritime Area designation was developed in
recognition of the trend toward consolidating cargo operations in the southern waterfront.
The WLUP presents specific development standards for Transitional Maritime Areas.
Development standards encourage cargo‐supporting warehouse uses as well as tug and tow
related uses for as long as possible and practical. Cargo‐related operations are allowed to
remain in the areas so long as the Port determines them to be economically and operationally
viable. The development standards for Transitional Maritime Areas also identify acceptable
uses if cargo shipping related uses are no longer necessary.

Development standards for

Transitional Maritime Areas most relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:


Operate Piers 15/17 as cargo‐support warehouse facilities as long as necessary, unless it
is possible to relocate these operations to alternate upland locations, or to maritime areas
in the Southern Waterfront.



Continue tug and tow berthing and repair operations on Piers 15/17 or other piers in the
Northeast Waterfront as long as possible and practical.



Pursuant to the General Policies of Chapter 3 of the WLUP, conduct a review process to
determine whether the Transitional Maritime Areas are no longer necessary for cargo
shipping related uses, and pursue a mix of activities that achieve the following:
a) Provide publicly‐oriented commercial recreation uses such as family‐oriented
entertainment, incorporating cultural, educational or other themes that appeal
particularly to residents of the City and the Bay Area.
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b) Include commercial and recreation maritime activities such as historic ships,
excursion boats, or cruise operations as an integral part of the mix of uses, to the
maximum feasible extent.
c) Arrange and design uses on the piers to maximize public appreciation and
enjoyment of the waterfront setting by offering new viewing opportunities,
promoting waterborne transportation services, and including an integrated public
access program.
d) Provide varied public access improvements such as a PortWalk which organizes
circulation on the pier, provides access along the pier perimeter to the maximum
possible extent, incorporates plazas in which people can congregate, and includes
landscaping and other treatments which enhance the aesthetic quality of public
access features.
e) Remove a portion of the Pier 23 shed bayward of the connector building to create a
Northeast Wharf Open Water Basin, and the valley between Piers 15/17, to expand
Bay views.5
The general policies in Chapter 3 of the WLUP require that before any long‐term non‐maritime
development can be undertaken at these piers a determination has to be made as to whether the
piers can continue to be viable exclusively for maritime uses.6 Accordingly, the Port undertook a
review process, Pier 15/17 Exclusive Maritime Use Study (Maritime Study), consistent with criteria
set forth in the WLUP to determine if, on balance, Piers 15/17 are no longer viable exclusively
for maritime activities. Based upon this Maritime Study and input from the Port’s Maritime
Commerce Advisory Committee (PMCAC), the Port Commission adopted the following
findings in Resolution No. 06‐03:


the sheds at Piers 15/17 are no longer needed exclusively for maritime use;



the east berth at Piers15/17 is not surplus to the maritime needs of the Port and any
redevelopment of the facility must be compatible with retention of the east face berth for
lay berthing; and



any redevelopment of Piers 15/17 must be compatible with and accommodate a
maritime tug and tow operation.7

The Port Commission also authorized and directed Port staff to: consider non‐maritime uses for
Piers 15/17 consistent with the WLUP, to develop, repair and lease Piers 15/17 to seek ways to
improve waterside access at Piers 15/17 for ferries, crew boats or water taxis, and to conduct a
5
6

7

Port of San Francisco, Waterfront Land Use Plan, Adopted June 1997 and as amended.
Chapter 5 of the WLUP contains an implementation goal that requires removal of the non‐historic
shed additions at Piers15/17.
Port of San Francisco, Resolution No. 06‐03, Adopting Findings Regarding Pier 15/17 Transitional
Maritime Area and associated Staff Report, Resolution 06‐03, adopted January 10, 2006.
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comprehensive review of the market opportunity and land and water needs of maritime‐
industrial activities.
The Project and Expanded Project are consistent with development standards for Transitional
Maritime Areas. The existing uses at Piers 15/17 do not currently operate as cargo‐support
warehouse facilities. Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would not displace such uses.
Baydelta Maritime would remain in operation at the Project Site. The Project and Expanded
Project would provide new public access and recreational activities and open new views to the
Bay, consistent with the requirements of the WLUP. However, the Project would conflict with
development standard (e) for Transitional Maritime Areas of the WLUP, which calls for removal
of the Valley. While the Project would remove a large portion of the Valley, it would not be
entirely removed. This conflict is discussed further in Section III‐B, Land Use.
Waterfront Land Use Plan Design and Access Element
The Waterfront Land Use Plan Design and Access Element (the “Design and Access Element”) is a
component of the WLUP. The Design and Access Element is intended to guide the physical form
of the waterfront revitalization envisioned in the WLUP.

The Design and Access Element

provides policies for the preservation and development of public access and open space, views,
and historic resources, as well as architectural design criteria that will be applied to new
development. The Design and Access Element contains design and access objectives specific to
the subareas identified in the WLUP.
The Design and Access Element requires removal of the Valley, the Connector Building and the
non‐historic shed additions that were added to Piers 15/17 in the 1950’s. This objective is
supported with specific design criteria established for Piers 15 through 29.8 The Project would
not be consistent with the Design and Access Element design criteria because the Valley would
not be fully removed and a new connector building (the Bridge Building) is proposed to replace
the existing non‐historic Connector Building. Consistency with the Design and Access Element is
discussed further in Section III‐B, Land Use.
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
Transit Effectiveness Project
The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is an 18‐month project being undertaken by the
Municipal Transportation Authority (MTA) and the San Francisco Controller’s Office to review,

8

Port of San Francisco, Waterfront Land Use Plan, Waterfront Design & Access Element, Adopted June 24,
1997.
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evaluate, and make recommendations on the Municipal Railway system. The TEP is anticipated
to make recommendations to improve service, attract more riders, and increase efficiency.
Participants include a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC); a Policy Advisory Group that
includes representatives from the Mayor’s office, Board of Supervisors, transit unions, the CAC,
MTA Citizens Advisory Council, San Francisco County Transportation Authority, and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission; and a Technical/Regional Advisory Committee that
includes representatives from various City departments and local and regional transit agencies.
The MTA Board of Directors will be responsible for review and approval of findings and
recommendations from the TEP.
The TEP includes numerous proposals for service and street network changes that address
issues related to reliability, travel times and service areas. In August 2008, SFMTA presented a
refined set of TEP proposals known as Staff Recommendations developed based on feedback
provided by SFMTA employees and members of the public. The TEP proposals were submitted
to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2008 for approval. Reliability improvements, delay
reduction efforts, and related pilot projects will continue in the months ahead, while route and
line changes could be implemented as early as July 2009, depending on the required
environmental assessment.
The following changes are proposed for lines in the vicinity of the Project:


A new bus line would circulate around downtown (11‐Downtown Connector), replacing
the 20‐Columbus and the 12‐Folsom in the study area, and also connecting North Beach
with the Montgomery BART/Muni Station along a route similar to the discontinued 15‐
Third bus line.



The 10‐Townsend and 12‐Folsom would be combined into a new line (10‐Townsend)
that would not operate on The Embarcadero.



A new E‐Embarcadero streetcar line would be implemented between the Caltrain Depot
at Fourth and Townsend Streets and Fisherman’s Wharf, replacing the 12‐Folsom in the
study area.



Service on the F‐Market & Wharves streetcar line would be shifted from the AM peak to
midday and PM peak to reduce crowding during the busiest times of day.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan
An environmental impact report is currently under way to analyze the City’s draft Bicycle Plan.
The Bicycle Plan would include a citywide bicycle transportation plan (comprised of a “Policy
Framework” and a “Network Improvement” document) and implementation of specific bicycle
improvements identified within the Plan. The draft Bicycle Plan includes objectives and
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identifies policy changes that would enhance the City’s bikeability. It also describes the existing
bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets in which bicycling is encouraged), and
identifies gaps within the citywide bicycle route network that require improvement. The draft
Bicycle Plan, if adopted, would update the existing 1997 San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
The Bicycle Plan EIR is assessing a total of 56 short‐term and long‐term bicycle improvement
projects. None of the short‐term bicycle improvement projects included in the EIR is located in
the Project vicinity. One long‐term improvement, L‐1, is located in the Project vicinity. This
project would involve installation of Class II and/or Class III bicycle facilities in the southbound
direction on Battery Street between The Embarcadero and Clay Street.
THE SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
In 1993, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Commission on San Francisco’s
Environment, charged with, among other things, drafting and implementing a plan for San
Francisco’s long‐term environmental sustainability. The notion of sustainability is based on the
United Nations definition that “a sustainable society meets the needs of the present without
sacrificing the ability of future generations and non‐human forms of life to meet their own
needs.” The Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco was a result of community
collaboration with the intent of establishing sustainable development as a fundamental goal of
municipal public policy.
The Sustainability Plan is divided into 15 topic areas, 10 that address specific environmental
issues (air quality; biodiversity; energy, climate change and ozone depletion; food and
agriculture; hazardous materials; human health; parks, open spaces, and streetscapes; solid
waste; transportation; and water and wastewater), and five that are broader in scope and cover
many issues (economy and economic development, environmental justice, municipal
expenditures, public information and education, and risk management). Additionally, the
Sustainability Plan contains indicators designed to create a base of objective information on
local conditions and to illustrate trends toward or away from sustainability. Although the
Sustainability Plan became official City policy in July 1997, the Board of Supervisors has not
committed the City to perform all of the actions addressed in the plan. The Sustainability Plan
serves as a blueprint, with many of its individual proposals requiring further development and
public comment.
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REGIONAL PLANS AND POLICIES
SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
BCDC has permit authority over development of the Bay and the shoreline pursuant to the
McAteer‐Petris Act (California Government Code sections 66000 et seq.). The Act requires the
BCDC to prepare a “comprehensive and enforceable plan for the conservation of the water of
the San Francisco Bay and the development of its shoreline.” In 1969, BCDC submitted the
completed San Francisco Bay Plan to the Governor and Legislature. The McAteer‐Petris Act
was later amended to give the Bay Plan the force of law.
BCDC has jurisdiction over all filling, dredging, and changes in use in the San Francisco Bay;
regulates new development within 100 feet of the shoreline subject to tidal action to ensure that
maximum public access to the Bay is provided; and ensures that the limited amount of
shoreline suitable for regional high‐priority water‐oriented uses is reserved for such purposes.
BCDC jurisdiction of piers that predate its establishment in 1965 are treated differently
depending on the scope of work proposed. Proposed development that does not involve any
additional coverage of Bay water and that does not involve any work on piers or pier
substructures is treated within the BCDC shoreline band jurisdiction.

Work that involves

removal and replacement of all or a substantial portion of a pier deck that would significantly
extend the life of the pier or work on the pier that would allow the utility of the structure to
change is treated as within BCDC’s Bay jurisdiction. The Project and Expanded Project would
be within BCDC’s Bay jurisdiction because Piers 15/17 were constructed prior to 1965 and the
Project and Expanded Project involve removal of pier deck, repairs to the piers and pier
substructures, and change of uses. BCDC permits would be required for construction activities,
placement of fill, dredging, and change of use.9
BCDC policies are articulated in the McAlteer‐Petris Act, San Francisco Bay Plan and San
Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan which outline permitted uses and conditions for such uses
on piers and adjacent areas.
McAteer-Petris Act
The placement of new “fill” in the Bay for purposes of new development is the primary concern
of the BCDC.

The McAteer‐Petris Act imposes strict standards for the placement of fill,

restricting it to uses that are, among others: 1) necessary for public health, safety, or welfare; 2)

9

Ming Yeung, Coastal Program Analyst, Bay Conservation and Development Commission, NOP
comment letter, June 5, 2007.
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water‐oriented uses, use as water‐dependent industry, water‐oriented recreation, public
assembly and other similar uses; or 3) minor fill to improve shoreline appearance and public
access. Fill must be the minimum amount necessary for the purpose and can be permitted only
when no alternative upland location exists.10 For purposes of BCDC, “fill” is defined as the
placement of any material in or over the water surface. As interpreted by BCDC and on the
advice of the State Attorney General, fill includes not only placement of new piles or pile‐
supported structures, but any improvement or repair to existing piles or pile‐supported
structures which extends the life of the structure.11
San Francisco Bay Plan
The San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan), adopted in January 1969, is the BCDC policy document
that specifies goals, objectives and policies for BCDC jurisdictional areas for the entire Bay Area,
including waterfront land use.12 The San Francisco Bay Waterfront Special Area Plan (SAP) is an
amendment to the Bay Plan which focuses exclusively on the San Francisco Waterfront from
India Basin to the Aquatic Park.13 Any proposed development must be consistent with the
McAteer‐Petris Act, the Bay Plan, and the SAP
Commercial, residential, and office uses on land within BCDC’s permit jurisdiction must be
configured to provide the “maximum feasible public access” to the Bay.14

Land use and

structural changes are governed by policies regarding public access. BCDC can require as
conditions of permit approval, shoreline public access improvements consistent with the project
including pathways, bicycle racks, parking, benches, or signs. The amount and design of public
access areas are determined on a case‐by‐case basis.
The Bay Plan includes policies related to fish and wildlife, shoreline development, dredging,
public access, urban design, and views. For fish and wildlife policies, refer to Section III.E
(Biological Resources); for urban deign and view‐related policies, refer to Section III.C
(Aesthetics); and for dredging‐related policies, refer to Section III.I (Hydrology and Water

10
11

12

13

14

McAteer‐Petris Act, 1965 California Government Code 66605(a).
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Waterfront Special Area
Plan, Adopted April 1975, and as amended.
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted
January 1969 and as amended.
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Waterfront Special Area
Plan, adopted April 1975 and as amended.
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Bay Plan, adopted
January 1969 and as amended.
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Quality). Bay Plan policies that are most relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as
follows:
Public Access
1. A proposed fill project should increase public access to the Bay to the maximum extent
feasible, in accordance with the policies for Public Access to the Bay.
6. Public access improvements provided as a condition of any approval should be
consistent with the project and the physical environment, including protection of Bay
natural resources, such as aquatic life, wildlife and plant communities, and provide for
the publicʹs safety and convenience. The improvements should be designed and built to
encourage diverse Bay‐related activities and movement to and along the shoreline,
should permit barrier free access for the physically handicapped to the maximum
feasible extent, should include an ongoing maintenance program, and should be
identified with appropriate signs.
The Project would include widening of the south apron at the east and west ends of Pier 15 for
public access and seismic strengthening.

Expansion of the apron over the Bay would be

considered fill and would require a permit from BCDC. The construction activities to remove
portions of the Valley and repair pier aprons and substructures would also require a permit
from BCDC.
San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan
The SAP is a plan adopted by BCDC and applies the requirements of the McAteer‐Petris Act
and the provisions of the Bay Plan to the San Francisco waterfront in greater detail than the Bay
Plan. In some cases, specific uses are assigned to specific piers.
The SAP includes general policies that are applicable to the entire San Francisco waterfront area.
These policies address the basic criteria for permit approval, maintenance of public access, and
the preservation and improvement of view corridors as well as other policies specifically related
to maritime activities. The general policies also identify three separate geographic vicinities,
each of which have more specific policies enabling the reuse of specific piers and facilitating the
implementation of public benefits.

The Project Site is within the area identified as the

Northeastern Waterfront geographic vicinity.

Policies for the Northeastern Waterfront

geographic vicinity enable the reuse of certain piers along the Northeastern Waterfront and
facilitate the implementation of a public benefits package. The SAP includes geographically
specific policies related to pier uses, open water basins and area, plaza areas, public access,
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historic preservation, views, and transportation and parking. The SAP policies that are most
relevant to the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Northeastern Waterfront Open Water Areas
1. Open Water Areas are those areas of the Bay not designated as Open Water Basins.
Create new Open Water Areas as follows:
d. Remove the deck and pilings that form the ʺvalleyʺ between Pier 17 and Pier 15, and
non‐historic additions to the Pier 15 and Pier 17 sheds.

●

Consistency of the Project and Expanded Project with this SAP policy is discussed in Section III‐
B, Land Use.
Public Access
6. Public Access for Major Projects on Piers
a. Finger Piers
i)

Projects on Finger Piers, where there is no change to the pier shed footprint,
particularly when projects preserve historic structures, should provide to the
maximum extent feasible, public access on the entire apron, the Bayside History
Walk, and an additional public access feature consistent with the project and size
of the pier, and with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
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The Project and Expanded Project would be required to provide public access on the entire
aprons of Piers 15/17 to the maximum extent feasible per SAP Policy 6(a)(i). Public access on
the north apron of Pier 17 would be prohibited because of Baydelta Maritime’s operations.
Several BCDC and Port policies encourage continued operation of maritime activities where
practical. The Project and Expanded Project would provide a substantial amount of new public
access to the east and south aprons and provide a Bayside History Walk inside Pier 15. The east
apron would be closed to the public on days when navy ships berth there. Public access to all of
Piers 15/17 apron areas is currently prohibited. The public access proposed by the Project and
Expanded Project is the maximum amount feasible given the continued operation of Baydelta
Maritime and berthing of navy ships.
STATE LANDS COMMISSION
California became the owner of all lands underlying navigable waterways, including tidelands,
within the state, when it was admitted to the Union in 1850.15 Most of those lands are still
owned by the state or the legislature’s public grantees under jurisdiction of the SLC. Port lands
are state sovereign lands held in trust by the Port for the people of the State of California
pursuant to the Burton Act and the 1968 Transfer Agreement. Courts have interpreted the
public trust doctrine of the California Constitution to allow submerged and tidelands to be used
for commerce, navigation and fisheries, water‐oriented recreation, and preservation of those
lands as ecological units. The State Legislature reserves the right to revoke the trust grant and
to oversee management of granted public trust lands through the SLC. SLC review may be
sought for projects involving substantial capital investment because its approval assures the
lessee that the state would honor the lease if the trust grant to the Port were revoked. Uses
proposed on such sovereign lands within the jurisdiction of the Port must be found consistent
with the provisions of the Burton Act, the 1968 Transfer Agreement, and the public trust. The
SLC would evaluate the consistency of the Project and Expanded Project with these provisions.
ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS
The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is the official comprehensive planning
agency for the San Francisco Bay region. ABAGʹs mission is to strengthen cooperation and
coordination among local governments. In doing so, ABAG addresses social, environmental,

15

California State Lands Commission Website, Available at: http://www.slc.ca.gov/Online_Forms/
FAQ.html, Accessed: September, 2007.
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and economic issues that transcend local borders.16

ABAG coordinates and advocates for

implementation of the Bay Trail Plan under the San Francisco Bay Trail Project, a nonprofit
corporation. The Bay Trail runs along the San Francisco Waterfront along The Embarcadero,
which crosses in front of the Project Site. This portion of the Bay Trail is identified as an on‐
street trail including bike lanes and sidewalks.
San Francisco Bay Trail Plan
The plan for the Bay Trail proposes development of a regional hiking and bicycling trail around
the perimeter of San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. The San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail
Plan) was prepared by ABAG pursuant to Senate Bill 100, which mandated the Bay Trail:
provide connections to existing park and recreation facilities; create links to existing and
proposed transportation facilities; and be planned in such a way as to avoid adverse effects on
environmentally sensitive areas. The Bay Trail follows Herb Caen Way along The Embarcadero
and crosses in front of the Project Site. As discussed in the Initial Study, Appendix A, pp. A‐42
and 43, the Bay Trail has sufficient capacity to accommodate any increase in demand caused by
implementation of the Project, including development of the Expanded Project. Along The
Embarcadero near the Project Site, the Bay Trail is heavily visited and trafficked and disruptions
to Bay Trail users would be considered less than significant. Impacts to pedestrian traffic on
Herb Caen Way and the Bay Trail are discussed in Section III.E Transportation, p. III.E‐36.
Policies within the Bay Trail Plan address topics including trail alignment, trail design,
environmental protection, transportation access and implementation. Trail Design Policy No.
18 introduces the Bay Trail deign guidelines. These guidelines identify minimum standards
which meet Caltrans standards for bikeways and incorporate standards for accessibility.17 The
Project and Expanded Project would be consistent with Bay Trail Plan policies and adopted
Design Guidelines as the width of Herb Caen Way in front of the Project Site would not be
reduced. The curb indent in front of Pier 15 would be extended, but the width of Herb Caen
Way would not be reduced beyond the existing indent. In addition, the bike lane along The
Embarcadero in front of the Project Site would remain at its existing width. The boundaries of
the bike lane would be identified with a new white line painted on the inside boundary of the
lane indicating the separation of the bike and new curb indents in front of the Project Site (the
extended curb indent and new painted bike lane line are illustrated in Figure III.C‐4, p. III.C‐8).

16

17

Association of Bay Area Governments Website, Available at: http://www.abag.ca.gov/overview/
history.html, Accessed: October 8, 2007.
Association of Bay Area Governments Bay Trail Website, Available at http://www.abag.ca.gov/
bayarea/baytrail/baytrailplan.html, Accessed: October 8, 2007.
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B.

LAND USE

This section presents the existing land uses in the Project vicinity and discusses the
compatibility of the Project and Expanded Project with surrounding uses. Cumulative land use
impacts are also evaluated at the end of this section. Section III.A, Plans and Policies discusses
relevant plans, policies, and regulations of agencies with jurisdiction over the Project Site.
Chapter II, Project Description lists the approvals required for the Project and Expanded Project
in the necessary order with the respective approving body. As discussed in the Initial Study,
Appendix A, pp. A‐24 and 25, neither the Project nor Expanded Project would physically divide
an established community or result in significant effects on the character of the vicinity.
BCDC provided summary comments on the impact analysis for the Draft EIR regarding its
jurisdiction over the Project Site and consistency of the Project and Expanded Project with
BCDC plans and policies. An overview of the Project’s consistency with BCDC plans and
policies is provided in Section III.A, Plans and Policies. Consistency of the Project and the
Expanded Project with the BCDC Special Area Plan (SAP) is discussed below. BCDC policies
related to fish and wildlife are discussed in Section III.H, Biological Resources, and water
related policies are discussed in Section III.I, Hydrology and Water Quality.

SETTING
EXISTING LAND USE
The Project Site consists of Pier 15 and Pier 17, which are finger piers on San Francisco Bay. As
shown in Figure II‐1, p. II‐4, The Embarcadero bounds the Project Site to the west. The western
terminus of Green Street is located across The Embarcadero from Pier 15 and the western
terminus of Union and Vallejo Streets are located across The Embarcadero to the north and
south of the Project Site, respectively. As presented in the Project Description, Table II‐1,
Existing Site Usage, p. II‐6, the Project Site is approximately 413,673 gsf and is comprised of Pier
15, Pier 17, a Connector Building on the eastern end of the Project Site, and the Valley between
the two piers.
The surrounding area is urban, containing some landscaping with medium‐scale development.
Development intensity in the Project vicinity is moderate as wide areas of water separate Piers
15/17 from neighboring piers, and nearby properties consist of surface parking lots and low‐rise
office structures. Pier 9 lies south and Pier 19 lies north of the Project Site. Surface parking lots
are located across The Embarcadero from the Project Site. Commercial development exists
across The Embarcadero from the Project Site and features buildings three stories in height with
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landscaped setbacks. Residential development also exists further to the southwest along The
Embarcadero and to the west on and near the base of Telegraph Hill.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would have a significant effect on the environment in terms
of Land Use if it were to:


Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the General Plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

For a discussion of applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans,
see Section III.E, Biological Resources.
IMPACT EVALUATION
LU‐1

The Project and Expanded Project would not conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

(Less than

Significant)
The Project and Expanded Project are not consistent with the Port’s WLUP,
Waterfront Design and Access Element and BCDC’s SAP policies that call for removal
of the Valley, Connector Building and non‐historic shed additions at the Project Site
and are intended to create new view corridors of the Bay from The Embarcadero and
Herb Caen Way.
WLUP Development Standard (e) for Transitional Maritime Areas calls for the
removal of the Valley (which includes the Connector Building) between Piers 15/17
and with the implementation goal requiring removal of the non‐historic shed
additions.1 The Waterfront Design and Access Element design criteria also call for
removal of the Valley, the Connector Building and the non‐historic shed additions
that were added to the pier sheds in the 1950’s. The intent of these standards is to
completely remove the Connector Building to create a new view corridor to the Bay.
The Project would remove the Connector Building that blocks the entire view of the

1

Port of San Francisco, Waterfront Land Use Plan, Adopted June 1997 and as amended, p. 179.
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Bay from The Embarcadero and Herb Caen Way and in its place construct a new
Bridge Building on a smaller footprint than the Connector Building. The new Bridge
Building would be constructed at the location of the existing Connector Building and
extend north from Pier 15, but would not extend all the way to Pier 17 and would
create a new sixty‐foot‐wide view corridor to the Bay.

The Project would also

remove the free‐standing shack and approximately 35,000‐square‐feet of the 98,350‐
square‐foot Valley. The non‐historic bays added to Pier 15 and Pier 17 Sheds in the
1950s would not be removed. The Project would not be consistent with WLUP
Development Standard (e) for Transitional Maritime Areas nor with the Design and
Access Element design criteria because the Valley would not be fully removed, the
non‐historic shed additions would remain and a new Bridge Building would replace
the existing non‐historic Connector Building. Amendment to the WLUP and the
Design and Access Element would be required to make the Project consistent with
Development Standard (e) and with design criteria of both documents. The Project
Sponsor intends to request such amendments from the Port Commission, based on
the alternative public access proposal and expansion of Bay views.

●

Northeast Waterfront Open Water Areas Policy 1(d) of the BCDC SAP requires
removal of the deck and pilings of the Valley and non‐historic additions to the
Pier 15/17 sheds. The Project is inconsistent with this policy because it would not
remove the entire Valley deck, nor would it remove the non‐historic shed additions
nor all of the pilings supporting the deck and the non‐historic shed additions. Some
piles in the Valley would remain after the decking is removed.

Amendments to the

SAP would be required to make the Project consistent with the SAP.
Amendments to the Port’s WLUP and Design and Access Element and BCDC’s SAP
would be required to make the Project and Expanded Project consistent with the
policies. The Port Commission would be responsible for approving amendments to
the WLUP and the Waterfront Design and Access Element. BCDC would be responsible
for approving amendments to the SAP.

The applicable land use significance

criterion is whether a proposed project would conflict with any applicable land use

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.B‐3

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
B. Land Use

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. The WLUP and SAP policies, standards, and criteria discussed
above were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect, but rather to open new view corridors towards the Bay, remove fill, and
provide new opportunities for public access. Therefore, inconsistency of the Project
with Port and BCDC policies and standards would not be considered a significant
impact under CEQA.
As presented in Table II‐8 in Project Description, p. II‐30, Certification of the EIR is
required before the Port Commission and BCDC could approve amendments to their
respective policy documents. The Project Sponsor has consulted with the Port and
BCDC throughout the design of the Project and the Expanded Project.
CUMULATIVE LAND USE IMPACTS
Other major land use changes would be expected to occur in or near the Project Vicinity, which
extends west to Battery Street and south along The Embarcadero to Mission Street.

The

following projects within the Project Vicinity are proposed and/or are reasonably foreseeable:


8 Washington Street: Proposal to replace the existing Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim
Club with new construction of two mixed‐use buildings and outdoor health club
facilities with tennis courts and pool. The new buildings would include 170 residential
units, 18,600 sf of retail and restaurant uses, a 12,000 sf health club, 1,500 sf of office
space, and 520 underground parking spaces.



921 Front Street: Construction of a 6,992 sf of additional floor area on two new
mezzanine levels and a new third floor penthouse for office/commercial uses.



717 Battery Street: Construction of a two‐story penthouse addition to an existing three‐
story office building. Approximately, 24,870 sf of new office space would be created.



600 Battery Street: Construction of a three‐story vertical addition to an existing office
building. Approximately, 95,000 sf of new office space and 20,000 sf of new parking
would be created.



Seawall Lot 351 on The Embarcadero at Washington Street: In the summer of 2008, the
Port issued a Request for Proposals for development of Seawall Lot 351, a 27,937 square
foot parcel currently used as a surface parking lot. Required uses for this development
would be restaurant/retail and parking. Encouraged uses would be hotel, office,
residential, and recreation.



Downtown Ferry Terminal Phase II: The Water Emergency Transportation Authority
(WETA) plans to expand ferry service at the Ferry Building. The project would include
ferry facilities for up to six additional ferries; passenger circulation areas; passenger
amenities such as ticketing and restrooms; intermodal transfer areas for buses, taxis and
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shuttles; emergency response staging areas; improvements to public plazas and public
access areas; reconfiguration of parking to serve the Ferry Building and other uses in the
area; and reconfiguration of the piers to accommodate all described uses.


Agriculture Building located on The Embarcadero at Mission Street: This project would
involve rehabilitation and seismic upgrade of this historic building. Possible uses
include support for expanded ferry services, restaurant, retail, and office.



Pier 27 on The Embarcadero at Battery Street: The Port is developing concept plans for a
new primary Cruise Terminal at Pier 27 which would replace the current operations at
Pier 35.

In addition to the above projects, the cumulative analysis also took into consideration a mixed‐
use project at Piers 27‐31, which was under exclusive negotiation between the Port and a
developer, but is no longer.

That project included office, recreation, retail, and a cruise

terminal facility at Pier 27.
LU‐CU‐2 The Project and Expanded Project would not contribute to significant cumulative land use
impacts. (Less than Significant)
The majority of projects in the vicinity of the Project Site involve additions to existing
structures and expansion of existing uses. All of the projects on Port property would
be subject to applicable City and Port plans and policies (which may include the
Port’s WLUP and the City’s General Plan and Planning Code).

The Project and

Expanded Project involve a change of use and increased intensification of use;
however, the proposed uses are consistent with land uses allowed under applicable
City and Port plans and policies. Maritime uses would also continue under the
Project and Expanded Project. In addition to the land use change at the Project Site,
other development unrelated to the Project and Expanded Project would continue in
the City and in the vicinity of the Project Site as outlined above. Such cumulative
development would not be expected to result in a substantial adverse change in the
area’s land use character or divide an established community. The Project and
Expanded Project would not result in a significant adverse change in the area’s land
use character or divide an established community and would not contribute to
significant cumulative land use impacts.
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●

Bridge Building Variant
The design of the Variant is substantially similar to the Bridge Building proposed in
the Project. Implementation of the Variant would not conflict with any plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. As such, conclusions for land use impacts associated with the Variant would
be substantially the same as those for the Project.
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C.

AESTHETICS

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that the Project and Expanded Project could
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the Project Site and its surroundings. The
Initial Study also concluded that the Project and Expanded Project could create new sources of
light or glare which could adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. These issues
are discussed in this section. The Initial Study also concluded that views of the Project Site from
public and private open spaces would not be adversely affected. However, the effects on views
from public and private open spaces are discussed in this section for informational purposes. It
was further concluded that the Project and Expanded Project would have no impact with regard
to scenic vistas and scenic resources which contribute to a scenic public setting and therefore,
this topic is not discussed in this section.

SETTING
VISUAL CHARACTER
Regional
The Project Site is located in the northeast portion of San Francisco, near the north end of the
San Francisco Peninsula. The Peninsula faces the Pacific Ocean to the west and defines the
western edge of the San Francisco Bay to the east. The cities of Berkeley, Emeryville, and
Oakland are located approximately four miles to the east on the opposite side of the San
Francisco Bay, and along with other municipalities, form the east edge of the San Francisco Bay.
The San Francisco‐Oakland Bay Bridge is a prominent man‐made feature in the regional setting,
connecting the west and east sides of the Bay. The San Francisco anchorage of the Bay Bridge is
located approximately one mile to the south of the Project Site.

Yerba Buena Island and

Treasure Island are also prominent in the regional visual character setting. Yerba Buena Island
is a natural feature in the Bay and connects the eastern and western spans of the Bay Bridge.
Treasure Island is man‐made and extends to the north from Yerba Buena Island towards the
Golden Gate Bridge. The Bay Bridge, Yerba Buena Island, and Treasure Island can all be seen
from many locations along The Embarcadero, including from the Project Site.
The Bay Area varies greatly in its topography and development patterns. Peninsula and East
Bay cities tend to concentrate development on the flatter portions of the Bay plain, away from
local hillsides and ridges. Similarly, the most intensely developed portion of San Francisco,
including downtown and the financial area, is located within the flatter portions of the City

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.C‐1

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
C. Aesthetics

approximately one‐half mile to the south and southeast of the Project Site. The Financial District
consists of office buildings and hotels, with heights ranging from two stories up to 53 stories.
San Francisco Waterfront
The San Francisco Waterfront as a whole defines the urban edge of the eastern and northern
portions of the City. The overall character of the waterfront varies by land uses and geographic
location. The visual quality can be assessed through consideration of building height, bulk, and
architectural style as urban design elements; pedestrian areas and amenities; open spaces and
view corridors.
The Embarcadero extends along the waterfront for a distance of approximately three and one‐
half miles. Streetscape features along The Embarcadero include specialty lamp posts, bollards,
benches, tree planters, railings, decorative cobblestone pavers, concrete sidewalks, signage, and
the Art Ribbon. Street trees along The Embarcadero consist of sycamores and palm trees. Street
trees extend along nearly the entire length of The Embarcadero and together with pedestrian
amenities are intended to create a sense of visual continuity. Surface level MUNI Metro rail
tracks exist within the median of The Embarcadero with a south bound MUNI Metro stop in
front of Pier 15 and a north bound MUNI Metro stop in front of Pier 17.
Project Site and Surrounding Area
The Project Site is located along The Embarcadero, along the San Francisco Bay waterfront in an
urbanized area. The San Francisco Bay is directly north, east, and south of the Project Site;
distant views of the East Bay cities and hillsides can be seen in the background beyond the Bay.
The Project Site currently contains three structures on Piers 15/17, and the paved Valley
between the two piers. The piers extend into the Bay approximately 800 feet. The existing Pier
15 Bulkhead structure is 44‐feet‐tall and the Pier 15 Shed structure is 33‐feet tall to the top of the
monitor. The existing Pier 17 structure is approximately 45‐feet‐tall to the top of the monitor.
The existing Connector Building is 31‐feet‐tall. There are no trees or vegetation on the Project
Site. Figures III.C‐2, III.C‐3, III.C‐4, III.C‐5, and III.C‐6, show the existing Project Site.
Other structures similar in size to that of Piers 15/17 surround the Project Site on the piers to the
north and south, along the waterfront. Piers in the immediate vicinity include Pier 9 to the
south and Piers 19 and 23 to the north. The architectural character of other bulkhead buildings
along the nearby waterfront is similar. A large surface parking lot exists on the opposite side of
The Embarcadero across from Pier 17, with a three‐story commercial structure and public open
space area further to the north.

A three‐story commercial structure is located across The

Embarcadero from Pier 15 with a surface parking lot further to the south. Other buildings
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within three blocks west of the Project Site include modern three‐ to four‐story commercial
structures with several surface parking lots and small open space areas scattered throughout.
One block of five‐story tall residential structures is located to the south of the Project Site on the
south side of Broadway. Other visual features include typical urban elements such as street
parking, sidewalks, overhead utility lines, streetlights, and transit facilities along The
Embarcadero.
Commercial and residential structures are located further to the west and northwest of the
Project Site. In general, these structures increase in height towards the base of Telegraph Hill.
Many residential structures with a range of architectural styles are located on Telegraph Hill.
The heights of these structures range form two to six stories with heights decreasing towards
the top of Telegraph Hill. Coit Tower is located on top of Telegraph Hill. Telegraph Hill
Boulevard provides access to Coit Tower and the public open space area around the top of
Telegraph Hill. Views of the San Francisco waterfront and the Project Site are provided from
multiple locations including Coit Tower and numerous residences on the east side of Telegraph
Hill. Views of the Project Site are discussed in further detail below.
VIEWS
View corridors are defined by physical elements such as buildings or structures that guide lines
of site and control view directions available to pedestrians and motorists. Existing views of the
waterfront and Bay in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site are limited due to pier
structures and related buildings, buildings on the west side of The Embarcadero, and other
physical elements in the area. Views of the Project Site from areas to the west become more
available as elevation increases on Telegraph Hill and view corridors become wider. Views
towards the Bay and other areas of the City also exist from the Project Site. Viewpoint locations
and the direction of view from each location are identified in Figure III.C‐1, p. III.C‐4. Figures

●

III.C‐2 through III.C‐6, pp. III.C‐5 – III.C‐15, present the views from each viewpoint.
The Project Site can be viewed to the north and south from public areas along The
Embarcadero, as well as from other areas including Telegraph Hill, Coit Tower, the east view

●

corridor along Green Street, and the Bay. Therefore, the Piers 15 and 17 structures do not have
designated “fronts” or “rears.” The majority of the views from the immediate vicinity are
partially obstructed by physical objects including: trees, signs, lamp posts, and pedestrian and
transit facilities.
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Views of the Project Site
The Project Site can be viewed to the north and south from public areas along The
Embarcadero, as well as from other areas including Telegraph Hill, Coit Tower, the east view
corridor along Green Street, and the Bay. The majority of the views from the immediate vicinity
are partially obstructed by physical objects including: trees, signs, lamp posts, and pedestrian
and transit facilities. Views from the immediate vicinity also become temporarily obstructed by
traffic along The Embarcadero, including MUNI Metro street cars, trucks, and other
automobiles (see Figures III.C‐2, III.C‐3, and III.C‐4, pp. III.C‐5 – III.C‐9).
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FIGURE III.C-2: (REVISED) VIEWPOINT 1 - VIEW SOUTHEAST FROM THE EMBARCADERO MEDIAN
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FIGURE III.C-3: (REVISED) VIEWPOINT 2 - VIEW NORTHEAST FROM THE WEST SIDE OF THE EMBARCADERO
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FIGURE III.C-4: (REVISED) VIEWPOINT 3 - VIEW NORTH ALONG HERB CAEN WAY
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The east end of Green Street terminates at The Embarcadero. The view corridor along Green
Street focuses on the Pier 15 Bulkhead structure and is partially obstructed by the physical
objects mentioned above. Green Street turns slightly to the north at the intersection with The
Embarcadero directing views toward the center of the Project Site. This view includes the
Valley, Connector Building, shack, the Pier 17 structure, and the Pier 15 Bulkhead structure (see
Figure III.C‐5, p. III.C‐13).
The Project Site may be viewed from multiple locations on Telegraph Hill. In the foreground,
these views generally include the San Francisco waterfront, The Embarcadero, the buildings of
lower Telegraph Hill and the commercial and residential buildings between The Embarcadero
and the base of Telegraph Hill. Expansive views are also available of the East Bay cities and
hills, Treasure and Yerba Buena Islands, and the Bay Bridge (see Figure III.C‐6, p. III.C‐15).
Views of the Project Site from Telegraph Hill include Piers 15/17 the Connector Building, the
Valley, and the shack.
Views from the Project Site
Primary views from the Project Site are toward the Financial District and Telegraph Hill. Views
from the Project Site towards the Bay are non‐existent because public access on the perimeter
aprons is currently prohibited and the Connector Building blocks views. The marginal wharf
areas to the north and south of the Project Site do provide views towards the Bay and the East
Bay hills. However, the view corridors at these locations are restricted by the shed structures of
Piers 15/17, 9, and 19. Limited views of the Bay, the Bay Bridge, the East Bay hills, the Yerba
Buena and Treasure Islands are available from the marginal wharf area to the south of Pier 15.
Limited views of the Bay, the East Bay hills, and Treasure Island are also available from the
marginal wharf area to the north of Pier 17. Views to the east from the Valley and adjacent
sidewalk between Piers 15/17 are fully blocked by the existing Connector Building.
Views of the Financial District and Telegraph Hill are available from areas within the western
portion of the Valley, as well as from the marginal wharf areas and sidewalk in front of Piers
15/17. Views of the Financial District are largely obstructed by the existing three‐ to four‐ story
commercial structures in the foreground and other physical features including trees and lamp
posts. Telegraph Hill views are also obstructed by foreground buildings and palm trees within
The Embarcadero median. However, views of Coit Tower and the top of Telegraph Hill are
available from the areas in front of Piers 15/17 and within the Valley area.
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EXISTING LIGHTING CONDITIONS
A substantial amount of interior and exterior lighting typical of urban areas exists in the vicinity
of the Project Site. Nearby office buildings are lit during regular business hours and some
offices remain lit after regular hours. Residential buildings are lit throughout the evening as the
occupants choose. The Embarcadero and other nearby streets are lit throughout the evening
hours. Other lighting in the vicinity includes lamp posts along Herb Caen Way, traffic control
signals, decorative lighting, landscape lighting and lighting from business establishments and
restaurants operating during the evening hours. Together, these lights sources contribute to a
well‐lit urban environment during nighttime hours.
The existing lighting on the Project Site is industrial in nature and many of the light fixtures are
not well‐shielded. Most of the light fixtures are in use at night, although some of the fixtures
are not operational and have fallen into disrepair. Exterior light fixtures on the walls adjacent to
the Valley are primarily “wallpack” floodlights with minimal shielding. On the water side of
the building there is a mixture of flood lights and dock lights, but the predominant lighting
fixture is an unshielded floodlight.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would result in significant adverse visual quality impacts if
they would:


Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or



Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or
properties.

Artificial lighting can be classified as “spill light,” “obtrusive,” or “glare.” Spill light is light
that falls on off‐site receptors and causes additional nighttime illumination at these locations.
Obtrusive light is a form of spill light that can cause annoyance or distraction to the viewer
because of its contrast to the background. Glare is a form of obtrusive light caused by an
excessively bright source resulting in discomfort or loss of vision.
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FIGURE III.C-5: (REVISED) VIEWPOINT 4 - VIEW WEST FROM THE WEST TERMINUS OF GREEN STREET
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FIGURE III.C-6: (REVISED) VIEWPOINT 5 - VIEW EAST FROM CALHOUN TERRACE/TELEGRAPH HILL
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FIGURE III.C-7: VIEWPOINT 6 - VIEW EAST FROM HERB CAEN WAY
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IMPACT EVALUATION
AE‐1

The Project and Expanded Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual quality
of the Project Site or its surroundings. In addition, the Project and Expanded Project would
not substantially damage views from public areas. (Less than Significant)
Visual Quality
The Project and Expanded Project would rehabilitate the existing Piers 15/17 Shed
structures and the Pier 15 Bulkhead building. The Project and Expanded Project
would also include new features that are more contemporary in nature than the
character of the Piers 15/17 structures. Rehabilitation activities and new features
proposed under both phases are described below. The relationship of the Project
and Expanded Project with historic resources at the Project Site is discussed in
Section III.D, Cultural Resources.
The Project would rehabilitate the Pier 15 Bulkhead Building to maintain the
character‐defining features, including the building’s cement plaster cladding,
windows, recessed openings, semi‐circular entry archway and keystone, pedestrian
entrances, and concrete detailing. A new all‐glazed curtain wall and pedestrian
entrances would be installed in the archway in place of the existing roll‐up metal
door on the west façade. New glazing would also be installed on the north, south
and west sides of the bulkhead building.

The Pier 15 Shed would also be

rehabilitated, so as to maintain the character‐defining features of the building,
including the east, north, and south facades, concrete exterior, doors and windows,
and the south apron. If Baydelta Maritime is relocated to Pier 17, the north apron of
Pier 17 would be reconstructed.
The Project would remove approximately 35,000 sf of the Valley and the existing
free‐standing shack, exposing the Bay water. Portions of the open Valley would be
in‐filled with angled wood decks and catwalks, as well as interpretive exhibits. The
Valley would also feature varying pavement treatments and new security doors
along the north wall of Pier 15. The existing Connector Building would be removed
and a new Bridge Building would be constructed in the general location of the

●

existing Connector Building. The Bridge Building would be 32‐foot‐tall (35 feet tall
to the top of parapet/guardrail), two‐story building that extends north
approximately 83 feet from the north façade of the Pier 15 Shed. This new Bridge
Building would be contemporary in design, and would primarily consist of a glass
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curtain‐wall system on the west and east facades. The large areas of glazing on the
new Bridge Building would set it apart from the existing Connector Building, which
is solid and characterized by horizontal wood siding. The north façade of the new
Bridge Building would be constructed of solid materials in order to hide the utility
and circulation core. The new Bridge Building would also feature a small penthouse
and a roof deck that would be accessible to Exploratorium visitors. The new Bridge
Building would extend part way to Pier 17, and leave a 60‐foot‐wide open corridor
between the Bridge Building and Pier 17. The south wall of the Pier 17 non‐historic
shed addition would be rebuilt after the removal of the existing Connector Building.
Under the Expanded Project, the Pier 17 Shed would be rehabilitated to maintain its

●

character-defining features, including the east, north, and south façades, concrete
exterior, doors and windows, and the south apron. The west end of the south façade
of Pier 17 would be cut back by two bays in order to emphasize the original façade.
The Expanded Project is currently at the master plan level and some architectural
details and characteristics have yet to be determined. However, the Project Sponsor
intends to treat Pier 17 in a similar manner to Pier 15, whereby character-defining
features would be rehabilitated.
The Project would include installation of signage along The Embarcadero and in the
Project Vicinity to identify the location of the Exploratorium and nearby parking
facilities. The proposed signs would be subject to the Port’s Guidelines for Review
and Approval of Signs and Murals for signs within the Port’s jurisdiction.1 Signs
outside of the Port’s jurisdiction would be subject to Article 6 of the San Francisco
Planning Code, including Section 608.15, the Northeast Waterfront Special Sign
District. The sign regulations of the Port and the City place limitations on the size,
location, quantity, height, and illumination of signs.

The sign regulations are

intended to allow proper signage with respect to the character of existing buildings
and neighborhoods. All proposed signs would require permit review and approval
and would be subject to the applicable sign regulations.
The above‐described changes would not substantially degrade the existing visual
quality of the Project Site or its surrounding and therefore, the Project and Expanded
Project would result in a less‐than‐significant impact.

1

Port of San Francisco, Adopted Sign Policy, Guidelines for Review and Approval of Signs and
Murals, June 16, 2004.
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Views from Public Areas
The Project Site can be viewed to the north and south from public areas along The
Embarcadero, as well as from other areas including Telegraph Hill, Coit Tower, the
east view corridor along Green Street, and the Bay. The Project and Expanded
Project would change views of the site from nearby streets and public areas, as
discussed below and as illustrated in Figures III.C‐2 to III.C‐6, pp. III.C‐5 to III.C‐15.
Figures III.C‐2 to III.C‐6, pp. III.C‐5 to III.C‐15, present photo‐simulations of the
Project and Expanded Project as well as depictions of the Project Site under existing
conditions. It is important to note that although the visual simulations provide a
reliable depiction of how the Project and Expanded Project would look on the Project
Site, the simulations are limited in the sense that they only provide several
representative fixed viewpoints and cannot demonstrate all views of the Project Site
with the Project and Expanded Project. In addition, they cannot provide the more
dynamic views that are created when one moves (i.e., driving, walking, cycling) in
the Project vicinity.

However, the simulations accurately represent the overall

height, dimension, general materials and colors, and location of most improvements.
To the extent possible and known at the time of publication of this Draft EIR, the
photo simulations depict exterior features or materials, window patterns, colors, new
landscaping, or other architectural details that would affect the visual appearance of
the Project and Expanded Project. The photovoltaic panels proposed for the roofs of
Piers 15/17 are also illustrated. The simulations are not intended to present a full
assessment of every aesthetic and/or engineering detail, nor does the analysis
include simulations of the Project Site as it would be seen at night. Design of the
Project and Expanded Project could be refined as part of the project planning and
approval process. The figures provide adequate information to review the change in
views and scale of development for the EIR analysis.
View southeast from The Embarcadero Median
Figure III.C‐2, p. III.C‐5, illustrates the view of the Project Site from the median of
The Embarcadero, slightly north of Pier 17. The median and northbound lanes of
The Embarcadero are in the foreground with limited views of the East Bay Hills and
Bay Bridge in the background. The most prominent change in views resulting from
the Project would be the improvements to the Pier 15 Bulkhead and shed structures.
Changes to the Valley and removal of the free‐standing office shack in the Valley
would also be visible. Changes to the Pier 17 Shed related to the relocation of
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Baydelta Maritime would be visible including new windows, doors, and the
reconstructed apron on the north façade of Pier 17. Under the Expanded Project, the
most prominent change in views would be the rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed
structure. The view of the Valley area would be slightly expanded as the southern
portion of the Pier 17 west façade would be cut back. The photovoltaic panels on
Piers 15/17 would not be visible from this viewpoint.
View northeast from west side of The Embarcadero
Figure III.C‐3, p. III.C‐7, illustrates the view of the Project Site from the west side of
The Embarcadero, slightly south of Pier 15.

The median, southbound, and

northbound lanes of The Embarcadero are in the foreground with limited views of
the East Bay Hills and Treasure Island in the background. The most prominent
change in views resulting from the Project would be the improvements to the Pier 15
Bulkhead, shed structure, and south apron. Changes to the Valley would also be
visible. Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be
the rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed structure. The photovoltaic panels on the west
end of the Pier 17 Shed roof would be visible. The portion of Pier 17’s west façade
that would be cut back would also be visible.
View north along Herb Caen Way
Figure III.C‐4, p. III.C‐9, illustrates the view of the Project Site from Herb Caen Way,
slightly south of Pier 15. Herb Caen Way and the marginal wharf area between Piers
15 and 9 are in the foreground with a view to the north along The Embarcadero in
the background. The proposed curb indent in front of Pier 15 is also visible in the
foreground, with a new painted white stripe, identifying the existing bicycle lane.
The proposed lane curb separator system is not depicted in this photo simulation.
The most prominent change in views resulting from the Project would be the
improvements to the Pier 15 Bulkhead and shed structure. The Expanded Project
would not affect this viewpoint because Pier 17 is not visible from this location.
Photovoltaic panels on both Piers 15/17 would not be visible from this viewpoint.

●

View east from the east terminus of Green Street
Figure III.C‐5, p. III.C‐13, illustrates the view of the Project Site from the east
terminus of Green Street at its intersection with The Embarcadero. The median,
southbound, and northbound lanes of The Embarcadero are in the foreground. The
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most prominent change in views resulting from the Project would be the
replacement of the existing Connector Building with the new Bridge Building and
removal of the Valley with the associated improvements. The Project opens up a
new view corridor between the new Bridge Building and Pier 17. The view corridor
would be 60‐feet‐wide, providing views of the Bay and the East Bay Hills.
Improvements to the Pier 15 Bulkhead and Shed structures would also be visible.

●

Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west façade
that would be cut back.

The photovoltaic panels on the south side of the Pier 17

Shed roof would be visible.
View east from Calhoun Terrace/Telegraph Hill
Figure III.C‐6, p. III.C‐15, illustrates the view of the Project Site form the overlook
area at the south terminus of Calhoun Terrace on Telegraph Hill. Many three‐ to
four‐story commercial structures are visible in the foreground. Expansive views of
the East Bay Hills, the Bay Bridge, and Treasure Island are visible in the background.
The most prominent change in views resulting from the Project would be the
replacement of the existing Connector Building with the new Bridge Building and
removal of the Valley with the associated improvements. Improvements to the Pier
15 Bulkhead, Shed structure and roof, including new photovoltaic panels, would
also be visible. Changes to the Pier 17 Shed related to the relocation of Baydelta
Maritime would be visible, including new windows, doors, and the reconstructed
north apron.
The most prominent change in views under the Expanded Project would be the
rehabilitation of Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west façade that
would be cut back. The photovoltaic panels on the Piers 15/17 Shed roofs would also
be visible.

●

View east from Herb Caen Way
Figure III.C‐7 illustrates the view of the Project Site from Herb Caen Way adjacent to
the Project Site. The most prominent change in this view resulting from the Project
would be the replacement of the existing Connector Building with the new Bridge
Building and removal of a substantial portion of the Valley with the associated
improvements. The Project opens up a new view corridor between the new Bridge
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Building and Pier 17. The view corridor would be 60-feet-wide, providing a view of
the Bay and the East Bay Hills. Improvements to the Pier 15 Shed structure would
also be visible. The photovoltaic panels on the roof of the Pier 15 Shed would not be
visible.
Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west façade
that would be cut back. The photovoltaic panels on the roof of the Pier 17 Shed
would be partially visible.
View west from San Francisco Bay
Figure III.C‐8 illustrates the view of the Project Site from a location on the San
Francisco Bay to the northeast of the Project Site. The most prominent change in this
view resulting from the Project would be the replacement of the existing Connector
Building with the new Bridge Building. The north and east façades of the Bridge
Building would be fully visible. Improvements to the east and north façades of the
Pier 15 Shed also would be visible, along with improvements to the east aprons of
Piers 15 and 17. Several structures along the east edge of the Financial District
would also be more visible.
Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the north, south and east façades of the Pier 17 Shed structure, as
well as improvements to the south loading dock of Pier 17.
There is no quantitative threshold for determining the visual quality impacts of a
project because the standards are, to an extent, based on subjective judgment. The
Project and Expanded Project would rehabilitate Piers 15/17 in accordance with the
Secretary’s Standards. The new Bridge Building and other new additions would be
contemporary in nature but designed to complement character‐defining features of
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Piers 15/17. All new construction proposed under the Project and Expanded Project
would be designed to clearly differentiate new features from existing.

These

changes would therefore, not substantially degrade the existing visual character of
the site or surrounding. The proposed circulation plan would result in up to 24
buses/motor coaches temporarily parking in front of Pier 17 to drop‐off/pick‐up
passengers.

The majority of this activity would occur on weekdays during the

school year between the hours of 9:30 to 11:30 in the morning and 12:30 to 2:30 in the
afternoon. The buses/motor coaches would partially block views of Pier 17 and
perhaps even the Bay from certain vantage points and would add a perception of
more heavy vehicles along The Embarcadero.

However, because the loading

activities would be temporary in nature and would add larger vehicles along an
already heavily‐traveled major throughway in the City, they would not substantially
degrade the visual quality of the site or damage scenic resources or views from
public areas. Additionally, the proposed lane curb separator system installed at the
Pier 15 curb indent would not be expected to substantially damage views.
Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would have a less‐than‐significant
impact on the existing visual character of the Project Site and its surroundings.
The Project and the Expanded Project would change views of the site from public
open space along The Embarcadero near the site and from Telegraph Hill, but would
not block publicly‐accessible views of the Bay or other scenic areas. The Project
would create a new view corridor between Piers 15/17 to the Bay and East Bay Hills.
The Project and the Expanded Project would also provide new public access to the
Project Site, including access to apron areas and the area between Piers 15/17. The
new public access areas would provide new views from the Project Site towards the
East Bay, Treasure Island, the Bay Bridge, and Downtown San Francisco. The Project
and Expanded Project would thus, not have significant adverse impacts on publicly‐
accessible scenic vistas, nor would the Project or the Expanded Project damage
scenic resources or other features that contribute to the scenic public setting.
AE‐2

The Project and Expanded Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially
impact other people or properties. (Less than Significant)
The Project and Expanded Project would remove or replace all of the existing light
fixtures at the Project Site and add new light fixtures. New light fixtures would be
well shielded to minimize light pollution and light trespass. Some of the interpretive
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exhibits contemplated to be located in the Valley could be lighted during the
museum’s operating hours.

The Project and Expanded Project would include

evening activities that would require illumination of exterior lighting.

No

floodlights would be used. A fully programmable astronomical clock would control
all exterior illumination using multiple zones.

The lighting system would be

controlled based on time of day, time of year, and special events. These sources of
light would be typical of urban development in San Francisco and would not
generate obtrusive lighting that would change conditions in adjacent areas. This
impact would be considered less than significant.
The Project and Expanded Project would replace some existing building materials
with materials that could produce glare. The Project and Expanded Project would
include replacement of several metal roll‐up doors with glass curtain walls. The
west and east façades of the new Bridge Building would also be constructed of glass.
All of the new glass would be non‐reflective. The Project would include installation
of photovoltaic panels on the roof of the Pier 15 Bulkhead and shed and the
Expanded Project would include installation of photovoltaic panels on the roof of the
Pier 17 Shed. The photovoltaic panels would be more reflective than the existing
roof. However, photovoltaic panels are designed to absorb and capture sunlight
rather than reflect sunlight. Photovoltaic panels incorporate design features such as
textured glass that further reduce reflectivity. An additional source of new glare
would result from the Project because a portion of the Valley would be removed to
expose the Bay water. Depending on the time of day and weather conditions, Bay
water can be a substantial source of glare. The Project Site is surrounded by Bay
water on three sides and the new area of Bay water that would be exposed would
increase the amount of glare at the Project Site. However, the increase in the amount
of glare would be minimal in the context of the adjacent open Bay waters and as
such, would not be expected to adversely affect day or nighttime views or
substantially impact other people or properties in the area. Overall, the Project and
Expanded Project would incorporate non‐reflective building materials and would
not result in significant adverse glare impacts.
Commercial and residential buildings, signs, pedestrian lighting, and streetlights all
contribute to nighttime light conditions in the Project vicinity. The Project and
Expanded Project would be more noticeable at night than under existing conditions
because more outdoor lighting would be introduced at the Project Site than what
exists. The Project and Expanded Project would comply with Planning Commission
Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass. Exterior
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lighting would be consistent with surrounding uses along the waterfront, would be
positioned to minimize glare, and would not be in excess of that commonly found in
urban areas. The Project and Expanded Project would not generate obtrusive light
or glare that would substantially affect other properties. Therefore, light and glare
impacts would not be expected to have a substantial, demonstrable negative
aesthetic impact.
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
AE‐CU‐3 The Project and Expanded Project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to
aesthetic resources. (Less than Significant)
Other projects that would be expected to occur in or near the Project Vicinity that
could potentially result in cumulative impacts to aesthetic resources would be the
same as those identified in Section III.B, Land Use, pp. III.B‐4 and III.B‐5.
The majority of projects in the vicinity of the Project Site involve additions to existing
structures and expansion of existing uses. All of the projects on Port property would
be subject to applicable City and Port plans and policies (which may include the
Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and the City’s General Plan and Planning Code). Other
development unrelated to the Project and Expanded Project would continue in the
City and in the vicinity of the Project Site as outlined above. Such cumulative
development would not be expected to result in a substantial adverse change in the
area’s land use character, substantially damage scenic resources, or create a new
source of substantial light or glare.
In summary, the Project and Expanded Project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista, nor damage scenic resources, nor substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the neighborhood, nor create a new source of substantial
light or glare. Based on the above analysis, the Project and Expanded Project would
not have a significant project‐specific or cumulative impact on aesthetics.

●

Bridge Building Variant
The design of the Variant is substantially similar to the Bridge Building proposed in
the Project. Figures III.C‐9 presents and axonometric view of the Variant building
and III.C‐10 presents a rendering that compares the massing of the Variant building
to the Bridge Building proposed under the Project.

Similar to the Project and

Expanded Project, implementation of the Variant would not substantially degrade
the existing visual quality of the Project Site or its surroundings nor would it
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substantially damage views from public areas. The Variant building would appear
more visually and physically separated from the Pier 15 Shed because the connection
would be reduced to a one‐story building and the height of the two‐story section
would be reduced compared to the Bridge Building under the Project. As a result,
the Variant building would have a reduced mass as viewed from Telegraph Hill,
Herb Caen Way, the east terminus of Green Street, and the Bay. The materials and
lighting of the Variant building would be similar to the Project Bridge Building and
would not create a new substantial source of light and glare. Different form the
Project Bridge Building, the Variant building may have photovoltaic panels installed
on the roof of the two‐story mass. However, similar to the Project, the design of the
photovoltaic panels would absorb and capture sunlight rather than reflect sunlight.
The photovoltaic panels would also incorporate design features such as textured
glass that further reduce reflectivity. As such, conclusions for aesthetics impacts
associated with the Variant would be substantially similar as those for the Project.
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III.C-26
SOURCE: EHDD, 2009.
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FIGURE III.C-9: BRIDGE BUILDING VARIANT AXONOMETRIC VIEW

III.C-27
SOURCE: EHDD, 2009.
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FIGURE III.C-10: BRIDGE BUILDING VARIANT - COMPARISON RENDERING OF
BRIDGE BUILDING VARIANT AND PROJECT BRIDGE BUILDING

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
D. Cultural Resources

D.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section of the EIR assesses potential effects of the Project on cultural resources. Cultural
resources are defined as prehistoric and historic‐period archaeological resources and historic‐
period buildings, structures, and districts.

This section describes the cultural and historic

setting of the Project vicinity and known cultural resources on the Project Site. Applicable state,
federal, and local regulations, an impact analysis and mitigation measures, are also included in
this section. Potential effects to unique paleontological resources, unique geologic features, and
human remains were evaluated in the Initial Study and found to be less than significant;
therefore, these issues will not be discussed in the EIR. Except where noted otherwise, this
section of the EIR is based on the Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) prepared by
Page & Turnbull,1 the HRE Response prepared by the City and County of San Francisco,2 and
the Archival Review Report prepared by Archeo‐Tec.3

SETTING
PREHISTORIC SETTING
Since 1900, approximately 20 prehistoric archaeological sites have been excavated in the City of
San Francisco. More than 400 shell mounds occur in the San Francisco Bay area. As early as the
1850s, collectors were gathering a wide variety of artifacts from the mounds. Almost all of the
mounds are located by the mouth of streams, close to the upper reaches of the tidewaters.
During prehistoric times, the San Francisco Peninsula was populated by Native Americans who
belonged to the Hokan linguistic family. It is believed that the group inhabited the area as early
as 8000 B.C. and that populations were small groups of hunter‐gatherers who moved seasonally
between the Bay, coast, and hill environs. Large shell middens indicate more intensive use of
bay resources after 2000 B.C. Dating from 2000 B.C. to 500 A.D. most shell mounds are assigned
to the Berkeley Pattern. Characteristics of this period include increased sedentism, a greater

1

2

3

Page & Turnbull, Inc, Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17, San Francisco, CA, December 5,
2008. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review
by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
City and County of San Francisco, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, December 2008. A copy of
this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by appointment at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
Archeo‐Tec, Cultural Resources Archival Review for the Exploratorium Relocation Project, Piers 15/17, City
and County of San Francisco, California, May 2008. A copy of this report is on file and available for
public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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reliance on acorns, and shellfish. It has been suggested that this change in subsistence patterns
represents the immigration of Utian speakers from the Central Valley.
Dated from 500 A.D. to the initial Spanish contact, this cultural period is believed to be a
continuation of the Berkeley Pattern. Technological innovations associated with the material
culture and with the addition of the bow and arrow, and the harpoon. During this time there
was an increase in population. Groups practiced status differentiation, trade and exchange
increased, and there was greater ceremonialism.
Substantial changes to the shoreline have occurred over the last 10,000 years and only recently
the current shoreline has been established. The San Francisco Bay is essentially a drowned river
valley. The Project Site is several blocks east of the original shoreline, which existed before the
massive filling efforts of the late‐nineteenth and early twentieth century. A lower shoreline in
prehistoric times increases the possibility that submerged resources, such as shell mounds,
could exist within the Project Site, since Native Americans may have used the shoreline as a
base from which to exploit a variety of resources.
HISTORIC SETTING4
The 1849 Gold Rush sparked the development of a large‐scale port in San Francisco. Until 1863,
the City of San Francisco managed the Port, and private interests built the piers and facilities
that handled 83 percent of the cargo shipped out of the Pacific coast. In 1863, the State assumed
control and created the Board of State Harbor Commissioners (the Board) to bring consistency
to the administration, development, and maintenance of the Port of San Francisco. The Board
followed a policy of paying for port improvements through port revenue, which slowed
development. Permanent development of the Port began in 1878 with the construction of the
seawall along the waterfront, which was completed in 1915. By 1868 the Board was politically
controlled by the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR), which appointed political supporters as
harbor employees. In 1910, Hiram Johnson was elected governor of California and set to the
task of replacing the SPRR appointees.
Increased shipping activity and the shift towards larger ships and mechanized cargo handling
spurred plans for modernization in 1900. The implementation of these plans began in 1908.
The impending opening of the Panama Canal in 1914 added urgency to the improvements
program. The Board was determined that the Port of San Francisco would benefit from the
“explosion assured by the development of trade on the Pacific.” To increase efficiency, an effort
4

Note: The historic setting is taken from the Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) prepared
for the Project by Page & Turnbull.
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was made to organize the location of shipping companies by type of business, with inland
service housed in piers next to the Ferry Building and Market Street and coastal, intercoastal,
and foreign service housed in more distant piers. The Panama Canal did increase shipping
activity as anticipated, but its effects were curtailed by the beginning of World War I. The war
limited commercial use of the Panama Canal and led to decreased shipping activity, as many
steamships were drafted for military‐type trade.
As of 1912, five new piers were under contract or being constructed. Pier 17 was the first of the
group to be built and the only one north of Market Street. Two out of the five new piers had
reinforced concrete components, following a post‐1906 policy of reconstructing piers with
materials more resistant to fire. The San Francisco Belt Railroad served the waterfront Piers
from the mainline connections to the south. Around 1914, the Board began to make provisions
for automobile and truck traffic. New pier aprons were designed to support heavier loads and
The Embarcadero was paved with asphalt.
The Port rebounded in the 1920s; Port staff grew and in 1928, over 41 million tons of cargo was
processed. San Francisco was unusual as a break‐bulk port that handled mostly general cargo;
bulk commodities like grain and oil were not dominant parts of port trade.
The 1934 Big Strike, an 83‐day Pacific Coast maritime strike over hiring and working conditions,
marked a critical labor juncture at the Port. The Big Strike involved 12,000 longshoremen and
many other maritime unions, the deployment of the National Guard, and a three‐day, 100,000‐
person general strike in San Francisco. After the general strike, President Franklin Roosevelt
intervened and appointed an arbitration board that ruled favorably for the longshoremen’s
unions. The Big Strike contributed to the labor‐friendly tone of the National Labor Relations
Act of 1935 and, more locally, the revival and extension of unionism in San Francisco and the
Pacific Coast.
The 1940s were dominated by wartime activity. Before World War II, more than 50 major
steamship companies operated in the Port; during the war, the Port was largely occupied by the
military as the largest part of the San Francisco Port of Embarkation. The Port of Embarkation,
which included other Bay Area ports as well as San Francisco, was the second largest military
port in the U.S. during World War II, eventually moving a total of 1.65 million people and 23.6
million tons of supplies. Shipping activity declined sharply after the war ended in 1946.
In the post‐war period of the 1950s, revenue shortfalls for three consecutive years slowed
improvement efforts as other west coast ports—especially Oakland—were modernizing
facilities and intensifying competition for Pacific coast shipping. These conditions made it clear
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that the structure of the Board, formed 100 years earlier, was no longer effective. In 1965, the
three‐member Board was increased to the five‐member San Francisco Port Authority. In 1969,
state control over the Port was transferred to the San Francisco Port Commission, a new city
agency.
As late as the mid‐1960s, nearly 12 percent of San Francisco’s workforce, about 23,000 people,
had jobs directly or indirectly associated with the Port. The rapid adoption of containerized
shipping in the late 1960s doubled the tonnage handled by Bay Area ports. However, the chief
beneficiaries were container‐friendly ports like Oakland. San Francisco struggled to compete,
and many piers were left vacant, demolished or burned down, or reused for other types of
maritime business. Tourist attractions such as Pier 39 were constructed beginning in the late
1970s. The Embarcadero Freeway, built in the 1950s, was torn down after the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake and replaced by a roadway with streetcars, limited traffic, and a pedestrian
walkway. Development along the waterfront has continued to the present and includes a mix
of maritime, recreation, commercial, light industrial, storage and other uses. Herb Caen Way is
a multi‐use path along the waterfront and provides pedestrian and bicycle access along the
waterfront.
Pier 15 Site History
The Pier 15 Bulkhead Building and Transit Shed were built in 1931 by E. T. Lesure and replaced
the original Pier 15 constructed in 1915.5 This was part of a project to replace all piers between
Lombard Street and the Ferry Building, except Pier 17, with modern concrete piers. The Pier 15
substructure was constructed as an addition to the existing piles from the old Pier 15.
As stated earlier, provisions for automobile and truck traffic began in 1914. By 1957, 75 percent
of inbound and outbound cargo was moved to and from the piers by truck—a drastic shift from
earlier years when the railroad was the primary means of cargo movement. In this auto‐centric
post‐war period of the 1950s, with planning for The Embarcadero Freeway underway, the
Board issued a bond series for additions to Piers 15/17, creation of a World Trade Center in the
north half of the Ferry Building, and a public garage between the Ferry Building and Pier 1.
The bond covered the construction of a pile‐supported concrete substructure between Piers
15/17 and the extension of both transit sheds on the inner side. The new quay‐type pier (also
called a quay‐type terminal), constructed between Piers 15/17 in 1955‐56, allowed trucks to
drive in and load cargo off the new concrete loading docks. It also provided increased storage

5

The Piers 15/17 Sheds are referred to as Transit Sheds in this section to be consistent with the Historic
Resources Evaluation Report (HRER).
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space on the substructure, in the Connector Building, and in the extended Piers 15/17 Transit
Sheds—roughly 160,000 sf on the substructure (later called the Valley) and 80,000 square feet of
additional shed area. New rail spurs were constructed in the Valley to run beside the piers.
The Pier 15 project began with depositing rock fill between the piers by Healy‐Tibbits
Construction Company. Engstrum and Nourse constructed the superstructure of the Piers
15/17 wharf and Leon Carlen constructed the terminal office building in 1956. Additionally, the
north wall of the Piers 15 Transit Shed was dismantled and reconstructed to the north, a new
raised concrete loading dock and canopy were constructed on the north side, an additional steel
rolling door was installed in the north wall of the transit shed, and a chain‐link fence and gates
were installed at the Valley’s west edge. Also in 1956, the offices—then known as the Marine
Department offices—in the bulkhead building were remodeled by Bacon Construction
Company with new hollow core doors and louvered windows, removal of one window, new
wood stairs, new interior and exterior siding, and various interior renovations.
In 1963, new steel rolling doors were installed in Pier 15 and new windows and siding on the
offices in the bulkhead building. Five years later, four doors in the south wall of the transit
shed and the west wall door were enlarged.
Pier 17 Site History
The pier, transit shed, and bulkhead wharf that comprise Pier 17 were built in 1912 as part of a
five‐pier building project, when the new Board was anticipating increased Pacific Coast trade
after the opening of the Panama Canal.
The focus on accommodating a higher shipping volume led to the modernization of facilities
and the construction of wider wharves to allow for significantly more berthing space and
storage area than existing piers. Three of the five new wharves were to be 200‐feet wide to
enable simultaneous loading or unloading of steamers on both sides of the wharf; Pier 17 wharf
was 126 feet wide. Rail spurs for the Belt Railroad were extended to all new piers to facilitate
transportation. Before 1910, rail spurs were built inside transit sheds; after 1910, spurs were
constructed on aprons outside transit sheds. The rail spur is still visible on the Pier 17 apron.
Of the five piers under contract in 1912, Pier 17 was the first to be constructed, the only one
north of Market Street, and the only pier built without a bulkhead building. The National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nomination suggests that the plans were developed by
Frank G. White, who worked in the Harbor Commissioners office at the time and later became
the Assistant State Engineer.
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Original plans show wood joists and flooring for the pier floor and a wood‐framed transit shed,
called “a radical departure from the permanent, fireproof structures built by the former board
[of Harbor Commissioners].” The substructure was also new. Though concrete‐jacketed wood
piles had been previously used in the Port’s bulkhead wharves, they had never been used for an
entire pier or such lengths, which reached up to 46 feet.
In 1912, Healy‐Tibbitts Construction Company won the contract to construct Pier 17. Assistant
State Engineer A. V. Saph oversaw the plans, designs, and construction of Pier 17. When
constructed, the pier was 800 feet long and 126 feet wide.

The bulkhead wharf, built of

reinforced concrete, was 327 feet long and 60 feet wide. Original plans do not show offices
inside the shed, suggesting that the existing offices were constructed later.
The attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941 stunned the United States and galvanized the country to
enter World War II. The San Francisco Port of Embarkation, established in the early 20th
century to facilitate the movement of supplies and troops, expanded greatly after the US
entered the war. The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers occupied the pier from 1941 to 1945 under
the management of the San Francisco Port of Embarkation. From the early 1930s, Pier 17 also
held restaurants.

Following the late 1950s boost in shipping activity, Pier 17 shifted to

industrial and office uses.
Valley
In 1953, plans were prepared for a pier‐type quay that would connect Piers 15/17 by a paved
“Valley.” The new quay allowed trucks to drive between Piers 15/17 and load cargo directly
from raised aprons. The quay was built in 1955‐56, with a chain link fence and a gate installed
at the entrance in 1956. The Connector Building was constructed between Piers 15/17 at the east
end of the quay. Steel roll‐up doors were added to the building in mid‐1956, with the
stipulation that “workmanship shall be first quality.” As part of the Project, the south wall of
Pier 17 was removed and a new structure was built over the former south apron. This addition
had wood‐framed walls, a steel‐trussed shed roof, and new steel roll‐up doors. Three plate‐
glass wood‐sash windows were installed circa 1956 on the first floor of the addition’s west
façade. The deteriorated pile structure of Pier 17 was repaired in December 1955.
THE SAN FRANCISCO EMBARCADERO NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICT
The Port of San Francisco Embarcadero National Register Historic District (“Historic District”)
consists of over 20 piers and remnants of piers, a bulkhead wharf in 21 sections, a seawall, the
Ferry Building, the Agriculture Building, and a collection of smaller buildings. Figure III.D‐1, p.
III D‐7, illustrates the boundaries of the Historic District. These features are located along a
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FIGURE III.D-1: PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO EMBARCADERO HISTORIC DISTRICT BOUNDARIES
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three‐mile stretch of San Francisco’s waterfront. Piers 15/17 are contributing resources to the
NRHP‐ and CRHR‐listed Historic District.
The Historic District is listed in the National Register under Criteria A (Event), B (Person), and
C (Design/Construction). Criteria A and C include multiple areas of significance for the district.
Piers 15/17 are significant under Criteria 1 (Events), 2 (Person), and 3 (Architecture) within the
areas of significance of government, commerce, transportation, engineering, labor, architecture,
and community planning and development under the CRHR. The period of significance is
defined as 1878 through 1946, which coincides with the construction of the seawall to the end of
World War II.
Piers 15/17 contribute to the history and significance of this Historic District, and are
comparable to several other properties within the District boundaries. Nearby contributing
resources include Piers 9, 19, and 23. As noted above, Pier 17 is the third oldest pier remaining
on The Embarcadero, and is one of two remaining piers to not have a bulkhead building. Pier
15 features a Beaux‐Arts‐inspired bulkhead building, similar to many other of the piers along
The Embarcadero.
SITE DESCRIPTION
Pier 15 and Pier 17 form one link in the chain of piers that lines the northeastern San Francisco
waterfront.

Similar piers jut out of the waterfront to the north and south.

Across The

Embarcadero, development consists of two‐ to three‐story commercial buildings clad in brick or
concrete. The Project Site is part of the San Francisco Embarcadero Historic District listed on the
National Register of Historic Places. The District is located across the street from the Northeast
Waterfront Historic District, a local historic district established under Article 10 of the Planning
Code. Figures III.D‐2 and III.D‐3, pp. III.D‐9 and III.D‐10, present photographs of the street
façade of Piers 15 and 17 and the Valley as well as the east apron, the north apron of Pier 17,
and the south apron of Pier 15. The information below provides a description of some of the
more prominent features; more detailed descriptions can be found in the HRER prepared by
Page and Turnbull. 6

6

Page & Turnbull, Inc, Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17, San Francisco, CA, December 5,
2008. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review
by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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1. Front of Pier 15, facing east from The Embarcadero

2. South apron of Pier 15, facing east from The Embarcadero

3. Front of Pier 17, facing east from The Embarcadero
SOURCE: PBS&J, 2008.
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FIGURE III.D-2: PROJECT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
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4. North apron of Pier 17, facing east from The Embarcadero

5. The Valley and connector building, facing east from The Embarcadero frontage

6. East apron, facing north from San Francisco Bay
SOURCE: PBS&J, 2008.
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DESCRIPTION OF PIER 15
Exterior: Bulkhead Building
The Pier 15 Bulkhead Building is a double‐height, one‐story building designed in a Neoclassical
style. The irregular‐plan building is capped by a flat roof covered with rolled asphalt on the
side bays and a continuation of the transit shed’s monitor roof in the Central Bay. The monitor
roof is a shallow gable with industrial steel‐sash clerestory ribbon windows on the north and
south side walls.
The primary (west) façade, clad in scored stucco, has five structural bays divided by two‐story
pilasters. The central bay, which projects slightly and is flanked by massive pilasters, features a
two‐story‐high arched opening with a metal roll‐up door.
The north façade is divided into two parts. The western part, set at a right angle to the primary
façade, has one structural bay.

It continues the scored stucco, watertable, second‐story

windows patterns, lintel, and cornice of the primary façade. The eastern portion, slightly
stepped back from the western part, recedes at an angle to intercept the west wall of the transit
shed.
Like the north façade, the south façade is divided into two parts. The western part has one
structural bay and continues the cladding, windows, and other features of the primary façade.
The eastern part is stepped back from the western part and is clad in scored concrete.
The east façade consists of a short wall at the southern end. It is clad in scored concrete and
contains a double‐height rectangular opening with a roll‐up metal door.
Interior: Bulkhead Building
The Pier 15 Bulkhead Building, a double‐height space with exposed wood‐frame walls, is open
to the transit shed on the east side. A two‐story wood‐frame building sits on the southwest
corner. The L‐shaped building is clad in horizontal and vertical flush wood siding. The second
story is accessed by wood stairs. Metal beams connect the building to the bulkhead building.
The interior of the building appears to have acoustical tile ceilings and gypsum board walls.
Exterior: Transit Shed
The Pier 15 Transit Shed is a double‐height, one‐story building. The rectangular‐plan building
is capped by a combination shed and monitor roof. The monitor roof is a shallow gable with
industrial steel‐sash clerestory ribbon windows on the north and south side walls. The shed
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roofs on either side are pitched at shallow slopes away from the monitor roof and covered with
built‐up tar. To the north, another shed roof slopes from north to south. This roof is covered in
tar and gravel and includes 18 eight‐light steel‐sash skylights on the southern section.
The primary (east) façade of the transit shed, clad in concrete, echoes the five‐bay division and
massing of the bulkhead building. The façade includes five structural bays divided by massive
pilasters that extend slightly above the roofline. The central bay is taller than the other bays and
is topped by the front gable of the monitor roof.
The south façade, clad in scored concrete, is divided into 18 bays.

The westernmost bay

contains five, ten‐light industrial steel‐sash windows at the clerestory level. All other bays
contain a two‐story rectangular opening with a roll‐up metal door surmounted by five, ten‐light
industrial steel‐sash windows.
The west façade consists of a short wall at the northern end. It is clad in smooth concrete and
contains a wide double‐height rectangular opening with a metal roll‐up door.
The north façade, clad in scored concrete, is divided into 16 bays that face the Valley and Pier
17. Entrances include 16 rectangular openings with roll‐up metal doors, some of which have
inset pedestrian metal doors. The north façade connects to the Connector Building at the east
end.
Interior: Transit Shed
The Pier 15 Transit Shed is a double‐height open space with exposed scored concrete walls and
has a single rail spur running the length of the building. Steel trusses, braces, steel columns
with concrete bases, and rafter beams frame the interior.
A two‐story building sits in the northeast corner. The rectangular‐plan building is clad in
board‐and‐batten wood siding. The concrete east wall of the building is the same as the east
wall of the transit shed. Metal beams connect the building to the transit shed.
DESCRIPTION OF PIER 17
Unlike Pier 17, Piers 26, 28, 30, and 32 were clustered together south of Market Street and had
“considerable attention…paid to architectural treatment” of their bulkhead buildings.7 The

7

Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17¸ December 5, 2008, p. 45. A
copy of this report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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west façade of Pier 17 originally resembled the east façade, with the addition of a pedestrian
door; a 1958 coat of stucco altered the west façade to its current appearance.
Changes to Pier 17 in the 1960s and 1970s may have been prompted by an effort to make the
Port more marketable to containerized shipping. One door opening on the north side was
enlarged in 1966, and wider (24 inch) ramps were built for access to the aprons in 1972.
Other changes to Pier 17 during this period consisted of routine maintenance and minor
alterations: the 1959 installation of corrugated plastic on the south monitor wall, repairs to the
beams and fenders of the substructure in 1961 and 1963, reconfiguration of the stevedore’s toilet
room in 1965, and repairs to damaged roof trusses in 1976 and 1986.
Exterior: Transit Shed
The Pier 17 Transit Shed is a double‐height one‐story building. The rectangular‐plan building is
capped by a combination shed and monitor roof. The monitor is capped by a gable roof
covered in rolled asphalt.
The primary inland (west) façade of the transit shed, clad in stucco, has a parapet that follows
the gable roof, with an upward‐angled parapet wall at the south end. The façade includes five
irregular structural bays.
The one‐story addition at the northwest corner of the transit shed is quadrilateral‐shaped. The
north façade is clad in channel drop wood siding and has two, four‐over‐four double‐hung
wood‐sash windows and a metal vent pipe. The east façade is also clad in channel drop wood
siding, with two identical double‐hung wood‐sash windows, one smaller fixed wood‐sash
window, and another metal vent pipe.
The north façade, clad in V‐groove wood siding, is divided into 20 bays, all of which contain
rectangular loading entrances except the 20th bay.
The primary seaward (east) façade is clad in V‐groove wood siding. A parapet follows the
roofline, including the monitor roof. A small shed atop the east end of the monitor roof is
visible from this façade.
The south façade is divided into 18 bays that face the Valley and Pier 15. The westernmost bay
has stucco siding and contains a flush metal pedestrian door. The remaining 17 bays feature a
concrete base with channel drop wood siding above and contain rectangular openings with roll‐
up metal doors. The south façade connects to the Connector Building at the east end.
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Interior: Transit Shed
The Pier 17 Transit Shed is a double‐height open space with exposed wood‐frame walls. The
center of the roof rises to form a monitor that stretches the length of the building. Several signs
are posted in the transit shed. It is not clear if all signs are historic.
A two‐story wood‐frame office building sits in the southwest corner. According to the NRHP
nomination form for the Historic District, “The structure is clad in rustic channel siding, and
windows are variously four‐over‐four wood sash, and wooden hopper windows. The first
story interior has been largely altered, but the second story is essentially intact, save for the
addition of partitions which divide the two original offices into four rooms. Walls, floors, and
ceilings are wood. Trim includes ceiling moldings, baseboards, and board window casings, all
of wood.”
DESCRIPTION OF AUXILIARY BUILDINGS
Exterior: Connector Building
The Connector Building, a double‐height one‐story building approximately 31‐feet tall, sits at
the east end of the Valley, between Piers 15/17. The rectangular building is capped by a shallow
gabled roof. The primary (west) façade has a concrete base with flush wood siding above. The
east façade, clad in flush wood siding, is divided into four structural bays with a concrete
watertable running the length of the façade. Entrances include a flush wood door at the
northern and southern ends and a wide rectangular opening with a double‐height metal roll‐up
door in the center. Windows consists of steel‐sash clerestory ribbon windows with corrugated
metal siding above. The Connector Building is a noncontributing resource to the Historic
District.
Interior: Connector Building
The Connector Building, a double‐height space with exposed wood‐frame walls, is open to Pier
15 on the south, with a metal curtain wall, and partially open to Pier 17 on the north.
A one‐story wood‐frame building is located in the northeast quadrant. The rectangular‐plan
building is clad in channel drop wood siding.
Exterior: Terminal Office Building
The office terminal, a one‐story wood‐frame building, sits on the west end of the Valley ‐
halfway between Piers 15/17. The rectangular‐plan building, clad in wood siding, is capped by
a shallow gable roof with deep eaves on the west. Entrances include a flush metal door.
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Windows consist of fixed and louvered wood‐sash windows.

The office building is a

noncontributing resource to the Historic District.8
Exterior: Pier 17 North Apron Office Addition
The north apron office addition is a one‐story building built prior to 1929 and sits at the
northwest corner of the Pier 17 Transit Shed, attached to the north exterior wall.

It is

quadrilateral‐shaped. The north façade of the building is clad in channel drop wood siding and
has two, four‐over‐four double‐hung wood‐sash windows and a metal vent pipe. The east
façade is also clad in channel drop wood siding, with two identical double‐hung wood‐sash
windows, one smaller fixed wood‐sash window, and another metal vent pipe. Metal flashing
caps the roofline. The north apron office addition is a contributing resource to the Historic
District.9
CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES AND INTEGRITY
Character-Defining Features
For a property to be eligible for national or state designation to an historical register under
criteria related to type, period, or method of construction, the essential physical features (or
character‐defining features) that enable the property to convey its historic identity must be
evident. These distinctive character‐defining features are the physical attributes that commonly
recur in property types and/or architectural styles. To be eligible, a property must clearly
contain enough of those characteristics to be considered a true representative of a particular
type, period, or method of construction, and these features must also retain a sufficient degree
of integrity. Characteristics can be expressed in terms such as form, proportion, structure, plan,
style, or materials.
The character‐defining features of Pier 15 include, but are not limited to:

8

9



Building profile, roof configuration, and relationship to surrounding site;



Exterior façades of bulkhead building, including architectural composition, massing,
materials, finish, molding ornamentation, and scored stucco;

Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17¸ December 5, 2008. A copy of
this report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400.
Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17¸ December 5, 2008. A copy of
this report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400.
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Transit shed concrete walls (north, east, and south façades), including architectural
composition (placement of openings, windows, etc.), materials, and finishes;



Transit shed steel structural system, including open truss configuration;



Transit shed exposed wood roof decking;



Steel‐sash windows and windows pattern, including size, sash configuration, and
detailing;



Metal roll up cargo doors;



Roof configuration, including roof monitor;



Railroad spur along south apron;



Open interior spatial character, including exposed ceilings;



Daylight utilization (interior);



Substructure; and



South apron.

The character‐defining features of Pier 17 include, but are not limited to:


Building profile, roof configuration, and relationship to surrounding site;



Substructure: reinforced‐concrete deck resting on reinforced concrete piles (piles were
encased in reinforced concrete cylinders and the space between the timber and concrete
was filled with sand, or cement grout–outer piles only);



North apron;



Railroad spur along north apron;



Transit shed wood‐frame construction (stud‐frame walls, wood plank gable roof, and
interior roof trusses);



Roof configuration, including roof monitor, monitor windows frames, pattern, size, and
detailing;



North façade, including v‐groove wood siding, and wood warehouse doors;



East façade, including v‐groove wood siding, gable ends, signage, double wood
warehouse doors, and monitor end;



West façade profile (only 96 feet on north end, does not include 1956 Addition) and
central door opening (altered in 1958);



Open interior spatial character, including exposed structural elements;



Interior office at southwest end;



Interior rail spur (located along center bay);



Foghorn housing at east end of monitor roof; and
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Office addition at northwest corner of Pier 17 (Pre‐1929).

Non‐contributing elements of the Project Site include:


Connector Building between Piers 15/17 (1955‐56);



North bay of Pier 15 Transit Shed (does not include north wall) (1955‐56);



Pier 15 canopy on north façade (1955‐56);



Quay or “Valley” (1955‐56);



Railroad spurs located along north wall of Pier 15’s interior and exterior (circa 1955‐56);



Railroad spur located to the south of Pier 17 exterior (circa 1955‐56);



South bay of Pier 17 Transit Shed, including façade, canopy and interior (1955‐56);



Terminal Office Building (1956);



Interior office at east end of Pier 15 Transit Shed (no date);



Interior office at southwest corner of Pier 15 Bulkhead Building (no date); and



West wall of Pier 15 Transit Shed Addition (1955‐56).

Generally, these non‐contributing elements were either constructed after the period of
significance of the Historic District (1878‐1946), suffer from lack of integrity, or are not
historically or architecturally significant within the context of the Piers 15/17 or surrounding
Historic District.10
Integrity
The evaluation of integrity for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) is similar. However, there is a critical distinction
between the two registers, and that is the degree of integrity that a property can retain and still
be considered eligible for listing. According to the California Office of Historic Preservation:
It is possible that historical resources may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the
criteria for listing in the National Register, but they may still be eligible for listing in the
California Register. A resource that has lost its historic character or appearance may still
have sufficient integrity for the California Register if it maintains the potential to yield
significant or historical information or specific data.11

10

11

Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17¸ December 5, 2008. A copy of
this report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400.
California Office of Historic Preservation, California Register and National Register: A Comparison
(Technical Assistance Series #6).
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As noted in the Historic District NRHP Registration Forms, “As measured by the seven aspects
of integrity, discussed below, the Port retains a substantial degree of integrity in all aspects
despite numerous losses and changes.” the Historic District, and by extension Piers 15/17,
retain sufficient integrity to convey their historic significance as contributors to the historic
district.

As contributing resources to the Historic District, Piers 15/17 retain integrity of

location, design, workmanship, materials, association, and feeling.
Although Piers 15/17 have had various alterations, including the construction of the Connector
Building (1955‐56), the addition of the northern bay on Pier 15 (1956), the addition of the south
bay on Pier 17 (1955‐56), and the alterations to the west façade of Pier 17 (1958), the alterations
have maintained enough of the property’s major character‐defining features and light industrial
character. In particular, Pier 17 retains its original heavy timber construction, and Pier 15
retains its original steel roof trusses. Therefore, sufficient integrity of design, materials, and
workmanship has been maintained.
Generally, the NRHP Registration forms acknowledge that the setting along the land side has
been vastly diminished since the period of significance, particularly due to the construction of
The Embarcadero Freeway in the 1950s, its removal in the early 1990s, and its redesign in the
late 1990s‐2000s. The National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for the Port of San
Francisco Embarcadero Historic District discusses the setting both externally, land side and
water side, and internally.12 The key aspects of integrity of setting remaining for Piers 15/17 are
the relationship of the two buildings to one another and the adjacent contributing resources, as
well as the Bay. The adjacent site features, including the Quay, Terminal Office Building, and
Embarcadero Promenade (largely external to the Historic District), are not considered
contributing features to the Historic District and have an effect on the setting of these resources,
but overall they still maintain integrity of setting. However, the relationship of Piers 15 and 17
to each other, the District as a whole, and to adjacent resources Piers 9 and 19 retain their
integrity of setting. Piers 15/17 also retain integrity of feeling, since they still convey their
significance as early light‐industrial building construction along San Francisco’s Embarcadero.
Lastly, Piers 15/17 retain integrity of association because they remain connected to their areas of
significance, including government, commerce, transportation, and labor, as embodied within
the remaining physical characteristics.

12

The National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Port of San Francisco Embarcadero
Historic District, (January 2006), p. 195.
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REGULATORY SETTING
FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Federal regulations for cultural resources are primarily governed by Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, which applies to actions taken by federal agencies.
The goal of the Section 106 review process is to offer a measure of protection to sites that are
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. The criteria for determining NRHP eligibility are
found in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60. Section 106 of the NHPA requires
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and
affords the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to
comment on such undertakings.

The Council’s implementing regulations, “Protection of

Historic Properties,” are found in 36 CFR Part 800. The NRHP criteria (contained in 36 CFR
60.4) are used to evaluate resources when complying with NHPA Section 106. Those criteria
state that eligible resources comprise districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association,
and

●

a)

are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

b)

are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

c)

embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

d)

have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important to history or
prehistory.

Archaeological site evaluation assesses the potential of each site to meet one or more of the
criteria for NRHP eligibility based upon visual surface and subsurface evidence (if available) at
each site location, information gathered during the literature and records searches, and the
researcher’s knowledge of and familiarity with the historic or prehistoric context associated
with each site. The Project would require two permits from the Corps for dredging and pile
driving. As a result, the Project would receive Section 106 review conducted by the Corps in
consultation with SHPO.
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the Secretary’s Standards) are the
benchmark by which federal agencies and many local government bodies evaluate
rehabilitative work on historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards are a useful analytic tool for
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understanding and describing the potential impacts of substantial changes to historic resources.
Compliance with the Secretary’s Standards does not determine whether a project would cause a
substantial adverse change to the significance of an historic resource. Rather, projects that
comply with the Secretary’s Standards benefit from a regulatory presumption that they would
have a less‐than‐significant adverse impact on an historic resource. Projects that do not comply
with the Secretary’s Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change to the
significance of an historic resource.
STATE REGULATIONS
Under CEQA, public agencies must consider the effects of their actions on both “historical
resources” and “unique archaeological resources.” Pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21084.1, a “project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” Section
21083.2 requires agencies to determine whether proposed projects would have effects on
“unique archaeological resources.”
“Historical resource” is a term with a defined statutory meaning. (See Public Resources Code,
Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5, subdivisions (a) and (b).) The term
embraces any resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR. The CRHR
includes resources listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, as well as
some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest.
Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local preservation ordinance
(local landmarks or landmark districts) or that have been identified in a local historical
resources inventory may be eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be “historical
resources” for purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise
(Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1 and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
4850). Unless a resource listed in a survey has been demolished, lost substantial integrity, or
there is a preponderance of evidence indicating that it is otherwise not eligible for listing, a lead
agency should consider the resource to be potentially eligible for the CRHR.
In addition to assessing whether historical resources potentially impacted by a proposed project
are listed or have been identified in a survey process, lead agencies have a responsibility to
evaluate them against the CRHR criteria prior to making a finding as to a proposed project’s
impacts to historical resources (Pubic Resources Code, Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5, subdivision (a) (3)). In general, an historical resource, under this approach, is
defined as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that:
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a)

Is historically or archeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political or
cultural annals of California; and

b)

Meets any of the following criteria:
1)

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

2)

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

3)

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4)

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.13

Archaeological resources can sometimes qualify as “historical resources.”14 In addition, Public
Resources Code 5024 requires consultation with the Office of Historic Preservation when a
project may impact historical resources located on State‐owned land.
For historic structures, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (b) (3), indicates that a
project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings, or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995) shall mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant.
Potential eligibility also rests upon the integrity of the resource. Integrity is defined as the
retention of the resource’s physical identity that existed during its period of significance.
Integrity is determined through considering the setting, design, workmanship, materials,
location, feeling, and association of the resource.
As noted above, CEQA also requires lead agencies to consider whether projects would impact
“unique archaeological resources.” Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, subdivision (g),
states that “‘unique archaeological resource’ means an archaeological artifact, object, or site
about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:


13
14

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 (a) (3).
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 subdivision (c) (1).
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Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type.



Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic
event or person.

Treatment options under Section 21083.2 include activities that preserve such resources in place
in an undisturbed state. Other acceptable methods of mitigation under Section 21083.2 include
excavation and curation or study in place without excavation and curation (if the study finds
that the artifacts would not meet one or more of the criteria for defining a “unique
archaeological resource”).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, subdivision (e), requires that excavation activities be stopped
whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the
remains. If the county coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted within 24 hours. At that
time, the lead agency must consult with the appropriate Native Americans, if any, as timely
identified by the NAHC. Section 15064.5 directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain
circumstances, to develop an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and
disposition of the remains.
LOCAL REGULATIONS
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures for
Historic Resources
San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 provides guidance for the CEQA review process
with regards to historic resources.
As a certified local government and the lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City and
County of San Francisco has instituted guidelines and a system for initiating CEQA review of
historic resources. The San Francisco Planning Department’s “CEQA Review Procedures for
Historical Resources” incorporates the State’s CEQA Guidelines into the City’s existing
regulatory framework.

To facilitate the review process, the Planning Department has

established the categories to determine the baseline significance of historic properties based on
their inclusion within cultural resource surveys and/or historic districts.

These categories

include Category A.1 (Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the CRHR),
Category A.2 (Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear or
may become eligible, for the CRHR), Category B (Properties requiring further consultation and
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review), Category C (Properties determined not to be historical resources or properties for
which the City has no information indicating that the property is an Historical Resource).
Piers 15/17 are classified in Category A.1 – Resources listed on or formally determined to be
eligible for the CRHR. Category A.1 resources will be evaluated as historical resources for
purposes of CEQA. Only the removal of the property’s status as listed in or determined to be
eligible for listing in the CRHR by the California Historic Resources Commission will preclude
evaluation of the property as an historical resource under CEQA. As mentioned previously,
Piers 15/17 are contributing resources to a NRHP Historic District, and are automatically
designated in the CRHR.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would result in significant adverse cultural resource impacts
if it would:


Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code; or



Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

METHODOLOGY
The impact analysis for cultural resources is based primarily on the findings and
recommendations of the HRER prepared for the Project by Page & Turnbull, the HRE Response
prepared by the City and County of San Francisco, and the Archival Review Report prepared
for the Project by Archeo‐Tec. The impact analysis and mitigation measures are informed by
the provisions and requirements of federal, state, and local laws and regulations that apply to
cultural and paleontological resources.
IMPACT EVALUATION
Historical Resources
CP‐1

The Project and Expanded Project could result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource. (Potentially Significant)
The Project Site includes five main building components: Pier 15 (inclusive of
Bulkhead Building, Transit Shed, Bulkhead Wharf and Substructure), Pier 17
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(inclusive of transit shed, north apron office building, Bulkhead Wharf and
Substructure), Connector Building between Piers 15 and 17, a paved parking area
(“Valley”), and an office shack (“Terminal Office Building”) in the Valley. Piers 15
and 17 and the Bulkhead Wharf are contributing resources to the Historic District;
and the Valley, Connector Building, and Terminal Office Building are non‐
contributing elements. For the Project, the Connector Building, the existing Terminal
Office Building and much of the Valley would be demolished; however, these have
been determined to be non‐contributing elements and their demolition would not
impact historical resources. The proposed modifications to Piers 15 and 17 and the
Bulkhead Wharf are discussed below as these are the historical resources that could
be impacted.

A partial second floor would be added within the Pier 15 shed,

improvements would be made in the interior of Pier 17, and repair and
reconstruction of the north apron are proposed to accommodate some of the
anticipated uses.
Project15
The Pier 15 Bulkhead Building: The Pier 15 Bulkhead Building would be
rehabilitated, so as to maintain the character‐defining features, including the
building’s cement plaster cladding, windows, recessed openings, massive semi‐
circular entry archway and keystone, pedestrian entrances, and concrete detailing.
The main alterations to the bulkhead building include:

15



Removal of the roll‐up metal door and corrugated metal transom (above
the roll‐up door) in the central archway of the west façade;



Removal of the existing non‐historic pedestrian entrance on the lower
half of the north façade;



Modification of two steel trusses to accommodate a new seismic joint;



Removal of the lower three rows of the multi‐light window along with
the portions of the water table, to create a new personnel door in the
center bay of the south façade, aligned to the width of this bay; and



Addition of a seismic joint through the bulkhead building at the edge of
the bulkhead wharf.

Architectural drawings for the Project are included in Appendix #6 of the Page & Turnbull, Inc.,
Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Piers 15 & 17¸ December 5, 2008. A copy of this report is on file
and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400.
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Throughout the entire bulkhead building, the exterior cement plaster would be
repaired, patched, and repainted. The existing flagpole and Pier 15 signage would
be rehabilitated. In place of the rollup metal door on the west façade, a new all‐
glazed curtain wall and pedestrian entrances would be installed in the archway.
Throughout the building, the glazing would be resealed, repaired and retained,
along with all metal‐sash elements and wood sills. The north and south façades of
the bulkhead building would be rehabilitated in a similar manner to the west façade.
On the lower half of the north façade, the lower multi‐light window and water table
would be restored in kind (see above). On the lower half of the south façade, the top
two rows of multi‐light windows would be retained and a new double‐door
pedestrian entrance of contemporary compatible design would be inserted in place.
Eight contributing trusses would be altered as part of the seismic retrofit.
The Pier 15 Transit Shed: The Pier 15 Transit Shed would also be rehabilitated, so as
to maintain the character‐defining features, including the east, north, and south
façades, concrete exterior, and door‐and‐window rhythm/placement. Other than the
new Bridge Building, the Project does not call for any new exterior additions to the
Pier 15 Transit Shed or Bulkhead Building. The Pier 15 Transit Shed would retain its
existing building height, except where the new Bridge Building meets the existing
roof and where new low profile rooftop solar panels are installed. The addition of a
bay water heat exchange system in the water below the building would minimize
the addition of any mechanical equipment on the roof areas and those systems
included on the roof would be enclosed, thereby minimizing the visual impact of
these additions. Most of the HVAC equipment would be located in the building. A
mechanical enclosure would be constructed at the juncture of the Bridge Building
and Pier 15 and would house the staircase and elevator overrun.
The concrete exterior, canopy along the north façade, clerestory windows, metal sash
windows at the upper level, and roll‐up metal doors located on the north and south
façades would be rehabilitated. The glazing of the clerestory windows would be
replaced, but the original sash elements would be retained and repaired.

Roof

monitor windows would be replaced with similar windows. Some new building
elements would include new window and door systems in some of the existing
openings behind the existing roll‐up doors, new glazed curtain systems placed into
the existing door openings, and three new openings. The cement‐plaster finish,
wood frame portion of the west façade planned for demolition is a non‐contributing
element (since it was part of the 1956 expansion), and would be replaced with a
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fully‐glazed new curtain wall system and entry; this area would function as the
primary entrance to the Exploratorium.
Interior character‐defining elements for Pier 15 include the steel‐frame structural
system, steel trusses, wood roof decking, open interior spatial character (large
volume), and the amount of daylight in the interior. The proposed partially‐glazed
walls in the transit shed would maintain the interior visual connectivity to the
bulkhead building, while still allowing for building separation. The northeast corner
of the building would be renovated to accommodate the new Bridge Building. The
interior elements would be contemporary in character with materials, including
glass and metal that would preserve some of the open interior special character and
not create a false sense of history.
Connector Building and Pier 15 Substructure: While the Connector Building itself
does not contribute to the Historic District, it is important to evaluate how the new

●

Bridge Building could impact other contributing elements.

The Project would

replace the Connector Building with a new two‐story building (the “Bridge
Building”) that extends north approximately 83 feet from the north façade of the Pier
15 Transit Shed. The height of this new Bridge Building would be lower than the
Pier 15 Transit Shed roof monitor. The width of the new Bridge Building is similar
to that of the existing Connector Building and would be set back a similar distance
from the Pier 15 east façade so as not to interfere with this façade. The Bridge
Building would be contemporary in design, characterized by a glass curtain wall
system on the west and east façades.
A total of 12 non‐contributing roof trusses would be altered, and three contributing
roof trusses would be removed in the Pier 15 Transit Shed as part of the construction
of the new Bridge Building.

The Pier 15 substructure would undergo repairs,

including reinforcement of the existing pile foundations. Both the substructure and
superstructures would be seismically upgraded to current codes, and new utilities
would be installed throughout.
As part of the seismic upgrade, new six‐foot diameter steel piles would be added
outboard of the Pier 15 building footprint. These new piles would be added to non‐
contributing portions of the exterior apron. A new structural concrete topping slab
would be poured on top of the existing concrete pier deck to tie the new steel piles
into the existing pier deck. The top of this eight‐inch slab would roughly coincide
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with the current grade level of The Embarcadero sidewalk where it abuts the Pier 15
Bulkhead Building.
Areas of deteriorated deck would be treated with concrete mortar. Approximately
half of the existing piles would be repaired as part of the Project, while others would
be left in place as candidates for future repair efforts when they begin to show
evidence of unacceptable levels of deterioration. At Pier 15, the majority of the
deterioration of the existing piles occurs below the waterline. These piles would be
repaired by removing damaged concrete and encasing with a reinforced concrete
repair collar constructed in a leave‐in‐place fiberglass form. The seismic retrofit of
the Pier 15 superstructure would include the addition of steel braced frames within
the building and plywood strengthening of the roof diaphragm.
Pier 17 Transit Shed, Exterior: The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
nomination form for Pier 17 states: “Pier 17 is the third oldest pier along the San
Francisco waterfront. In appearance, it belongs to a generation of piers and transit
sheds built before the era of the decorated bulkhead building.”16 The Project would
affect three areas of Pier 17: four bays along the west end of the north façade, the
pre‐1929 north apron office addition, and the east end of the south façade. As part of
the new Bridge Building, the eastern portion of the south façade of the Pier 17
Transit Shed currently occupied by the existing Connector Building would be
enclosed with a solid wall that is consistent with the rest of the Pier 17 Transit Shed.
In addition, the pre‐1929 office addition on the north apron and attached to the
northwest corner of the building, would be demolished to make room for an
electrical transformer.

The north apron substructure and deck would be

reconstructed. If relocated to Pier 17, Baydelta Maritime would occupy interior shed
space, which would be constructed in compliance with the Secretary’s Standards. To
accommodate Baydelta Maritime, three of the four bays along the north façade of
Pier 17 towards the west end would be infilled with new glazed storefront systems,
while the fourth bay would be infilled with a new roll‐up metal door system. The
existing wood doors on these four bays of the north façade would be preserved and
left in the open position.

16

“National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Port of San Francisco Embarcadero Historic
District,” (January 2006), p. 129.
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ANALYSIS
The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project
“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics
of an historical resource that convey its historical significance” and that justify or
account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register.
Thus, a project may cause a substantial change in an historical resource but still not
have a significant adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, so long as
the historical resource continues to convey its historical significance. As discussed
above, many non‐contributing elements will be removed in the Project while much
of the fabric of the contributing buildings/elements would be retained and
rehabilitated. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 (b)(3) states “Generally, a project
that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties

with

Guidelines

for

Preserving,

Rehabilitating,

Restoring,

and

Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings

shall be

considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical
resource.” “Much of the work proposed that affects existing historic materials is
characteristic of adaptive reuse projects within the Port’s historic piers that
accommodate new uses while meeting applicable contemporary building code,
accessibility and life safety standards.”17 The Project may seek Federal Historic
Preservation Tax Credits, which would require compliance with the Secretary’s
Standards as applied by the California Office of Historic Preservation and the
National Park Service.

The following describes the inconsistencies of certain

elements of the Project with the Secretary’s Standards as determined by the City and
County of San Francisco.18

The Port has its own Historic Preservation Review

Guidelines which are also discussed below in relation to the Project and Expanded
Project.
In 2005 the Port adopted its Historic Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and
Bulkhead Wharf Substructures (Port’s Guidelines). The proposed repair, partial
replacement, and seismic upgrade of the pier and bulkhead wharf substructures may
17

18

City and County of San Francisco, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, December 2008. A copy of
this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by appointment at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
City and County of San Francisco, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, December 2008. A copy of
this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by appointment at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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involve methods that were not known or available in 2005 when the Port’s
Guidelines were adopted. Also, the Guidelines include the consideration of the
individual circumstances and context of each project when evaluating consistency.
The Project Sponsor’s proposed scope of work would repair existing historic
materials where feasible and limit alteration or replacement to instances where
repair is infeasible.

Overall the function and visual appearance of these

substructures, when viewed from the Embarcadero or the Bay, would not be
significantly impacted. The Project Sponsor’s proposed approach to the repair and
seismic upgrade of the resources appears to be consistent in both purpose and scope
with the Port’s Guidelines.
The north apron office addition at the northwest corner of Pier 17 is considered a
character‐defining feature of the resource as a result of a consensus determination
between the Port and Page & Turnbull. The north apron office addition possesses
historic significance relative to Pier 17, and constitutes a character‐defining element
of the building even though its west façade has been highly altered. Accordingly,
removal of this feature would not comply with the Secretary’s Standards. However,
the removal of this feature would not impact the overall eligibility of Pier 17 for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and the overall historic character of
Pier 17 would not be negatively impacted by the removal of this feature. Pier 17
would still retain its original form, detailing, massing, and other character‐defining
features, as described in the Setting section of this Chapter. While the removal of
this character defining feature would impact Pier 17, it is not considered significant
when viewed in the context of the improvements included in the overall
rehabilitation program for the pier.
The proposed Bridge Building would result in the removal of three historic roof
trusses inside Pier 15 and a 2,160 sf portion of the roof deck. In addition, the
proposed Bridge Building would impact the original pier shed roof’s clean
unobstructed lines and the spatial qualities that characterize the relationship of the
pier shed and the existing non‐contributing Connector Building. The loss of historic
material is limited in scope and can be viewed as a reasonable and justified change
necessary to accommodate what is otherwise considered an appropriate new use for
the resource and therefore, is consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. However,
while great care has been given to the placement, size, scale, bulk, height and
interface of the Bridge Building to the historic shed and the use of materials, the fact
remains that this element of the Project would result in the construction of an
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addition that maintains some of the characteristics of the existing structure but is
larger and would not be experienced as subordinate to the pier shed. The proposed
Bridge Building visually competes with the historic shed and interrupts the
expression of the historic roof decking, roof monitor and unobstructed sight lines
and therefore, would result in a localized affect on the resource such that this
element of the Project is not fully consistent with Secretary’s Standard No. 9 because
of the substantial change at the east end of the resource and the setting.
The Project, as noted above, would have some inconsistencies with the Secretary’s
Standards because of localized impacts on historic materials, design, and spatial
relationships that characterize the property. However, given the limited nature of
these impacts when viewed in the context to the grand scale of the resources, the
removal of the non‐historic pier valley and Connector Building that reinforces the
historic relationship between the resource and the bay environment, it can be
concluded that the Project is substantially consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.
Further, it is also understood that from a regulatory perspective the Bridge Building
element of the Project would continue to be the subject of review and refinement by
the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), the National Park Service, the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and the Port’s Waterfront
Design Advisory Committee to achieve greater consistency with the Secretary’s
Standards. Based on the reasons discussed above, and as discussed in further detail
in the HRER, it has been concluded that the Project would result in a less‐than‐
significant impact on these historic resources.
Expanded Project
The Exploratorium may decide to expand the museum into Pier 17 sometime in the
future. Until then, the Pier would continue to be leased to various commercial, light
industrial and maritime users and possibly for restaurant or other retail use. As part
of the Expanded Project, Pier 17 would function as additional museum space for the
Exploratorium in addition to serving the existing user, Baydelta Maritime.

●

The Project Sponsor intends to treat the future rehabilitation of the interior and
exterior of Pier 17 in a similar manner to Pier 15, whereby character-defining features
would be rehabilitated. However, some architectural details, materials, and
characteristics of the Expanded Project have yet to be determined. As part of the
Expanded Project, the main alterations to Pier 17 would include:
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●



Restoration of west façade (including removal of existing plaster; restoration of
original wood siding; and reconstruction of original wood windows);



Installation of new glazed infill in openings along north and south façades except
for Baydelta lease space (all sliding warehouse doors on the north façade and
roll‐up metal door on the south façade would be preserved and kept in an open
position);



Refurbishment/preservation of the main shed doors on the west façade, which
would be held open to allow a new glass and aluminum full‐height storefront to
be inserted into the opening;



Rehabilitation of canopy on the south façade;



The southern portion of the building’s west façade that was part of the 1955 to
1956 Addition to the north façade would be cut back by two bays, in order to
emphasize the original west façade of Pier 17.



Restoration of clerestory windows on south façade (including rehabilitation of
louvers);



Installation of a new seismic joint that would separate the pier from the historic
bulkhead wharf;



Seismically strengthen the Pier 17 Transit Shed by reattaching it to the
rehabilitated substructure;



Installation of new seismic piles and pile caps on the north apron with a new
concrete deck (exact amount, size, and locations to be determined in the future);



Rehabilitation and new construction within the interior of the Pier 17 Transit
Shed (including construction of interior partitions and similar tenant
improvements as found in the Project);



Structural repairs and upgrades to the bulkhead wharf (including new asphalt
finish paving); and



Installation of photovoltaic panels on the roof.

Pier 17 is one of the earliest pier structures on the waterfront and unique in that its
shed is constructed of wood. Although Pier 17 maintains a fairly high degree of
integrity it nonetheless has experienced a number of primarily exterior alterations
that have eroded its integrity.

The rehabilitation of this resource must be

approached with equal if not greater consideration and sensitivity than that of Pier
15 in that it is a rare resource type, being the only remaining pier shed on the
waterfront constructed of wood.
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●

The above description generally outlines what would occur under the Expanded
Project; however it does not provide the level of detail necessary to determine
whether the Expanded Project is or is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.
Because additional information about the architectural details, materials, and
characteristics that comprise the future Expanded Project at Pier 17 are required to
support a determination as to their consistency with the Secretary’s Standards, these
improvements have the potential to impact Pier 17 and its character-defining
features. The project sponsor would be required to implement Mitigation Measure
M-CP-1, set forth below, in order to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 requires that final architectural design details of
the Expanded Project comply with performance criteria specific to Pier 17.
Archeological Resources
CP‐2

Construction of the Project and Expanded Project could potentially damage or disturb
unknown subsurface archaeological resources. (Potentially Significant)
The Project would involve subsurface construction that may have the potential to
damage or disturb unknown subsurface archaeological deposits beneath the piers.
No Native American or historic‐period archaeological sites have been recorded in
the Project Site; however, construction of projects within one‐eighth of a mile of the
Project Site have encountered cultural resources, therefore it is possible that
unrecorded subsurface cultural resources exist. At Pier 15, new vertical steel piles
up to 140 feet long would be installed with either a drop‐down or vibratory hammer.
The Expanded Project would require similar construction at Pier 17. The depth of
the new proposed piles may be driven into undisturbed sediments which may
contain intact archaeological deposits.

If encountered during construction,

archeological resources could be damaged or destroyed. This damage would be
considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2
provides discovery, evaluation, and treatment procedures for any encountered
archaeological resources on the Project Site by a qualified archaeologist in
consultation with the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) to reduce impacts on
archaeological resources. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2
would reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
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Cumulative Impacts
CU‐CP‐3

The Project in combination with other foreseeable development could result in potentially
significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant)
The cumulative context for the cultural and paleontological resource analysis is The
Embarcadero Historic District. While the project‐specific impact analysis necessarily
includes separate analyses for historical resources, archaeological resources, and
paleontological resources, the cumulative analysis combines these resources into a
single, non‐renewable resource base and considers the additive effect of project‐
specific impacts to significant regional impacts on cultural resources.
Because all cultural and paleontological resources are unique and non‐renewable
members of finite classes, all adverse effects or negative impacts erode a dwindling
resource base.

Federal, state, and local laws protect cultural resources in most

instances. Even so, it is not always feasible to protect cultural and paleontological
resources, particularly when preservation in place would frustrate implementation
of projects.
Over the Historic District’s lifetime, San Francisco’s waterfront has continually
adapted and evolved to meet the needs of the current day. After the removal of The
Embarcadero Freeway and the construction of The Embarcadero and Herb Caen
Way, San Francisco’s waterfront has become more of a public amenity that is
balanced against the area’s original industrial and transportation uses.

To

accommodate the change in uses to the waterfront and balance the needs of public
and private enterprises, the Port has undertaken a series of projects to allow for
additional maritime, open space, and public accessibility. In addition to the Port’s
individual projects, a series of public‐private partnerships have developed new
mixed‐use developments that include the rehabilitation of historical resources.
Relevant past projects in the Historic District include the Ferry Building
Rehabilitation (2003); Pier 1 Rehabilitation (2000); Rehabilitation of Piers 1 ½, 3, and 5
(2006); Pier 45 Processing Facilities in Sheds B and D (1995); Downtown Ferry
Terminal – Phase 1 (2003); Pier 45 Fish Processing Facilities (1995); Pier 43 Ferry Arch
restoration (2002); bicycles racks throughout the waterfront (2003); and Embarcadero
pedestrian signage and map program (currently underway).

Known projects

expected to occur in the next five years include the Pier 45 Drainage Improvements,
Pier 33 Improvements by Hornblower, Cruise Terminal at Pier 27, Agriculture
Building, Pier 22 ½ Fireboat Station, Pier 24 Annex, Seawall Lot 351 Development,
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Brannan Street Wharf, Pier 40 Phase II Improvements by the Redevelopment
Agency, and Pier 48 (with Seawall Lot 337).
This trend occurring within the Historic District is considered to be less‐than‐
significant because of the Port of San Francisco’s overall stewardship of these historic
resources and review requirements, which utilize the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. After many years, the Port of San
Francisco nominated the Embarcadero Historic District to the National Register in
2006. The usage of the Secretary’s Standards for review ensures that all potential
projects would not adversely affect the significance of the resource and the
surrounding district.

Therefore, this cumulative impact is considered less than

significant.
Conversely, archaeological resources are unique and non‐renewable members of
finite classes, and all adverse effects or negative impacts erode a dwindling resource
base.

Federal, state, and local laws protect archaeological resources in most

instances. Even so, it is not always feasible to protect these resources, particularly
when preservation in place would frustrate implementation of projects. This Draft
EIR has not identified any archeological resource that would be affected by the
Project and Expanded Project. Nevertheless, any potential effects to archeological
resources are mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐CP‐2.
Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would not substantially contribute to a
cumulative archeological resources impacts.

●

Bridge Building Variant
The proposed Variant would be substantially similar to the original Bridge Building
design proposed in the Project. Because the proposed Variant would be of a reduced
height and would include a one‐story “neck” connecting the two‐story portion of the
Bridge Building to Pier 15, this design change reduces the Project’s effect on
distinctive materials, features, spaces and the spatial relationships of Pier 15. The
proposed Variant also would reduce the Project’s effect on historic materials that
characterize the Project Site. Furthermore, the Variant would be differentiated from
Pier 15, yet compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and
proportion, and massing of the historic building. The Variant would be perceived as
a contemporary addition to an historic pier shed, and would not interrupt the
expression of the historic roof decking and roof monitor. The uses proposed for the
Variant are the same as for the original Bridge Building: there would be a café on the
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first floor in the “neck” and in the 2‐story portion; there would be exhibits and
events space on the second floor, and on the rooftop of the one‐story “neck” there
would be an observatory with outdoor exhibits and additional space for events to
spill out onto the roof. See Figures III.C‐9, and III.C‐10, pp. III.C‐26 and III.C‐27.
Unobstructed sight lines of Pier 15 would be maintained by the Variant, and the
proposed design would allow Piers 15 and 17 to be viewed from The Embarcadero
and the Bay. The setback of the east façade of the one‐story “neck” portion of the
Bridge Building would maintain the dominant visual appearance of Piers 15 and 17
on the Project Site while anchoring the east façade of Pier 15. The separation of the
Variant into a two‐part composition including a one‐story transition or “neck”
connecting to a two‐story portion of the building reinforces the distinction between
the historic and non‐historic elements of the Project and provides for a logical
transition in the massing of the whole. The Variant clearly would be a subordinate
addition to Pier 15 as a result of its reduced height (the “neck” portion being lower
than Pier 15), and as a result of the change in the use of materials from historic to
contemporary that would be provided by the proposed materials palette.
The proposed Variant would lessen the Project’s effect on historic materials by
eliminating the need to remove three historic roof trusses within Pier 15. The
Variant also would significantly reduce the amount of Pier 15 roof deck to be
removed and would limit removal to the area required for the elevator penthouse,
which overruns onto the Pier 15 Transit Shed roof. The elevator overrun would
occupy a smaller area of the roof and would be lower in height than in the Project
design. The Variant design is similar to the Project Bridge Building, consisting of a
contemporary architectural style with a glass, steel, and concrete material palette.
The Variant would not result in a false sense of historical development or
conjectural features. The existing Connector Building is a non‐contributing resource
to the Historic District and does not possess historic significance in its own right.
Therefore, the Variant would not affect changes to the property that have acquired
significance. The Variant would reduce the Project’s effects on distinctive materials,
features, finishes or construction techniques that characterize the Project Site. The
eastern portion of the north façade of the Pier 15 Transit Shed was previously altered
by the construction of the existing Connector Building in the 1950s. Removal of the
Connector Building between Piers 15 and 17 would expose a portion of the façade
which would need to be enclosed. This façade would be finished with one of the
materials that comprise the materials palette for the Project.
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The Variant would be more consistent with Secretary’s Standard No.9 than the
Project Bridge Building. In addition to meeting the other applicable Standards, the
Variant lessens an already less‐than‐significant impact to not only the contributing
historic resource, but to the spatial relationships and character‐defining features of
the Historic District. The conclusions for cultural resource impacts associated with
the Project would be substantially the same as those for the Variant. Like the Project
Bridge Building design for this addition, the proposed Variant would differentiate,
yet be compatible with, the Pier 15 historic resource.19,20
MITIGATION MEASURES
M‐CP‐1

The following mitigation measure outlines a series of design and
performance criteria relative to the Expanded Project that would reduce
potential significant impacts to the historic resource to a less‐than‐significant
level.
The Port of San Francisco (Port) would require the Expanded Project to
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the
Secretary’s Standards) whether or not tax credits are sought. In addition, if the
Project Sponsor seeks Federal Historic Preservation Tax Credits for the
Expanded Project, then the Expanded Project must comply with the
Secretary’s Standards to qualify for the tax credits. If the Expanded Project
meets the design and performance criteria set forth below, the Expanded

19

20

Page & Turnbull, Inc, Supplement to Historic Resource Evaluation Project Variant & Cultural
Resource Analysis, June 22, 2009. A copy of this document is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E
and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400.
City and County of San Francisco, Addendum to Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Project
Variant & Cultural Resource Analysis, June 18, 2009. A copy of this document is on file as part of
Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
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Project will comply with the Secretary’s Standards. Based on the preliminary
conceptual drawings the Expanded Project, subject to additional refinement,
has the potential to meet the performance criteria. The Expanded Project
shall, at a minimum, incorporate these performance criteria into the design.
The Expanded Project may also pursue alternative approaches that minimize
the potential to cause adverse changes in Pier 17’s character‐defining features
and historic character.

If there are multiple means and methods for

complying with the performance criteria, these alternatives shall be carefully
evaluated by a qualified historic preservation architect or consultant who
meets or exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards in Historic Architecture, and the alternative that provides the
greatest level of consistency with the criteria and on balance has the least
impact shall be implemented.
The Expanded Project shall preserve, rehabilitate, or restore the previously‐
defined character defining features of Pier 17, which include, at a minimum:


Building profile, roof configuration, and relationship to surrounding site;



Substructure: wood deck resting on wood piles (piles were encased in
reinforced concrete cylinders and the space between the timber and
concrete was filled with sand, or cement grout –outer piles only);



Transit shed wood‐frame construction (stud‐frame walls, wood plank
gable roof, and interior roof trusses);



Roof configuration, including roof monitor, monitor windows frames,
pattern, size, and detailing;



North façade, including v‐groove wood siding, and wood warehouse
doors;



East façade, including v‐groove wood siding, gable ends, signage, double
wood warehouse doors, and monitor end;



West façade profile (only 96 ft on north end), (excluding the 1929 office
addition which will be demolished in the Project) not including 1955‐56
Addition and central door opening (altered in 1958);



Central historic wood cargo doors on the west façade;



Open interior volume and spatial character, including pier shed, exposed
ceilings, wood roof decking, wooden trusses and structural columns;



Interior office at west end;
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Concrete pier deck;



Historic restroom facilities in Pier 17 shed (originally identified as the
Stevedore’s toilet);



Pier substructure and supporting piles;



Interior rail spur (located along center bay); and



Foghorn housing at east end of roof gable.

As stated in the Expanded Project Description, the Project Sponsor may
decide to expand the museum into Pier 17 in the future. The Project Sponsor
has developed a master plan for the Exploratorium, which preliminarily
outlines the intended uses and conceptual design. The Expanded Project
would change the use of most of Pier 17 from light industrial/maritime to
educational/museum/retail uses, although a small portion would be retained
for maritime use by Baydelta Maritime. However, the basic height and bulk
of Pier 17 under the Expanded Project shall remain the same as under current
conditions. The Project Sponsor and the historic preservation architect shall
consult with the Port staff prior to seeking Port Building Permits.

The

historic preservation architect shall prepare a written assessment of the
project scope of work for consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and secure written
authorization from the Port of San Francisco to proceed to develop the
conceptual architectural plans into the a set of design development‐level
detailed architectural plans.
Based upon the current description of the Expanded Project, the following
categories of performance criteria have been outlined, in order to sensitively
address the historic fabric:
1.

Restoration of west façade of Pier 17 (including removal of existing plaster;
restoration of original wood siding; and reconstruction of original wood
windows).
Under the Expanded Project, the west façade of Pier 17 would be restored
back to its original condition based upon physical evidence, including but
not limited to, the original architectural drawings and historic
photographs. This work would include the removal of the existing stucco
finish (installed in 1958 and considered a non‐contributing finish),
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restoration or in‐kind‐replacement of the original wood siding, and
reconstruction of the original wood‐sash windows. Currently, the
windows consist of non‐historic aluminum‐sash replacements. As part of
this work, the main doors would be refurbished and preserved in place
(further detail provided under Performance Criteria #2). These doors
would be anchored into an open position, and a new glazed storefront
system would be installed. The character‐defining features on this façade,
including the building profile and main doors, would be rehabilitated
and not affected by these proposed alterations.
Performance Criteria: For this aspect of the Expanded Project, the
restoration shall include, at a minimum, the following components,
which shall be designed and undertaken consistently with the Secretaryʹs
Standards by a qualified historic preservation architect with experience in
restoration. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Reinforce the building’s historic character by restoring elements which
were removed or extensively altered between 1955 and 1956,
including the original wood siding and woodsash windows.
b) Restore original wood‐sash windows according to the original
architectural drawings and historic photographs. These windows
should be restored to match the original profile, sash configuration,
operability and material.
c) Examine the underlayment of the stucco exterior to assess if the
original wood siding is still present; if so, this study shall assess its
condition and viability for restoration. This study shall be undertaken
by a qualified architectural conservator or materials specialist with
experience in historic building materials conservation.
d) Conduct historic research to ascertain the size, width, and material of
the original wood siding. Restore or replace in‐kind (if necessary) the
original wood siding on the west façade to reinforce the historic
character from the Historic District’s period of significance.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project restores the historic character of the west façade, and
appropriately complies with the Secretary’s Standards.
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2. Rehabilitation/preservation of the main shed doors on the west façade of Pier 17,
which would be held open to allow a new glass and aluminum full‐height
storefront to be inserted into the opening.
The main shed doors appear to date to the period of significance, and are
character‐defining features of Pier 17. The Expanded Project shall
maintain and preserve these doors in place.
Performance Criteria: The preservation and maintenance of these doors
should adhere to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving
Historic Buildings, or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings. New contemporary infill is acceptable, as is consistent with
other rehabilitation projects in the Embarcadero Historic District. The
new infill storefront shall be designed in such a way so as to ensure that
the connection to the west façade provides for minimal damage to
historic materials and that the new materials proposed are compatible
with the resource. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Preserve and maintain the shed doors in a manner consistent with
either the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving Historic
Buildings, or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, in
order to allow for reversibility in the future.
b) Design the infill window assembly to be inset from the frontal plane of
the west façade, in order to maintain the shadow of the existing
opening.
c) Have all connection details reviewed by a qualified historic
preservation architect or consultant to assess their impact on historic
features. In general, connections to historic fabric shall be minimized
to protect materials.
d) Design the character/style of the new infill to be secondary to the
overall historic character of the restored west façade and the character
of the existing shed doors. Options for achieving this condition may
include setting the new infill back from the historic door opening,
selecting an appropriate material palette compatible with the historic
fabric, or designing minimal joinery to allow for maximum visual
access to the interior. Other options may be explored by the Project
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Architect, who may consult with a qualified historic preservation
architecture or historic preservation specialist.
e) Design the new infill to clearly differentiate it from the existing
opening.
f) Preserve the door opening’s height, width, and shape. These features
should remain unaltered and the main shed doors shall not be
damaged.
g) Preserve the track and hardware of the historic doors.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately preserves the main shed doors and their
historic character.
3. Installation of new glazed infill in openings along north and south façades of Pier
17 (except for Baydelta Maritime lease space). All sliding warehouse doors on the
north façade and roll‐up metal doors on the south façade would be preserved and
kept in an open position.
The Proposed Project will infill new glazed storefronts onto four bays of
the north façade of Pier 17. As part of the Expanded Project, new glazed
storefronts may be added to the door openings along the north and south
facades. The majority of the existing historic roll‐up or sliding wood doors
shall remain in place even though some components might not date to the
period of significance. All openings shall remain in place and be
distinguished as original openings into the building. Alterations to the
width of these openings along the north and south façades respectively
are not allowed since these façades either retain a high degree of historic
integrity or are compatible with the maritime industrial character of the
resource and maintain the rhythm of solid to void that characterizes
historic transit sheds.
Performance Criteria: In general, the new glazed infill openings shall be
similar to the treatment of the openings in the Proposed Project (Phase 1).
The Expanded Project shall:
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a) Use new recessed butt‐joint glazing and door systems that would be
installed in the roll‐up door bays on the north and south façades of
Pier 17.
b) Ensure that new infill systems are sensitive to adjacent historic fabric
and require minimal anchoring into the surrounding wall systems.
c) Preserve all existing metal roll‐up doors and wood doors.
d) Maintain the width, height, and rhythm of the existing openings on
the historic north façade and non‐contributing south façade.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately preserves the north and south facades,
and their historic maritime industrial character.
4. Rehabilitation of canopy and walls on the south façade of Pier 17.
The south façade, including the walls and canopy, is not a character‐
defining feature of Pier 17, since it was constructed after the period of
significance.
Performance Criteria: The rehabilitation of the canopy shall be
undertaken so as to have a minimal effect upon historic features. The
Expanded Project shall:
a) Be designed and rehabilitated to minimize the effect upon the
character‐defining features of the building and Historic District,
including the adjacent west façade and portions of the roof.
b) Maintain the canopy’s industrial character similar to its current
appearance.
c) Be sensitive to the attachments, and their affect upon adjacent historic
fabric and the setting of the resources.
5. Rehabilitation of clerestory windows on south facade of Pier 17 (including
rehabilitation of louvers).
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The clerestory windows on the south facade are not considered to be
character‐defining features of Pier 17 since these windows were added as
part of the 1955‐56 alterations.
Performance Criteria: The rehabilitation of the clerestory windows on the
south facade shall be undertaken so as to minimize the impact upon
historic features. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Ensure that new windows will not detract from historic fabric through
materials, profile, or scale.
b) Sensitively detail attachments and anchors to avoid damage to historic
fabric. This element shall be reviewed by a qualified historic
preservation architect or preservation specialist to ensure consistency
with the Secretary’s Standards.
6. Construction of a new second floor bridge (of the same clear glass material as the
“Bridge Building”) between the new Bridge Building and the non‐historic Pier
17 shed addition (south façade) above opening to the Bay.
As part of the Expanded Project, a fully‐glazed elevated walkway or
bridge would be constructed from the second floor of the Bridge Building
to provide interior access between the Bridge Building and Pier 17. Based
on the limited information available, the choice of the glass material is
appropriate, particularly because of its connection to the proposed Bridge
Building and its contrast with Pier 17. The design also allows for visibility
at the ground‐floor level out to the bay from the new Valley. An
important aspect to consider in the future is the connection of the bridge
to the south façade of Pier 17, which is not historic.
Performance Criteria: The construction of the new bridge element shall
comply with the Secretary’s Standards, particularly Rehabilitation Standard
#9. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Design the new bridge to be consistent with the Bridge Building and
be clearly distinguished from the historic building in its form,
materials, and detailing. This final design shall be reviewed by a
qualified specialist for its compatibility with the surrounding historic
fabric and district under Rehabilitation Standard #9.
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b) Not intersect into the historic Pier 17 roof material or eaves.
c) Connect the new bridge to the south addition of Pier 17 such that
adequate separation is provided from Pier 17’s original roof form and
monitor. The new bridge shall not intersect onto historic portions of
the Pier 17 roof, and shall remain lower than the Pier 17 roof monitor.
d) Shall not remove any historic interior wood trusses.
e) Ensure that structural connections between the new structure and the
existing building shall be reviewed by a qualified historic preservation
specialist, and that installation of seismic joints shall occur in the new
portion of the building, so as to minimize the removal of historic
fabric.
7. Installation of a new seismic joint that would separate Pier 17 from the historic
bulkhead wharf.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would require seismic
strengthening of Pier 17. In this instance, a seismic joint is proposed in
order to separate the pier from the bulkhead wharf.
Performance Criteria: The Expanded Project shall be undertaken in a
manner similar to the Project. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Utilize the State Historic Building Code, where possible, and
undertake seismic strengthening in the least obtrusive manner
possible.
b) In addition, the seismic strengthening of the historic bulkhead wharf
shall be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic
Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf
Substructures and the Secretary’s Standards.
8. Installation of new seismic piles and pile caps on the north apron with a new
concrete deck (exact amount, size, and locations to be determined in the future).
Pier 17 exhibits both deterioration and seismic deficiencies. The upper
four feet of the piles exhibit cracking and spalling of concrete and
corrosion of reinforcing steel. The typical repair of this condition is
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removal of damaged concrete and reinforcing followed by encasement
with a reinforced concrete repair collar constructed with a leave‐in‐place
fiberglass form. Where the current level of pile damage is within
acceptable levels, repair will be deferred to the future.
The timber framed deck exhibits deterioration where the timber is
exposed to weather (aprons and interior locations adjacent to exterior
walls.) The typical repair is to replace damaged timber with new. The
concrete encased steel beams supporting the deck have been subject to
repairs in the past, which involved removal of damaged concrete
encasement and treatment of the exposed steel with a protective coating.
The steel framing exhibits occasional damage and the repair consists of
replacing the partially concrete encased steel beams with new concrete or
steel beams.
The timber superstructure exhibits deterioration of roof sheathing and
siding as well as occasional truss and purlin damage. The typical repair is
to replace damaged timber with new. Some truss repairs consist of steel
plates and bolts.
The essential seismic deficiency of the substructure is that the existing
lateral system (piles) is too flexible and the pier will undergo excessive
lateral deflections under seismic loading. The retrofit strategy is to add
stiffness in the form of groups of six feet diameter steel piles with concrete
pile caps below the deck. Diaphragm strengthening is also required to
transfer the loads from the deck to the piles.
The essential seismic deficiency of the superstructure is insufficient
strength of the roof diaphragm, the truss frames, and the wood framed
shear walls. The retrofit strategy is to add steel braced frames and to
strengthen the roof diaphragm with plywood over timber sleepers.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would add new seismic piles
and pile caps on the north apron of Pier 17, along with a new concrete
deck.
Performance Criteria: The Expanded Project shall be undertaken in a
manner similar to the Project. The Expanded Project shall:
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a) Be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic Preservation
Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures and
the Secretary’s Standards. This element shall be reviewed in an
Amended Historic Resource Evaluation Report to be completed in
consultation with the Port of San Francisco’s structural engineering
staff in the future.
b) Ensure that any new concrete deck is at an appropriate finish
elevation that will not negatively affect the historic two‐story volume
of the Pier shed interior.
c) Utilize the State Historic Building Code, where possible, and
undertake seismic strengthening in the least obtrusive manner
feasible.
d) Ensure that existing column bases remain in place or be reconstructed
as necessary, if strengthening of the existing column to deck
connections is required.
9. Rehabilitation and new construction within the interior of the Pier 17 Transit
Shed (including construction of interior partitions and tenant improvements
similar to those in the Project).
According to the current master plan for Pier 17, the Expanded Project
would alter the interior spatial character of the Transit Shed by
constructing new interior partition walls and a new mezzanine level at the
east end of the building. The existing interior office partitions would be
demolished, except for the historic office located at the west end. The
interior would accommodate an exhibit fabrication workshop, a new
restaurant, temporary exhibit space, a larger exhibit hall, classrooms, a
greenhouse, and office space. A maritime tenant would continue to
occupy a portion of Pier 17 as part of the Expanded Project.
Performance Criteria: The Project Sponsor shall carefully consider the
open interior spatial quality, amount of daylight, and exposed structural
system of the Pier 17 Transit Shed, which are all character‐defining
features of the Pier 17 interior. The Expanded Project shall:
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a) Retain the primary character‐defining features of the interior, which
include the open interior volume and spatial character, as well as view
corridor in the central bay, the amount of daylight, the exposed
ceiling, and the interior wood trusses.
b) The Expanded Project shall seek to emphasize the building’s wood‐
frame construction and former character of the resource by
maintaining continuous open view corridors from the west to east
facades through the pier shed. By minimizing the physical subdivision
of the space, and where subdivision is necessary utilizing glazed
and/or transparent partitions, especially in the second story, the
Expanded Project would maintain the historic interior volume and
spatial character.
c) Retain interior office spaces that date to the period of significance.
These office spaces shall be preserved or rehabilitated as part of the
Expanded Project.
d) Retain exposed open structural system ceilings in order to highlight
wood roof trusses and interior wood roof decking.
e) Install new electrical conduit and infrastructure upgrades. New
electrical conduit and infrastructure upgrades shall be installed in a
manner that does not damage interior wood trusses or columns.
f) New partition walls shall be detached from the structural columns so
as to maintain the visual rhythm of the structural bays.
10. Structural repairs and upgrades to the bulk wharf (including new paving). This
feature would represent a new front door to the expanded museum.
Similar to the Project, the Expanded Project would include structural
repair and upgrades to the bulkhead wharf, and would include new
asphalt or concrete topping over this historic feature.
Performance Criteria: New asphalt or concrete paving over the bulkhead
wharf would not affect the historic feature because both materials were
common surface finish materials characteristic of the Historic District’s
period of significance. However, the Expanded Project shall:
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a) Be undertaken in a manner similar to the Proposed Project, and shall
be consistent with the Port of San Francisco’s Historic Preservation
Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures and
the Secretary’s Standards.
b) Sensitively detail the connection between the new paving and the
existing wood walls of Pier 17 in order to minimize the impact on
historic fabric and potential for water intrusion. This detail shall be
reviewed by a qualified historic preservation specialist.
c) Ensure that doors shall not be undercut, but rather lifted or pocketed
in the paving at the door location.
11. Installation of photovoltaic panels and mechanical or electrical equipment on the
Pier 17 roof.
As mentioned in the Proposed Project description, installation of
photovoltaic panels on the roof of Pier 15 will alter the historic character
of the roof. Similarly, installation of photovoltaic panels on the Pier 17
roof, which is defined by a fairly simple, matte roofing material, would
alter the historic character of that roof. The photovoltaic panels would
add a reflective quality to the roof.
Performance Criteria: For the Expanded Project, the photovoltaic panels
shall be detailed in a manner similar to the panels on the Pier 15 roof in
order to minimize impacts to the historic resource. Where possible,
rooftop mechanical equipment shall be located within the interior of the
building and any vents, grills, etc. for the mechanical equipment shall be
located within existing openings or other locations such that visual and
structural impacts are minimized. Where this is not possible and
equipment must be placed in an exposed location on the roof, locations
for the equipment shall be carefully studied using three‐dimensional
renderings, and compact low‐profile HVAC units shall be utilized and
located in areas that minimize visual and structural impacts to the
building. The Expanded Project shall:
a) Keep HVAC equipment off of the Pier 17 roof, and organize it in one
central location within the Transit Shed.
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b) Minimize the number of penetrations through the historic roof fabric.
c) Provide for continuous and consolidated surfaces of photovoltaic
panels. The panels shall not be sporadically placed on the roof.
d) Minimize the visibility of the photovoltaic panels from the public right‐
of‐ways by keeping them in the same plane as the roof surface, where
possible and selecting the least reflective panel possible.
The implementation of these performance criteria will ensure that the
Expanded Project appropriately maintains the roof’s historic character.
Overall Performance Criteria: In general, the Expanded Project shall be
designed to be consistent with the Proposed Project and use similar strategies
to treat historic fabric and maintain overall compatibility with the historic
resource and its setting within the Historic District. The Expanded Project
shall seek to rehabilitate the resource in a manner consistent with the
Secretary’s

Standards.

If

the

Expanded

Project

complies

with

the

aforementioned performance criteria, the Expanded Project will have a less‐
than‐significant impact upon the historic resource, its setting and the Historic
District.
The Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall be
responsible for monitoring the Project Sponsorʹs compliance with this
Mitigation Measure. Because the Port is the property owner and the city
agency with jurisdiction to issue building permits for construction on the
waterfront, the ERO shall consult with the Port prior to making a
determination that the Expanded Project has complied with this mitigation
measure. The Project Sponsor shall initiate consultation with the Port prior to
making application for a building permit to execute the Expanded Project
scope of work, which is the subject of this Mitigation Measure. As part of the
building permit preapplication consultation with the Port, the Project
Sponsor shall submit an Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report for
Port review. The Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report shall be
prepared by a qualified historic preservation professional and shall analyze
the consistency of the proposed scope of work for the Expanded Project with
this Mitigation Measure and the Secretaryʹs Standards. The Port shall forward
the final Amended Historic Resources Evaluation Report for the Expanded
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Project, along with Port’s findings regarding the Expanded Project’s
compliance with this mitigation measure to the ERO for a final
determination. ERO concurrence that the mitigation measure has been
satisfied is a pre‐requisite to the Portʹs issuance of the building permit.
M‐CP‐2

Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological resources may be
present within the Project Site, the following Mitigation Measures shall be
undertaken to avoid any potentially‐significant adverse effect from the
Project and Expanded Project on buried or submerged historical resources.
The Project Sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project
subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile
driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities
within the Project Site.

Prior to any soils disturbing activities being

undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT”
sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field
crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc.

The Project Sponsor shall

provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit
from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities
firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of
the Alert Sheet.
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during
any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or
Project Sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately
suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until
the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within
the Project Site, the Project Sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified
archeological consultant. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO
as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient
integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an
archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify
and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall
make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.D‐48

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
D. Cultural Resources

this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional
measures to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an
archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If
an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is
required, it shall be consistent with the Major Environmental Analysis (MEA)
division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the
Project Sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging
actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance
of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological
and

historical

research

methods

employed

in

the

archeological

monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put
at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable
insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as
follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center
(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis
division of the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR
along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report
content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

●

IMPROVEMENT MEASURE
I‐CP‐3

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the Project Sponsor shall prepare
archival quality photographic documentation of the pre‐1929 Office Addition
at Pier 17. The documentation shall include the following elements and
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create an archival record of the historic feature generally consistent with the
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) program:


Archival quality black and white photographs;



An architectural description of the feature; and



Preparation of measured drawings to document the existing condition of
the feature.

The archival record shall be prepared by a qualified architectural historian in
consultation with the Port of San Francisco and the historic preservation staff
of the San Francisco Planning Department and shall be distributed to:


San Francisco Planning Department;



Port of San Francisco; and



San Francisco Main Public Library
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E.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

This chapter summarizes the information presented in the Exploratorium Relocation Project
Transportation Report prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates and Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan,
Inc. under the direction of the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.1

REGIONAL SETTING
REGIONAL ACCESS
This section provides a discussion of the existing regional roadway network in the Project
vicinity, including the location of the nearest regional access points.
Interstate 80 (I‐80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) are the two primary facilities that provide
regional access to the Project Site. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay,
and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as
U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I‐80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay
and points further east via the San Francisco‐Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I‐80 merge
south of the Project Site on an elevated structure. The closest ramps providing access to and
from the Project Site are the on‐ramps at the intersections of Fourth Street/Harrison Street, First
Street/Harrison Street, Essex Street/Harrison Street and Sterling Street/Bryant Street (HOV‐only
between 3:30 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.) and the off‐ramps at the intersections of Fremont Street/
Harrison Street and Fourth Street/Bryant Street. Interstate 280 (I‐280) provides regional access
to southern San Francisco, the Peninsula, and South Bay. I‐280 has an interchange with U.S. 101
south of downtown San Francisco (south of the Project Site). The closest ramps providing
access to and from the Project Site are the on‐ and off‐ramps located at the intersections of Fifth
Street/King Street and Sixth Street/Brannan Street.
LOCAL ACCESS
This section provides a discussion of the existing local roadway system in the Project vicinity,
including the roadway designation, number of travel lanes, and traffic flow directions.
The Embarcadero is a two‐way north‐south roadway that runs between King Street (in the
South Beach area near AT&T Park) and Taylor Street (near Fishermanʹs Wharf).
1

The

Wilbur Smith Associates and Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan, Exploratorium Relocation Project
Transportation Report, January 2009. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and
available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400.
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Embarcadero was redeveloped into a grand city boulevard in the mid‐1990s following the
demolition of the Embarcadero Freeway in 1992. In general, it has two or three travel lanes in
each direction, with a wide center median for the F‐Market & Wharves and T‐Third streetcar
lines. The Embarcadero features pedestrian amenities including wide sidewalks, public art,
viewing decks, active street and sidewalk activities, open plazas, and the F‐Market & Wharves
historic streetcar line running down the center. Left turns are permitted in the northbound
direction with separate left‐turn channelization and signal phasing at Washington Street,
Broadway, Green Street, Chestnut Street, Bay Street, and North Point Street. In the southbound
direction, no left turns are permitted into the historic and grand pier buildings fronting the
Embarcadero, although left‐turn pockets are provided for drivers wishing to make u‐turns or
access public parking facilities.2 No left turns are permitted out of mid‐block pier driveways
onto The Embarcadero going southbound; exits from those driveways are restricted to right‐
turns only.
In the immediate Project vicinity, The Embarcadero has two northbound and southbound lanes.
Class II bicycle lanes are located on both sides of The Embarcadero.3 Between Washington
Street and Broadway, metered parking is generally permitted on both sides of the street within
designated bays.
The sidewalks are approximately 25 feet wide on the land side of the Project. The San Francisco
General Plan identifies The Embarcadero as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management
Program (CMP) Network, a Metropolitan Transportation System Street, a Transit Preferential
Street (Transit Important), a Neighborhood Pedestrian Street, and a Citywide Bicycle Route (#5).
In addition, The Embarcadero is designated as part of the Bay, Ridge, and Coast Trail, which is
a recreational pedestrian/bicycle path connecting destinations and cities around the San
Francisco Bay. In 1996, the City of San Francisco gave the name Herb Caen Way to the 25‐foot
wide pedestrian promenade that runs approximately 3.2 miles along the waterfront next to The
Embarcadero from South Beach to Fisherman’s Wharf. Herb Caen Way is part of the Bay Trail,
which runs along the San Francisco Waterfront.
Other north‐south roadways in the Project vicinity include Front Street, Battery Street, and
Sansome Street. Front Street is a two‐way roadway that runs between Union Street and Jackson
Street and a one‐way northbound‐only roadway between Clay Street and Market Street.
Battery Street is a one‐way (southbound) roadway that connects The Embarcadero and Market

2

3

The Embarcadero/Green Street intersection is the only location in the Project vicinity where
southbound left turns can be made into a public parking facility (the Valley between Piers 15/17).
A Class II bicycle facility is one that has an on‐street, striped bicycle lane.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.E‐2

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
E. Transportation and Circulation

Street and provides direct access to the San Francisco‐Oakland Bay Bridge via the First
Street/Harrison Street on‐ramp. Sansome Street is a one‐way (northbound) roadway between
The Embarcadero at Chestnut Street and Washington Street.

South of Washington Street,

Sansome Street operates two‐way with certain restrictions to Market Street. All streets noted
above generally provide on‐street parking and sidewalks on both sides of the street and, on
Front Street, Class II bicycle lanes are provided between Jackson and Green Streets.
Green Street is a two‐way east‐west roadway that is discontinuous between The Embarcadero
and Lyon Street (near the Presidio).

In the Project vicinity, Green Street connects The

Embarcadero and Sansome Street and provides direct access to the Project Site. Green Street
has one travel lane each way with metered parking on either side of the street and a 10‐foot
wide sidewalk on both sides of the street.
Other east‐west roadways in the Project vicinity include Bay Street, Chestnut Street, Lombard
Street, Vallejo Street, Broadway, Washington Street, and Harrison Street. Bay Street is a two‐
way roadway that runs between The Embarcadero and Fillmore Street. Chestnut Street is a
two‐way roadway, with the exception of the one‐block one‐way westbound segment between
The Embarcadero and Montgomery Street, that runs discontinuous (due to grade) between The
Embarcadero and Lyon Street (near the Presidio). Lombard Street is a two‐way roadway, with
the exception of the two‐block one‐way eastbound segment between The Embarcadero and
Montgomery Street, that runs discontinuous (due to grade) between The Embarcadero and
Lincoln Boulevard (near the Presidio).

Vallejo Street is a two‐way roadway that runs

discontinuous between Davis Street and Lyon Street (near the Presidio). Broadway is a two‐
way roadway that runs between The Embarcadero and Lyon Street (near the Presidio).
Washington Street runs between The Embarcadero and Arguello Street and is a two‐way street
for the one‐block segment between The Embarcadero and Drumm Street and a one‐way
(westbound) street between Drumm Street and Powell Street. Harrison Street is a two‐way
roadway that runs between The Embarcadero and Precita Avenue (Bernal Heights). All streets
noted above generally provide on‐street parking and sidewalks on both sides of the street.
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CONDITIONS
Existing operational conditions were evaluated for 13 study intersections including nine
signalized intersections, two two‐way stop‐controlled intersections and two all‐way stop‐
controlled intersections. The locations of these intersections relative to the Project Site are
shown in Figure III.E‐1, p. III.E‐4. The operating characteristics of signalized and unsignalized
intersections are described by the concept of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative
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FIGURE III.E-1: PROJECT STUDY INTERSECTIONS AND PARKING STUDY AREA
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description of the performance of an intersection based on the average delay per vehicle.
Intersection levels of service ranges from LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent
conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested or overloaded conditions
with extremely long delays. LOS A through LOS D is considered excellent to satisfactory
service levels, LOS E is undesirable, and LOS F conditions are representative of gridlock. In San
Francisco, intersection LOS E and LOS F are considered unacceptable.
Both signalized and unsignalized intersections were evaluated using the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) operations methodology.

For signalized intersections, this methodology

determines the capacity of each lane group approaching the intersection. The LOS is then based
on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A
combined weighted average delay and LOS are then calculated for the intersection. For
unsignalized intersections, the average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by
approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left‐turn), for those movements
that are subject to delay.
Existing intersection operating conditions were evaluated for the peak hour of the weekday PM
peak commute period (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) and Saturday midday peak period (12:00 p.m. to
2:00 p.m.). Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on
four midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) in late May/mid‐June 2007, and on
three Saturdays in June 2007.
Table III.E‐1 and Table III.E‐2, p. III.E‐6, present the results of the intersection LOS analysis for
the existing weekday PM peak hour conditions and the weekend midday peak hour conditions,
respectively. During both time periods, all existing study intersections operate at an acceptable
LOS (LOS D or better), with average delays per vehicle of 40 seconds or less.
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TABLE III.E-1
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING CONDITIONS –WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
Intersection

Traffic Control
Device

Delay (a)

LOS

The Embarcadero/Bay Street
The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/Chestnut Street
The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/Battery Street
The Embarcadero/Green Street
The Embarcadero/Broadway
The Embarcadero/Washington Street
The Embarcadero/Harrison Street
Sansome Street/Green Street(b)
Sansome Street/Broadway
Battery Street/Green Street(b)
Battery Street/Broadway
Front Street/Green Street(b)
Front Street/Vallejo Street(b)

Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Two‐way Stop
Traffic Signal
Two‐way Stop
Traffic Signal
All‐way Stop
All‐way Stop

15.9
25.3
31.1
40.1
39.2
39.8
14.7
12.2(EB)
18.3
17.4(WB)
18.8
8.0(NB, SB, WB)
8.1(NB, SB)

B
C
C
D
D
D
B
B
B
C
B
A
A

#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

___________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, October 2007.
Notes:
a.
Average intersection delay presented in seconds per vehicle.
b. Presents the worst approach LOS for an unsignalized intersection.

TABLE III.E-2
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING CONDITIONS –WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
Intersection

Traffic Control
Device

Delay (a)

LOS

The Embarcadero/Bay Street
The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/Chestnut Street
The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/Battery Street
The Embarcadero/Green Street
The Embarcadero/Broadway
The Embarcadero/Washington Street
The Embarcadero/Harrison Street
Sansome Street/Green Street(b)
Sansome Street/Broadway
Battery Street/Green Street(b)
Battery Street/Broadway
Front Street/Green Street(b)
Front Street/Vallejo Street(b)

Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Traffic Signal
Two‐way Stop
Traffic Signal
Two‐way Stop
Traffic Signal
All‐way Stop
All‐way Stop

12.1
17.9
21.5
39.9
22.3
23.5
10.3
10.4(EB)
14.4
10.7(WB)
14.5
7.2(WB)
7.3(NB)

B
B
C
D
C
C
B
B
B
B
B
A
A

#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

___________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, October 2007.
Notes:
a. Average intersection delay presented in seconds per vehicle.
b. Presents the worst approach LOS for an unsignalized intersection.
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TRANSIT CONDITIONS
The Project Site is well served by public transit, with both local and regional service provided in
the nearby vicinity. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) provides local transit service.
Service

to

and

from

the

East

Bay

is

provided

by

Bay

Area

Rapid

Transit

(BART), Alameda County Transit (AC Transit) and ferries; service to and from the South
Bay/Peninsula is provided by BART, SamTrans, and Caltrain; service to and from to the North
Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries.
The Project Site is located approximately one‐half mile to the north of the Ferry Building,
approximately one‐half mile from the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART Station, and
adjacent to the Green and The Embarcadero F‐Market & Wharves line, which are major transit
connection locations. Figure III.E‐2, p. III.E‐8 presents the transit service and stop locations in
the Project vicinity.
San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni)
Muni provides transit service within the City and County of San Francisco. Muni operates
several types of service including bus, light rail (Metro), cable car and electric streetcar. Muni
provides direct connections with all other transit operators that serve San Francisco, and major
transfer centers are located at the Ferry Building, Transbay Terminal, Pier 41, NorthPoint,
Golden Gate Bridge Plaza, Market Street, BART stations, and the Caltrain Terminal at
Fourth/Townsend. Muni operates five lines in the Project vicinity, including the 10‐Townsend,
the 12‐Folsom, the 30X‐Stockton Express, the 82X‐Presidio and Wharves Express bus lines and
the F‐Market & Wharves historic streetcar line. Table III.E‐3 and Table III.E‐4, p. III.E‐9, show
service frequencies and nearest stop locations for these Muni lines during the weekday and
weekend (Saturday). Additional Muni service is provided in the area, including the Muni
Metro subway beneath Market Street and the bus turnaround on Steuart Street between Market
and Mission Streets.
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TABLE.III-E-3
WEEKDAY - NEARBY MUNI SERVICE
Service Frequency (minutes)
Morning
(7 a.m. –
9 a.m.)

Midday
(9 a.m. –
4 p.m.)

Evening
(4 p.m. –
6 p.m.)

Motor
coach

15

15

15

Vallejo St./Sansome St. (Inbound)
Broadway/Battery St. (Outbound)

12‐Folsom

Motor
coach

10

20

10

Broadway/Davis St. (Inbound)
Broadway/The Embarcadero (Outbound)

30X‐Stockton Express

Motor
coach

9

9

9

Vallejo St./Sansome St.(Inbound)

82X‐Presidio and
Wharves Express

Motor
coach

(a)

(b)

(c)

Vallejo St./Sansome St. (Inbound)
Broadway/Battery St. (Outbound)

F‐Market & Wharves

Streetcar

6

8

6

The Embarcadero/Broadway(d)
The Embarcadero/Green St.(d)
The Embarcadero/Pier 23(d)

Route Name and
Number

Vehicle
Type

10‐Townsend

Nearest Stop Location

_________________________
Source: SF Muni, Wilbur Smith Associates, July 2007.
Notes:
a. Service schedule to meet Caltrain (operates inbound: 6:04 a.m. – 8:45 a.m.).
b. No service provided.
c. Service schedule to meet Caltrain (operates outbound: 4:12 p.m. – 6:34 p.m.).
d. Includes inbound and outbound service.

TABLE III.E-4
WEEKEND (SATURDAY) - NEARBY MUNI SERVICE
Service Frequency (minutes)
Morning
(7 a.m. –
10 a.m.)

Midday
(10 a.m. –
6 p.m.)

Evening
(6 p.m. –
12 a.m.)

Motor
coach

(a)

(a)

(a)

Vallejo St./Sansome St. (Inbound)
Broadway/Battery St. (Outbound)

12‐Folsom

Motor
coach

20

20

30

Broadway/Davis St. (Inbound)
Broadway/The Embarcadero (Outbound)

30X‐Stockton Express

Motor
coach

10

6

12

Vallejo St./Sansome St.(Inbound)

82X‐Presidio and
Wharves Express

Motor
coach

(b)

(a)

(c)

Vallejo St./Sansome St. (Inbound)
Broadway/Battery St. (Outbound)

F‐Market & Wharves

Streetcar

10

8

15

The Embarcadero/Broadway(d)
The Embarcadero/Green St.(d)
The Embarcadero/Pier 23(d)

Route Name and
Number

Vehicle
Type

10‐Townsend

Nearest Stop Location

__________________________
Source: SF Muni, Wilbur Smith Associates, July 2007.
Notes:
a. No service provided on weekends.
b. Service schedule to meet Caltrain (operates inbound: 6:04 a.m. – 8:45 a.m.).
c.
Service schedule to meet Caltrain (operates outbound: 4:12 p.m. – 6:34 p.m.).
d. Includes inbound and outbound service.
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In the Project vicinity, the inbound 10‐Townsend bus line has stops along Sansome Street on the
northeast corner at Vallejo Street and mid‐block on the east side between Broadway and Pacific
Avenue. The outbound 10‐Townsend line has stops along Battery Street on the southwest
corner at Broadway and mid‐block on the west side between Pacific Avenue and Jackson Street.
The 12‐Folsom line has stops along The Embarcadero, including three inbound (the
intersections of Broadway and Davis Street, Broadway and Battery Street, and Sansome Street
and Pacific Avenue) and three outbound stops (the intersections of Broadway and Sansome
Street, Broadway and Battery Street, and Broadway and The Embarcadero). These stops are
pole stops, indicating that the bus stops in the travel lane/bicycle lane along The Embarcadero.
The 30X‐Stockton Express only provides inbound service during the weekday AM peak period
with two stops near the Project Site (mid‐block on Sansome Street between Pacific Avenue and
Broadway and on the northeast corner of Vallejo Street and Sansome Street). The 82X‐Presidio
and Wharves Express line shares the same stops as the 10‐Townsend line traveling inbound on
Sansome Street and outbound along Battery Street.
Muni Metro operates six streetcar lines that provide citywide service using light‐rail vehicles.
The closest station location to the Project Site is the Embarcadero Station, which is located
approximately one‐half mile from Piers 15/17. All six streetcar lines can be accessed from the
Embarcadero Station: Line J (Church), providing service between the Embarcadero Station and
Balboa Park, Line K (Ingleside), providing service between the Folsom Street Station and Balboa
Park, Line L (Taraval), providing service between the Embarcadero Station and the San
Francisco Zoo, Line M (Ocean View), providing service between the Embarcadero Station and
Balboa Park, Line N (Judah), providing service between the Caltrain Station and Ocean Beach,
and Line T (Third St), providing service between the Sunnydale Station and the Castro Station.
Muni Metro generally operates from 5:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m., seven days a week, with headways
ranging from 10 to 20 minutes.
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)
BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point,
Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County
and San Francisco.

In June 22, 2003, BART extended its service to the San Francisco

International Airport and to Millbrae.
underground below Market Street.

Within downtown San Francisco, BART operates

During the weekday PM peak period, headways are

generally 5 to 15 minutes for each line. The nearest BART station to the Project Site is the
Embarcadero Station, located approximately one‐half mile southwest of the Project Site.
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Average weekday ridership to and from San Francisco County is approximately 155,000
passengers.4
Peninsula Rail Corridor (Caltrain)
Caltrain provides rail passenger service on the Peninsula between San Jose and San Francisco.
The Caltrain San Francisco terminal is located at 4th and King Streets, in the South of Market
area (about two miles south of the Project Site). Caltrain currently operates 49 trains each
weekday in both directions, with 11 trains in each direction operating as express “Baby Bullets”
between San Jose and San Francisco. Three of the 49 weekday trains offer extended service
to/from Gilroy in each direction. On Sundays and holidays, “Baby Bullets” are not offered and
the number of daily trains is reduced to 14 in each direction. On Saturdays, two additional runs
are offered in each direction, bringing the total number of daily trains to 16 in each direction.
Caltrain headways during the evening peak period are, on average, 12 minutes. During the
weekend, headways are one hour. The average weekday ridership is approximately 37,000
passengers, while Saturday and Sunday ridership is approximately 11,000 and 8,500,
respectively.5
San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans)
SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco. It operates 10
bus lines that serve San Francisco, including 7 express routes. In general, SamTrans service to
downtown San Francisco operates along Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal located on
Mission Street between First and Fremont Streets, less than a mile south of the Project Site. The
total average weekday ridership for SamTrans is over 47,000 passengers per day.6
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD)
The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District operates Golden Gate Transit
(GGT) bus service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco.
GGT operates 20 commuter bus routes, operating at regular intervals of 15 to 90 minutes
depending on the city of origin, and the time and day of the week. Commute and ferry feeder
bus routes operate at more frequent intervals in the weekday mornings and evenings. These
buses operate on the Battery Street (inbound to San Francisco) and Sansome Street (outbound
from San Francisco) corridor serving the Financial District. Bus stops are located at Sansome
4

5
6

BART, Fiscal Year Average Weekday Exits‐ FY07, Available at: http://www.bart.gov/about/reports/
index.aspx.
Caltrain, 2008 Annual Passenger Counts, Available at: http://www.caltrain.com/ridership_info.html.
SamTrans, Facts and Figures, April 2007.
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Street/Vallejo Street (outbound) and Battery Street/Vallejo Street (inbound). These bus routes
also operate on North Point, Beach, and Lombard Streets.
The GGBHTD also operates Golden Gate Ferry, which offers ferry service between the North
Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening commute periods, ferries are operated
between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco.

The San

Francisco terminal is located at the Ferry Building, about one‐half mile south of the Project Site.
Overall, the average weekday patronage on GGT routes to/from San Francisco is approximately
8,000. Golden Gate Ferry has an average weekday ridership of approximately 6,590 passengers
per day traveling to and from San Francisco.7
Other Ferry Services
The Blue and Gold Fleet operates ferry service daily to and from Pier 41 and Sausalito, Angel
Island and Tiburon. Ferries also operate out of Pier 41 to Vallejo, Alameda, and Oakland. Pier
41 is located approximately 0.9 miles from the Project Site. The Blue and Gold Fleet also
operates ferries to and from Alameda and Oakland and Harbor Bay Isle from the Ferry Building
Terminal, located approximately one‐half mile to the south of the Project Site. Baylink Ferries
operates to and from Vallejo from the Ferry Building Terminal. Hornblower Cruises operates
sightseeing cruises to Alcatraz Island from Pier 33, located approximately one‐half mile to the
north of the Project Site.
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit)
AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra
Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 31 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of
which terminate at the Transbay Terminal, located on Mission Street between First and Fremont
Streets, less than one mile south of the Project Site. Most transbay service is peak‐hour and
peak‐direction (to San Francisco during the AM peak period and from San Francisco during the
PM peak period), with headways of 15 to 30 minutes. However, several transbay routes operate
at reduced headways (30 to 60 minutes) during off‐peak weekdays and on weekends. AC
Transit has an average daily transbay ridership of approximately 11,300 passengers.8

7
8

GGBHTD – YR 2007 data for Golden Gate Transit and Golden Gate Ferry.
Transbay Bus Passenger Counts, October and November 2006.
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Capitol Corridor Amtrak Motorcoach
The Capitol Corridor Amtrak Motorcoach Connection provides access to and from locations in
San Francisco and the Amtrak station located in Emeryville, California. There are two Amtrak
bus stations near the Project Site along The Embarcadero, one at Pier 39 and one at the
Agriculture Building located on The Embarcadero at Mission Street. The Pier 39 bus stop is
approximately 0.75 miles from the Project Site and the Agriculture Building bus stop is
approximately one‐half mile from the Project Site. During the weekday, buses operate every 30
to 45 minutes during the morning and evening peak hours and every hour to 1.5 hours during
the off‐peak hours.

During the weekend, the buses operate every 1.5 hours to 2 hours

throughout the entire day.
Bus loading and unloading operations at the Pier 39 location include a curb indent, or shoulder
pocket permitted only for buses and taxis. Passengers board and alight along the curb, located
directly in front of Pier 39. Bus loading and unloading operations at the Agriculture Building
include curbside boarding and alighting along The Embarcadero.

Buses operating in the

northbound direction load and unload passengers directly in front of the Agriculture Building;
whereas buses operating in the southbound direction load and unload passengers along The
Embarcadero curbside on the southbound travel lanes.
Transit Effectiveness Project
The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is a comprehensive review of Muni operations, to
increase the effectiveness of the Cityʹs public transit system with the aim of transforming it into
a more efficient public transit system. The TEP includes numerous proposals for service and
street network changes that address issues related to reliability, travel times and service areas.
In August 2008, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) presented a
refined set of TEP proposals known as Staff Recommendations developed based on feedback
provided by SFMTA employees and members of the public collected over the past few months.
The TEP proposals were submitted to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2008 for
approval. Reliability improvements, delay reduction efforts, and related pilot projects will
continue in the months ahead, while route and line changes could be implemented as early as
July 2009, depending on the required environmental assessment.
The following changes are proposed for lines in the Project vicinity:


A new bus line would circulate around downtown (11‐Downtown Connector), replacing
the 20‐Columbus and the 12‐Folsom and also connecting North Beach with the
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Montgomery BART/Muni Station along a route similar to the discontinued 15‐Third bus
line.


The 10‐Townsend and 12‐Folsom would be combined into a new line (10‐Townsend)
that would not operate on The Embarcadero.



A new E‐Embarcadero streetcar line would be implemented between the Caltrain Depot
at Fourth and King Streets and Fisherman’s Wharf, replacing the 12‐Folsom in the study
area.



Service on the F‐Market & Wharves streetcar line would be shifted from the AM peak to
midday and PM peak to reduce crowding during the busiest times of day.

PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS
Variations in sidewalk width in the Project vicinity occur in the area due to curb indents that
serve parking and loading functions. In front of Piers 15/17, the public promenade (Herb Caen
Way, part of the Bay Trail) is approximately 33 feet wide to the north in front of Pier 17 and
approximately 25 feet wide to the south in front of Pier 15. In front of Pier 15 at the parking
indent, there are five raised portions of the five‐foot wide lighted Art Ribbon that rise
intermittently along Herb Caen Way.
On the west side of The Embarcadero opposite the Project Site, the width of the sidewalk is
approximately 12 feet opposite Pier 17 and approximately 14 feet opposite Pier 15. Green Street
and Broadway have 10‐foot wide sidewalks on both sides of the streets connecting to The
Embarcadero.
An assessment of pedestrian conditions at the Project Site was performed for the weekday PM
peak hour and weekend midday peak hour at five locations:

1) three crosswalks at the

intersection of The Embarcadero/Green Street; 2) three crosswalks at the intersection of The
Embarcadero/Broadway; 3) midblock crossing at The Embarcadero in front of Pier 23; 4) Herb
Caen Way in front of the Project Site at Pier 17; and 5) Herb Caen Way in front of the Project Site
at Pier 15. The existing crosswalks are 20 feet in width with the exception of the crosswalk of
Broadway at The Embarcadero, which is 22 feet wide.
All study crosswalks currently operate at acceptable conditions (LOS A or B) for the weekday
PM peak hour and weekend midday peak hour conditions. Note that the pedestrian analysis
represents typical summer conditions but does not take into account occasional pedestrian
activity associated with the debarking or boarding of the Hornblower Bay Cruise (Pier 3) or
international cruise ships at Pier 35. Cruise ships also use Pier 27 on an occasional basis, and
plans are underway to create an improved cruise terminal at Pier 27 that would result in
increased pedestrian activity in the area.
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●

It should be noted that the City is currently considering a project that would make physical
changes to the intersection of The Embarcadero/Green Street and the immediate vicinity of the
Project Site, which would affect the pedestrian environment.

These changes include:

a)

flattening of the raised portions of the Art Ribbon in five locations in front of Piers 15/17; b)
straightening the north crosswalk at The Embarcadero/Green Street; c) constructing two
sidewalk bulb‐outs at the northwest and southwest corners of The Embarcadero/Green Street as
pedestrian refuges; d) elimination of the southbound left turn lane from The Embarcadero to
Piers 15/17; and e) filling‐in the existing driveway curb cut in front of the Pier 15 Bulkhead
Building. If implemented, these changes are not expected to negatively affect the pedestrian
environment in front of the Project Site. On the contrary, these changes would likely improve
pedestrian safety in the north crosswalk (shortened distance, added refuge areas), and improve
the pedestrian environment along Herb Caen Way by removing obstructions (raised Art
Ribbon) and adding sidewalk width (fill‐in curb cut) to the promenade.
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BICYCLE CONDITIONS
In the Project vicinity, The Embarcadero and Broadway have designated Citywide Bicycle
Routes. These routes are interconnected to the Citywide Bicycle Network and provide access
between the study area and other locations within the City. Route #5 runs on The Embarcadero
and is a Class II facility (on‐street bicycle lanes) from AT&T Park in the south to North Point
Street in the north, where it terminates. Route #10 is a Class III facility (signed route only) from
Webster Street to The Embarcadero that runs along Broadway. West of Webster Street, Route
#10 becomes a Class II facility (on‐street bicycle lanes) all the way to the Pacific Ocean. Route
#11 is a Class III facility (signed route only) and runs from AT&T Park in the south to North
Point Street in the north along 2nd Street, the Clay‐Battery/Sansome‐Washington one‐way
couplet, and Columbus Avenue. Figure III.E‐3, p. III.E‐16, shows the designated Citywide
Bicycle Routes that are located in the Project vicinity.
During the same days and time periods that pedestrian observations were made, bicycles were
also observed on Herb Caen Way and in the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero in the Project
vicinity. In general, during both the weekday midday and evening periods, bicycle conditions
were observed to be operating acceptably, with only minor conflicts between bicyclist,
pedestrians and vehicles. It should be noted, however, that conflicts can be serious due to the
complex nature of the environment.

The Embarcadero and the adjacent Herb Caen Way

promenade host a wide variety of transportation modes: automobiles, charter buses, transit
buses, bicycles, heavy pedestrian volumes, and the F‐Market & Wharves streetcar.

●

As noted previously under Pedestrian Conditions, the City is currently considering a project that
would make physical changes to the intersection of The Embarcadero/Green Street and the
immediate vicinity of the Project Site. If implemented, these changes are not expected to
negatively affect bicycle safety in front of the Project Site. On the contrary, two of these changes
would likely improve conditions for bicyclists using Herb Caen Way, namely the removal of
existing obstructions (raised Art Ribbon) and the addition of sidewalk width to the promenade
(fill‐in curb cut).
San Francisco Bicycle Plan
The San Francisco Bicycle Plan describes a City program to provide a safe and attractive
environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The Board of Supervisors
proposed an update to the Bicycle Plan in the spring of 2005 (under injunction). The updated
Plan’s proposed changes to citywide bicycle facilities are undergoing environmental review,
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with a Draft EIR published in November of 2008 and a Final EIR expected to be published in
2009. The EIR is assessing a total of 56 short‐term and long‐term bicycle improvement projects.
None of the short‐term bicycle improvement projects included in the EIR is located in the
Project vicinity. One long‐term improvement, L‐1, is located in the Project vicinity. This project
would involve installation of Class II and/or Class III bicycle facilities in the southbound
direction on Battery Street between The Embarcadero and Clay Street.
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PARKING CONDITIONS
The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is
bounded by Sacramento and Market Streets to the south, Sansome Street to the west, and
Lombard Street to the north, and the Bay to the north and east; and a small northern section
bounded by the Bay, Lombard Street, and Kearny Street (see Figure III.E‐1, p. III.E‐4).
Existing parking supply and usage data were collected in September 2006 for three peak
parking periods: weekday midday (1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.), the weekday evening (7:00 p.m. to
9:00 p.m.) and the weekend midday (12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.). The data were collected manually
by surveying both public and private parking facilities. The weekday evening peak period was
documented to determine parking demand availability for after‐hours events to be held at the
Exploratorium. Piers 27 and 35 in the northern end of the study area occasionally serve cruise
ships, which may substantially affect the parking demand in The Embarcadero area. The
project team ensured that the data collection in the vicinity of Pier 35 was performed when
cruise ships were present at that pier, to take into account the potential increases in parking
demand.
There are approximately 826 on‐street parking spaces (regulated by meters or posted time limit
signs and residential parking permits) within the parking study area. The on‐street parking
was observed to be at 46 percent of capacity during the weekday midday period, 66 percent of
capacity during the weekday evening period, and 31 percent of capacity during the weekend
midday period.
There are 16 off‐street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the
parking study area. During the weekday midday, off‐street facilities were observed to range in
occupancy between 48 and full, with an average of 78 percent occupancy. Of the three time
periods observed, the weekday midday period had the highest parking occupancy rates.
During the weekday evening period, off‐street facilities operate between 6 and 65 percent of
capacity, with the average occupancy of 32 percent. The majority of facilities however, tend to
operate between 10 to 26 percent occupancy. During the weekend midday period, off‐street
parking facilities occupancies range from 16 percent to full, with an average of 32 percent
occupancy. On weekends, most facilities appear to be underutilized with the exception of four
facilities that operate at or above 85 percent: 750 Davis Street, Seawall Lot 314 at Bay Street and
The Embarcadero, Pier ½, and Seawall Lot 351 at Washington Street and The Embarcadero.9
9

Pier ½ was closed in July 2008. The loss of the 85 off‐street parking spaces at Pier ½ causes the overall
occupancy to increase by 0.5 to 1.0 percent depending on the time period.
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IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The following are the significance criteria used by the Planning Department for the
determination of transportation impacts associated with a proposed project:


The operational impacts on signalized intersections are considered significant if project‐
related traffic causes the level of service (LOS) to deteriorate from LOS D or better to
LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse
impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or F under existing conditions depending
upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of delay. In addition,
the project would have a significant adverse effect if it would cause major traffic
hazards, or would contribute considerably to the cumulative traffic increases that would
cause the deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels.



San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical
environment. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies
from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of
parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over
time as people change their modes and patterns of travel.
Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be
treated as significant impacts on the environment. Environmental documents should,
however, address the secondary physical impacts that could be triggered by a social
impact. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a).) The social inconvenience of parking
deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental
impact, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety
impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco
transportation planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces,
combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or
travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many
drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or
change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service in
particular would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy. The City’s Transit
First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking
policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by
public transportation and alternative transportation.”
The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling
and looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all
drivers would attempt to find parking at or near the Project Site and then seek parking
farther away if convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of
drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any
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secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the
vicinity of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the
transportation analysis, as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian
safety analyses, reasonably addresses potential secondary effects.


The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial
increase in operating delay or costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit
service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenlines analyses, the
project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit
trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the weekday
PM peak hour.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions
for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with
bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.



The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a
loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be
accommodated within the proposed on‐site loading supply or within on‐street loading
zones, and if it would create potentially hazardous traffic conditions.



Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration.

TRAFFIC IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐1

The Project and Expanded Project would not cause the level of service to deteriorate from
LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F. In addition, the Project and
Expanded Project would not cause major traffic hazards. (Less than Significant)
Methodology
Trip Generation
The approach and methodologies used to estimate the trip generation associated
with the Project and the Expanded Project were based, to the extent feasible, on the
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SF Guidelines.10

However, since the Exploratorium is considered a “special

generator” with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of
its impacts cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.
Since the Exploratorium program for the Project and the Expanded Project would
consist of similar activities as those at its existing site (e.g., exhibit space,
laboratories, greenhouse, offices, related mixed‐use labs/studios), future attendance
is based on specific travel demand research derived from the Museum’s current
operation at the Palace of Fine Arts.11
The Project Sponsor plans to expand the full museum program into Pier 17 sometime
in the future (the Expanded Project). To analyze transportation conditions for both the
Project and the Expanded Project, the analysis has been separated into two scenarios:


Project:
Weekday – 4,830 visitors, 330 employees, 5,850 gsf of retail, 14,000 gsf of
restaurant/café.
Weekend – 3,850 visitors, 90 employees, 5,850 gsf of retail, 14,000 gsf of
restaurant/café.



Expanded Project:
Weekday – 5,030 visitors, 440 employees, 5,850 gsf of retail, 17,000 gsf of
restaurant/café.
Weekend – 4,100 visitors, 120 employees, 5,850 gsf of retail, 17,000 gsf of
restaurant/café.

Table III.E‐5 below presents the weekday daily and peak hour person‐trip generation
for each land use associated with the Project. As shown in the table, the Project
would generate a total of 13,177 daily person‐trips (inbound and outbound) during
the average weekday.

During the weekday PM peak hour, the Project would

generate approximately 1,444 person‐trips.

10

11

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002.
Adavant Consulting, Proposed Exploratorium Relocation Travel Demand Analysis Assumptions,
September 17, 2008.
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TABLE III.E-5
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION RATES
PROJECT SCENARIO –WEEKDAY
PM Peak
Hour Percent
of Daily

Intensity

Daily Trip Rate

Daily PersonTrips

5,850 sf.

150/1,000 sf

456(b)

9.0%

41

14,000 sf

200/1,000 sf.

1,456(b)

13.5%

197

General Attendance

2,600 visitors

2.0/visitor

5,200

15.0%

780

Field Trips(c)

1,690 visitors

2.0/visitor

3,380

0.0%

0

Land Use
Retail(a)
Café/Restaurant

(a)

Non‐Public Events
Employees

PM Peak
Hour Trips

600 visitors

2.0/visitor

1,200

25.0%

300

330 employees

4.5/employee

1,485

8.5%

126

Total Person Trips

13,177

1,444

____________________________
Source: SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; Adavant Consulting, October 2008.
Notes:
a.

Based on the SF Guidelines, 4% are work and 96% are non‐work trips for retail and restaurant uses.

b.

Based on studies of non‐work (visitor) trips performed within the area and the type of retail and café/restaurant use proposed,
surveys found that 50% of visitor trips are linked trips. As such, the daily and PM peak hour trips reflect a 50% linked trip
reduction.

c.

No field trips occur during the weekday PM peak.

Table III.E‐6, p. III.E‐22 presents the weekend daily and peak hour person‐trip
generation for each portion of the Project. As shown in the table, the Project would
generate a total of 10,473 daily person‐trips (inbound and outbound) during the
average weekend day. During the weekend day midday peak hour, the Project
would generate approximately 2,279 person‐trips.
Table III.E‐7, p. III.E‐22, presents the weekday daily and peak hour person‐trip
generation for the Expanded Project. As shown in the table, the Expanded Project
would generate a total of 14,404 daily person‐trips (inbound and outbound) during
the average weekday. During the weekday PM peak hour, the Expanded Project
would generate approximately 1,588 person‐trips.
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TABLE III.E-6
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION RATES
PROJECT SCENARIO – WEEKEND DAY

246

548 (b)

14,000 sf.

250/1,000 sf.

3,250 visitors

2.0/visitor

6,500

30.0%

1,950

0 visitors

2.0/visitor

0

0.0%

0

600 visitors

2.0/visitor

1,200

0.0%

0

90 employees

4.5/employee

405

8.5%

34

(c)

Employees

13.5%

180/1,000 sf

Café/Restaurant

Non‐Public Events

49

5,850 sf.
(a)

(d)

9.0%

Daily Trip Rate

Retail(a)

Field Trips

Midday
Peak Hour
Trips

Intensity

Land Use

General Attendance

Midday Peak
Hour Percent
of Daily

Daily PersonTrips

Total Person Trips

1,820

(b)

10,473

2,279

__________________________
Source:

SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; ITE Trip Generation Handbook 7th Edition; Adavant Consulting, September 2008.

Notes:
a.

Based on the SF Guidelines, 4% are work and 96% are non‐work trips for retail and restaurant uses.

b.

Based on studies of non‐work (visitor) trips performed within the area and the type of retail and café/restaurant use proposed,
surveys found that 50% of visitor trips are linked trips. As such, the daily and PM peak hour trips reflect a 50% linked trip
reduction.

c.

No field trips occur during the weekend.

d.

There are no private events during the Saturday midday peak.

TABLE III.E-7
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION RATES
EXPANDED PROJECT SCENARIO –WEEKDAY

Intensity

Daily Trip Rate

Daily
PersonTrips

Retail(a)

5,850 sf.

150/1,000 sf

456(b)

9.0%

41

Café/Restaurant(a)

17,000 sf.

200/1,000 sf

1,768(b)

13.5%

239

General Attendance

2,800 visitors

2.0/visitor

5,600

15.0%

840

Field Trips(c)

1,700 visitors

2.0/visitor

3,400

0.0%

0

600 visitors

2.0/visitor

1,200

25.0%

300

440 employees

4.5/employee

1,980

8.5%

168

Land Use

Non‐Public Events
Employees
Total Person Trips

PM Peak Hour
Percent of Daily

14,404

PM Peak
Hour Trips

1,588

____________________________
Source:

SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; Adavant Consulting, October 2008.

Notes:
a.

Based on the SF Guidelines, 4% are work and 96% are non‐work trips for retail and restaurant uses.

b.

Based on studies of non‐work (visitor) trips performed within the area and the type of retail and café/restaurant use proposed,
surveys found that 50% of visitor trips are linked trips. As such, the daily and PM peak hour trips reflect a 50% linked trip
reduction.

c.

No field trips occur during the weekday PM peak.
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Table III.E‐8, p. III.E‐23, presents the weekend daily and peak hour person‐trip
generation for the Expanded Project. As shown in the table, the Expanded Project
would generate a total of 11,478 daily person‐trips (inbound and outbound) during
the average weekend day. During the weekend midday peak hour, the Expanded
Project would generate approximately 2,488 person‐trips.
TABLE III.E-8
PERSON-TRIP GENERATION RATES
EXPANDED PROJECT SCENARIO – WEEKEND DAY
Midday Peak
Hour Percent
of Daily

Midday
Peak Hour
Trips

Intensity

Daily Trip Rate

Daily PersonTrips

Retail(a)

5,850 sf.

180/1,000 sf.

548 (b)

9.0%

49

Restaurant/Café (a)

17,000 sf

250/1,000 sf

2,210 (b)

13.5%

299

3,490 visitors

2.0/visitor

6,980

30.0%

2,094

0 visitors

2.0/visitor

0

0.0%

0

600 visitors

2.0/visitor

1,200

0.0%

0

120 employees

4.5/employee

540

8.5%

46

Land Use

General Attendance
Field Trips

(c)

Non‐Public Events

(d)

Employees
Total Person Trips

11,478

2,488

__________________________
Source:

SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; ITE Trip Generation Handbook 7th Edition; Adavant Consulting, September 2008.

Notes:
a.

Based on the SF Guidelines, 4% are work and 96% are non‐work trips for retail and restaurant uses.

b.

Based on studies of non‐work (visitor) trips performed within the area and the type of retail and café/restaurant use proposed,
surveys found that 50% of visitor trips are linked trips. As such, the daily and PM peak hour trips reflect a 50% linked trip
reduction.

c.

No field trips occur during the weekend.

d.

There are no private events during the Saturday midday peak.

Mode Split
The Project‐ and Expanded Project‐generated person‐trips were assigned to travel
modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, walk, and other trips,
where “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis. Mode split information for
the Project and the Expanded Project was taken from the SF Guidelines for
office/employee and visitor trips to Superdistrict 1 and from project‐specific data
provided by the Project Sponsor.
To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project and the Expanded
Project, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person‐
trips. Average vehicle occupancies for retail and restaurant/café uses were obtained
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from the SF Guidelines. Average vehicle occupancies for the new Exploratorium
program were based on information provided by the Project Sponsor.12
Based on the mode share percentages and average vehicle occupancies, the Project
would generate 230 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, of which 96
would be inbound and 134 would be outbound from the site. During the weekend
midday peak hour, the Project would generate 293 vehicle trips of which 147 would
be inbound and 146 would be outbound. Table III.E‐9 and Table III.E‐10 below
present the total person‐trips and vehicle trips generated by the Project.
The Expanded Project would generate 256 vehicle trips during the weekday PM
peak hour, of which 98 would be inbound and 158 would be outbound. During the
weekend midday peak hour, the Expanded Project would generate 320 vehicle trips,
of which 160 would be inbound and 160 would be outbound. Table III.E‐11 and
Table III.E‐12 below present the total person‐trips and vehicle trips generated by the
Expanded Project.
TABLE III.E-9
TRIP GENERATION BY MODE
PROJECT SCENARIO –WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
Person-Trips
Auto

Motor
Coach

Transit

Walk/Other(a)

Total

Vehicle
Trips

Retail

15

N/A

8

19

42

6

Café/Restaurant

71

N/A

55

71

197

31

General Attendance

281

16

198

285

780

94

Field Trips

0

0

0

0

0

0

Non‐Public

144

144

6

6

300

65

Land Use

Employees

49

0

65

12

126

34

TOTAL

560

160

332

393

1445

230

_____________________________
Source: SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; Adavant Consulting; Wilbur Smith Associates, 2007.
Notes:
a.

“Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles and taxis.

12

Adavant Consulting, Proposed Exploratorium Relocation Travel Demand Analysis Assumptions,
September 17, 2008.
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TABLE III.E-10
TRIP GENERATION BY MODE
PROJECT SCENARIO – WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
Person-Trips
Auto

Motor
Coach

Transit

Walk/Other(a)

Total

Vehicle
Trips

Retail

18

N/A

9

22

49

8

Café/Restaurant

89

N/A

68

89

246

39

General Attendance

702

39

495

714

1,950

236

Field Trips

0

0

0

0

0

0

Non‐Public

0

0

0

0

0

0

Employees

13

0

18

3

34

10

TOTAL

822

39

590

828

2279

293

Land Use

_____________________________
Source:

SF Guidelines ‐ 2002; Adavant Consulting; Wilbur Smith Associates, 2007.

Notes:
a.

“Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles and taxis.

TABLE III.E-11
TRIP GENERATION BY MODE
EXPANDED PROJECT SCENARIO –WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
Person-Trips
Auto

Motor
Coach

Transit

Walk/Other(a)

Total

Vehicle
Trips

Retail

15

N/A

8

19

42

6

Café/Restaurant

87

N/A

66

86

239

38

General Attendance

302

17

213

308

840

101

Field Trips

0

0

0

0

0

0

Non‐Public

144

144

6

6

300

65

Employees

65

0

87

16

168

46

TOTAL

613

161

380

435

1589

256

Land Use

_____________________________
Source: SF Guidelines ‐ 2002, Adavant Consulting, Wilbur Smith Associates, 2007.
Notes:
a.

“Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles and taxis.
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TABLE III.E-12
TRIP GENERATION BY MODE
EXPANDED PROJECT SCENARIO –SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
Person-Trips
Auto

Motor
Coach

Transit

Walk/Other(a)

Total

Vehicle
Trips

Retail

18

N/A

9

22

49

8

Café/Restaurant

107

N/A

83

108

298

47

General Attendance

754

42

532

766

2094

252

Field Trips

0

0

0

0

0

0

Non‐Public

0

0

0

0

0

0

Employees

18

0

24

4

46

13

TOTAL

897

42

648

900

2487

320

Land Use

____________________________
Source: SF Guidelines ‐ 2002, Adavant Consulting, Wilbur Smith Associates, 2007.
Notes:
a.

“Other” mode includes bicycles, motorcycles and taxis.

Trip Distribution/Assignment
The distribution of trips to and from the Project Site is based on the
origin/destination of a specific trip, and is separated into the four quadrants of San
Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay, and outside
the region. The distributions for retail and restaurant/café uses were obtained from
the SF Guidelines for work and non‐work trips to Superdistrict 1. The distribution for
the new Exploratorium program visitor trips was based on information provided by
the Project Sponsor.13 The distribution for new Exploratorium program employees
was based on the SF Guidelines for Superdistrict 1.
As indicated in Table III.E‐13, the highest percentage of the trips generated by the
Project and the Expanded Project would come to and from areas within San
Francisco. These distribution patterns were used as the basis for assigning Project‐
and Expanded Project‐related vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area, and
transit trips to the local and regional transit operators.

13

Adavant Consulting, Proposed Exploratorium Relocation Travel Demand Analysis Assumptions,
September 17, 2008.
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TABLE III.E-13
PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS
Place of Trip
Origin/Destination

Retail

Café/Restaurant

New Exploratorium Program

Work

Visitor

Work

Visitor

Work

Visitor

Superdistrict 1

12.8%

19.0%

12.8%

22.0%

12.8%

35.5%

Superdistrict 2

14.4%

7.0%

14.4%

14.0%

14.4%

24.1%

Superdistrict 3

17.0%

8.0%

17.0%

13.0%

17.0%

4.0%

Superdistrict 4

11.2%

3.0%

11.2%

7.0%

11.2%

1.5%

East Bay

22.4%

11.0%

22.4%

11.0%

22.4%

11.9%

North Bay

6.1%

5.0%

6.1%

5.0%

6.1%

8.0%

South Bay

14.3%

8.0%

14.3%

7.0%

14.3%

10.5%

Outside of Region

1.8%

39.0%

1.8%

21.0%

1.8%

4.5%

TOTAL

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

San Francisco

___________________________
Source: SF Guidelines ‐ 2002, Adavant Consulting, October 2000 Visitor Survey by WSA.

Intersection Operations
Based on the trip generation described in the previous section, this section presents a
comparison of Existing and Existing plus Project conditions for both the Project and
Expanded Project scenarios.
The Project would generate 110 inbound and 121 outbound trips during the
weekday PM peak hour, for a total of 231 vehicle trips. During the weekend midday
peak hour, the Project would generate 147 inbound and 147 outbound vehicle trips
for a total of 294 Project‐generated vehicle trips.

The Expanded Project would

generate 118 inbound and 139 outbound trips during the weekday PM peak hour,
for a total of 257 vehicle trips.

During the weekend midday peak hour, the

Expanded Project would generate 161 inbound and 161 outbound vehicle trips, for a
total of 322 Expanded Project‐generated vehicle trips.
Table III.E‐14 presents a comparison of the Existing, Existing plus Project, and
Existing plus Expanded Project intersection LOS for the weekday PM peak hour.
The addition of Project‐ and Expanded Project‐generated traffic would result in
minor increases in the average delay per vehicle at all the study intersections, with
the exception of The Embarcadero/Green Street intersection, where the average
delay would decrease. This is due to the removal of the existing parking lot in the
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Valley at Piers 15/17. All 13 study intersections would continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS under the two scenarios during the PM peak hour.
TABLE III.E-14
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE PROJECT SCENARIO WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND EXISTING PLUS
EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS
Existing plus
Project

Existing

Existing plus
Expanded
Project

Delay(a)

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

1. The Embarcadero/Bay Street

15.9

B

16.1

B

17.2

B

2. The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/

25.3

C

25.7

C

25.8

C

31.1

C

31.5

C

31.5

C

4. The Embarcadero/Green Street

40.1

D

22.8

C

22.8

C

5. The Embarcadero/Broadway

39.2

D

40.5

D

40.8

D

6. The Embarcadero/Washington Street

39.8

D

41.8

D

42.1

D

14.7

B

14.8

B

14.8

B

A

9.3

A

9.5

A

Intersection

Chestnut Street
3. The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/
Battery Street

7. The Embarcadero/Harrison Street
8. Green Street/Front Street

(b)

8.0

(NB, SB, WB)

(SB)

(SB)

9. Battery Street/Green Street(b)

17.4(WB)

C

17.9(WB)

C

18.0(WB)

C

10. Sansome Street/Green Street(b)

12.2(EB)

B

12.3(EB)

B

12.3(EB)

B

8.1(NB, SB)

A

8.5(NB)

A

8.5(NB, SB)

A

12. Broadway/Battery Street

18.8

B

19.9

B

20.1

C

13. Broadway/Sansome Street

18.3

B

20.1

C

20.3

C

11. Vallejo Street/Front Street(b)

___________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, June 2008.
Notes:
a.

Average intersection delay presented in average seconds per vehicle.

b.

Presents the worst approach LOS for stop‐controlled intersections.

Table III.E‐15 below presents a comparison of the Existing, Existing plus Project, and
Existing plus Expanded Project intersection LOS for the weekend midday peak hour.
The addition of Project‐ and Expanded Project‐generated traffic would result in
minor increases in the average delay per vehicle at all the study intersections, with
the exception of The Embarcadero/Green Street intersection, where the average
delay would decrease. All 13 study intersections would continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS under the two scenarios during the weekend midday peak hour.
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TABLE III.E-15
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE PROJECT SCENARIO –
WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK HOUR EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT, AND EXISTING PLUS
EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS
Existing plus
Project

Existing

Existing plus
Expanded
Project

Delay(a)

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

1. The Embarcadero/Bay Street

12.1

B

12.4

B

12.5

B

2. The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/

17.9

B

18.0

B

18.1

B

21.5

C

21.8

C

21.8

B

4. The Embarcadero/Green Street

39.9

D

20.7

C

20.8

C

5. The Embarcadero/Broadway

22.3

C

22.6

C

22.7

C

6. The Embarcadero/Washington Street

23.5

C

23.6

C

23.6

C

7. The Embarcadero/Harrison Street

10.3

B

10.5

B

10.5

B

7.2(WB)

A

8.1(SB)

A

8.2(SB)

A

10.7(WB)

B

10.7(WB)

B

10.8(WB)

B

10. Sansome Street/Green Street

10.4

B

10.4

B

10.5

B

11. Vallejo Street/Front Street

7.3

A

7.7

A

7.7

Intersection

Chestnut Street
3. The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/
Battery Street

8. Green Street/Front Street(b)
9. Battery Street/Green Street(b)
(b)

(b)

(EB)

(NB)

(EB)

(NB)

(EB)

(NB)

A

12. Broadway/Battery Street

14.5

B

14.9

B

14.9

B

13. Broadway/Sansome Street

14.4

B

15.1

B

15.2

B

_____________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, June 2008.
Notes:
a.

Average intersection delay presented in seconds per vehicle.

b.

Presents the worst approach LOS for stop‐controlled intersections.

Overall, the addition of Project‐ and Expanded Project‐generated vehicle trips would
result in relatively small changes in the average delay per vehicle at the study
intersections, and all the study intersections would continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS and would therefore not result in any significant traffic impacts
under Existing plus Project and Existing plus Expanded Project conditions.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.E‐29

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
E. Transportation and Circulation

PARKING IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐2

San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical
environment. Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the
physical environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need
not be treated as significant impacts on the environment. (Less than Significant)
Based on the Planning Code (see Section 151), the Expanded Project would be
required to provide a total of 264 off‐street parking spaces, 85 spaces for restaurant
use, 12 spaces for the retail use, and 167 spaces for museum use.14 Of the required
264 off‐street parking spaces, ten should be designed for and designated as
handicapped‐accessible. The Project and Expanded Project would not meet this
requirement and the Project Sponsor would request a variance per Planning Code
Section 161(f).
The Project would not provide any off‐street parking spaces at the Project Site.
However, the Project would utilize existing off‐street parking facilities to
accommodate its expected demand. Under a proposed parking agreement with the
Port, the Project would be granted the non‐exclusive use of approximately 200
parking spaces located at Seawall Lot 321, across from Pier 17 on The Embarcadero
(at Green Street) until the 16th year of the lease. After that time, the Project Sponsor
and the Port would negotiate in good faith to secure a non‐exclusive parking
resource at facilities that may be available at that time. Thirty of the 200 spaces at
Seawall Lot 321 may be utilized by the Project Sponsor to provide monthly
commuter parking for employees.
To help direct vehicles to this surface lot, the Exploratorium would develop a
signage program as part of the requirement of the Lease Disposition and
Development Agreement (LDDA) with the Port. Appropriate signs would be posted
on The Embarcadero indicating where parking is available at Seawall Lot 321 and
other nearby off‐street lots and garages; Seawall Lot 321 also would have prominent

14

The Expanded Project was evaluated for the Planning Code requirement in order to provide a
conservative assessment (i.e., worst case scenario).
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signage.15 In addition, the Exploratorium would provide information on parking lot
locations and directions in its marketing literature, membership mailings, and
website.
According to the SF Guidelines, the Project would generate a total parking demand
for 287 spaces (187 short‐term and 100 long‐term) during the weekday midday; 61
spaces (all short‐term) during the weekday evening; and 219 spaces (182 short‐term
and 37 long‐term) during the weekend midday.

The Expanded Project would

generate a total parking demand for 331 spaces (201 short‐term and 130 long‐term)
during the weekday midday; 61 spaces (all short‐term) during the weekday evening;
and 245 spaces (198 short‐term and 47 long‐term) during the weekend midday.
Table III.E‐16 below summarizes the off‐street parking demand generated by both
the Project and the Expanded Project.
TABLE III.E-16
OFF-STREET PARKING DEMAND OF THE PROJECT AND THE EXPANDED PROJECT
Weekday

Weekend

Midday

Evening

Midday

Project parking demand

287

61

219

Expanded Project parking demand

331

61

245

____________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, November 2008.

The Project and Expanded Project parking demand would exceed the parking
supply available to at Seawall Lot 321 (approximately 200 spaces) by up to 132
spaces during the weekday and up to 45 spaces during the weekend. Therefore,
additional analysis was conducted to determine the available supply of off‐street
parking within a half‐mile radius of the Project Site, which is typically considered a
walkable distance.

Based on field observations, it was found that during the

weekday midday period, the current off‐street parking occupancy is 78 percent
during the weekday midday, 32 percent during the weekday evening, and 32
percent during the weekend midday. Table III.E‐17 below summarizes the nearby
parking supply and demand.

15

The signage program (comprising the text, design, number and location of signs) will be required to
comply with the Port’s Sign Guidelines and will be subject to review and approval by the Port’s
property management staff, the Waterfront Design Advisory Committee, the Transportation
Advisory Steering Committee (TASC) and any other required City agencies.
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TABLE III.E-17
PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY IN THE PROJECT VICINITY (1/2-MILE RADIUS)
Weekday

Weekend

Midday

Evening

Midday

Existing Parking Demand(a)

5,370

1,825

1,773

Existing Parking Supply(b)

6,841

5,620

5,382

Existing Surplus

1,471

3,795

3,014

Existing Occupancy

78%

32%

33%

Expanded Project Parking Demand

332

61

245

Existing and Expanded Project Demand

5,702

1,886

2,018

Existing and Expanded Project Occupancy

83%

34%

37%

________________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, November 2008.
Notes:
a.

The number of occupied parking spaces within a half‐mile radius of the Project Site.

b.

The number of occupied and unoccupied parking spaces available within a half‐mile radius of the Project Site, accounting
for the closure of Pier ½ in July 2008.

Given that there is currently a surplus of available parking at other nearby facilities
for all evaluated time periods, it is anticipated that any shortfalls in parking
availability at Seawall Lot 321 would be accommodated in these facilities.

The

Project and Expanded Project occupancies would be 83 percent or less under
weekday or weekend conditions.
The Project and Expanded Project propose to eliminate the existing parking in the
Valley (102 spaces), on the Pier 17 marginal wharf (10 spaces) and in the Pier 15
Bulkhead with the relocation of Baydelta Maritime (16 spaces). This would result in
a total loss of 128 parking spaces in the Project vicinity. Based on the evaluation of
available parking at other nearby facilities described above, it is anticipated that the
demand associated with the loss of 128 off‐street parking spaces would be
accommodated in these facilities. Therefore, the loss of parking spaces resulting
from the Project and the Expanded Project would not result in a significant parking
impact.
As piers along The Embarcadero continue to develop into more active uses in the
future, it is anticipated that off‐street parking would become less plentiful. As such,
parking occupancy in the Project vicinity may increase due to conversion of surface
parking lots, such as Seawall Lot 351, to other uses. Visitors and employees in the
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area would likely need to rely on other modes of travel to a greater extent than
today.
TRANSIT IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐3

The Project and the Expanded Project would not cause a substantial increase in transit
demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in
unacceptable levels of transit service; nor cause a substantial increase in operating delay or
costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. (Less than
Significant)
Based on the trip generation described previously, this section presents a
comparison of Existing and Existing plus Expanded Project transit conditions. The
Expanded Project was selected for comparison as it represents the worst‐case
scenario in terms of anticipated effects on transit.
The Expanded Project would generate 108 inbound and 272 outbound trips during
the weekday PM peak hour, for a total of 380 transit person trips. During the
weekend midday peak hour, the Expanded Project would generate 324 inbound and
324 outbound trips for a total of 648 transit trips. These transit trips to and from the
Project Site would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines and may
include transfers to other Muni bus lines and light rail lines or other regional transit
providers.
Muni Screenlines
In order to evaluate the impact of Expanded Project‐generated transit passengers on
Muni and on regional operators, a screenline analysis was performed.16 Overall, the
addition of the outbound Expanded Project‐generated riders to the four Muni
screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. All
screenlines and sub‐corridors would continue to operate below the Muni capacity
utilization standard with the exception of the subway lines sub‐corridor in the
southwest screenline, which would operate at 87 percent of capacity, or 2 percent
above the 85 percent capacity threshold. The Expanded Project would add 13 trips
to the subway line sub‐corridor. The 13 new transit trips utilizing this sub‐corridor
would not cause a change to the sub‐corridor utilization because under Existing

16

Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and
its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region. They are used to compare estimated
transit volumes to available capacities.
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Conditions, the capacity utilization is also 87 percent. Therefore, the addition of the
Expanded Project transit trips would not constitute a significant impact to Muni
operations.
Regional Screenlines
The addition of Expanded Project‐generated transit passengers would not have a
significant effect on regional transit providers during the weekday PM peak hour, as
the capacity utilization for all regional screenlines would remain similar to those
under Existing Conditions. The Expanded Project would only cause an increase in
capacity utilization of one percent for GGT buses (63 percent to 64 percent) and GGT
Ferries (53 percent to 54 percent).

For all other regional transit providers, the

Expanded Project would not result in any percentage increases in capacity
utilization. The overall capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would
be under their capacity utilization standards.
F-Market & Wharves
The impact of the Expanded Project on Muni transit service on The Embarcadero,
namely the F‐Market & Wharves line, was evaluated to determine if the planned
capacity would be adequate to meet the Expanded Project‐generated demand. As
noted previously, a new E‐Embarcadero streetcar line will be implemented between
the Caltrain Depot at Fourth and Townsend Streets and Fisherman’s Wharf,
replacing the 12‐Folsom in the study area as part of the TEP. This service will
provide additional streetcar capacity along The Embarcadero adjacent to the Project
Site.

Table III.E‐18 presents a comparison of the Existing and Existing plus

Expanded Project ridership and capacity for the weekday PM peak hour at The
Embarcadero Maximum Load Point (MLP). The MLP is the location on a transit line
where the number of passengers on board (the load) is highest for a given period.

●

The capacity utilization would decrease with the addition of Expanded Project‐
generated transit trips from 103 percent (above SFMTA’s capacity standard of 85
percent) to 78 percent in the southbound (most congested) direction. This reduction
in utilization is due to the planned increase in the number of streetcars operating per
hour including the proposed E‐Line, which would be able to accommodate the
increase in ridership generated by the Expanded Project.
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●

TABLE III.E-18
EXISTING AND NEAR-TERM (FY 2007) EXISTING PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS
ON THE EMBARCADERO AT MLP – WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
Outbound (Southbound)
MLP: Green and The Embarcadero
Peak Load(a)

Total Line
Capacity(b)

Capacity
Utilization

Existing Conditions

722

700(c)

103%

The Expanded Project

148

Expanded Project Total

870

1,120(d)

78%

________________________________
Source: SFMTA TEP Staff Recommendations to Transform Muni, September 10, 2008; Wilbur Smith Associates,
November 2008.
Notes:
a.

Existing passenger information based on SFMTA data collected July and August 2008. Expanded
Project passenger information based on SF Guidelines; see Appendix E for further detail.

b.

Based on the load capacity of a streetcar (70 passengers per vehicle). The SFMTA adopted capacity
standard is 85 percent of total capacity, or approximately 60 passengers per streetcar.

c.

Existing streetcars per hour (10) based on Muni F‐Line timetable (June 2008).

d.

Proposed number of streetcars per hour (16) are based on planned F‐Line and E‐Line streetcars per hour
(16) as recommended for the TEP (September 2008).

Table III.E‐19 presents a comparison of the Existing and Existing plus Expanded
Project ridership and capacity evaluation for the weekend midday peak hour at
Broadway and The Embarcadero.

The MLP is unknown because SFMTA TEP

Monitoring Data is not available for the weekend; therefore, the stop at Broadway
and The Embarcadero was assumed to be the MLP for this analysis because of the

●

three evaluated stops, it has the highest peak load. The average load factor would
decrease with the addition of Expanded Project‐generated transit trips in the
southbound direction, from 113 percent (above SFMTA’s capacity standard of 85
percent) to 84.6 percent under the Expanded Project Scenario. As stated previously,
this reduction in capacity utilization is due to the planned increase in the number of
streetcars operating per hour, which would be able to accommodate the increase in
ridership generated by the Expanded Project.
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●

TABLE III.E-19
EXISTING AND NEAR-TERM (FY 2007) EXISTING PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS
ON THE EMBARCADERO AT MLP – WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
Outbound (Southbound)
MLP: Broadway and The Embarcadero(a)

Existing ridership

Peak Load

Total Line
Capacity(b)

Capacity
Utilization

791(c)

700(d)

113%

1,120(e)

84.6%

The Expanded Project

157

Expanded Project Total

948

_______________________________
Source: SFMTA TEP Staff Recommendations to Transform Muni, September 10, 2008; Wilbur Smith Associates,
November 2008.
Notes:
a.

The MLP is unknown because SFMTA TEP Monitoring Data is not available for the weekend; therefore,
the stop at Broadway and The Embarcadero was assumed to be the MLP for this analysis because of the
three evaluated stops, it has the highest peak load.

b.

Based on the load capacity of a streetcar (70 passengers per vehicle). The SFMTA adopted capacity
standard is 85 percent of total capacity, or approximately 60 passengers per streetcar.

c.

Peak loads were not observed along the F‐line under weekend conditions; however, a Saturday‐to‐
weekday ratio of 1.17 was applied based on peak hour Muni SRTP FY06 data for the outbound direction
of travel.

d.

Existing streetcars per hour (10) based on Muni F‐Line timetable (June 2008).

e.

Proposed number of streetcars per hour (16) are based on planned F‐Line and E‐Line streetcars per hour
(16) as recommended for the TEP (September 2008).

PEDESTRIAN IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐4

The Project and the Expanded Project would not result in substantial overcrowding on
public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise
interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the Project Site and adjoining areas. (Less than
Significant)
Similar to the methodology used for the Existing Conditions analysis, the Expanded
Project‐generated walk trips were assigned to the five pedestrian study locations:
midblock crossings at The Embarcadero in front of Pier 23; the three crosswalks at
the intersection of The Embarcadero and Green Street; the sidewalk in front of the
Project Site at Pier 17; the sidewalk in front of the Project Site at Pier 15; and the three
crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero and Broadway. The Expanded
Project was selected for comparison as it represents the worst‐case scenario in terms
of anticipated effects on pedestrians.
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The study crosswalks are between 20 and 22 feet in width and would remain in their
current configuration as part of the Expanded Project. The sidewalk area in front of
Pier 15 would also remain similar to its current configuration, with a minimum
width of approximately 25 feet at the existing two‐car parking indent, although the
indent would be extended south by approximately 75 feet.
The existing 33 foot‐wide sidewalk area in front of Pier 17 would be expanded as
part of the Expanded Project.

The area between the curb edge and the raised

portions of the Art Ribbon would be narrowed by approximately nine feet to
provide for bus passenger loading and unloading. The area between the curb edge
and the entrance to Pier 17 (the marginal wharf area), which is about 46 feet wide
and currently occupied by a parking lot, would be opened to the public and
incorporated into the pedestrian promenade, resulting in a combined sidewalk
width of approximately 70 feet.17
Table III.E‐20 and Table III.E‐21 present the results of the pedestrian LOS analyses
for the weekday PM peak hour and the weekend midday peak hour for the
Expanded Project. As shown in the tables, the addition of Expanded Project‐
generated pedestrian traffic would not significantly affect conditions at any of the
study locations. As pedestrian volumes increase, the average space available for
pedestrians would be reduced, although not significantly.

As defined by San

Francisco standards, the operational impact on crosswalks and sidewalks is
considered significant if a project results in overcrowded conditions or interferes
with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. While the LOS at some
locations would change from LOS A to LOS B or C, all locations would continue to
operate at acceptable levels (LOS D or better).

17

Approximately 1,400 sf of the bulkhead wharf in front of Pier 17 on both sides of the Pier 17 Access
Lane would be used for field trip passenger staging.
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TABLE III.E-20
CROSSWALK, MIDBLOCK AND SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE EXISTING AND
EXISTING PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS – WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
Existing plus Project

Existing
Analysis Location
The Embarcadero/Broadway

Measure of
Effectiveness
Sq.ft. per pedestrian

LOS
a

Measure of
Effectiveness
Sq.ft. per pedestrian

LOS
a

North Crosswalk

263

A

108

A

South Crosswalk

332

A

152

A

West Crosswalk

380

A

288

A

North Crosswalk

1085

A

51

B

South Crosswalk

964

A

72

A

West Crosswalk

747

A

388

A

228

A

191

A

The Embarcadero/Green
Street

The Embarcadero at Pier 23
– Midblock crossing
Pier 23 Midblock
The Embarcadero at Pier 17
– Sidewalk
Pier 17 Sidewalk

Flow Rate (p/min/ft)b

Flow Rate (p/min/ft)b

0.52

B

1.89

B

1.00

B

1.82

B

The Embarcadero at Pier 15
– Sidewalk
Pier 15 Sidewalk
_____________________________
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2000. Wilbur Smith Associates, November 2008.
Notes:
a.

Presented as square feet per pedestrian for the crosswalk locations.

b.

Presented as pedestrians per minute per feet for sidewalk locations.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.E‐38

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
E. Transportation and Circulation

TABLE III.E-21
CROSSWALK, MIDBLOCK AND SIDEWALK LEVEL OF SERVICE EXISTING AND EXISTING
PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT CONDITIONS – WEEKEND MIDDAY PEAK HOUR
Existing
Analysis Location
The Embarcadero/Broadway

Existing plus Project

Measure of
Effectiveness
Sq.ft. per pedestrian

LOS
a

Measure of
Effectiveness
Sq.ft. per pedestrian

LOS
a

North Crosswalk

161

A

65

A

South Crosswalk

182

A

84

A

West Crosswalk

703

A

332

A

North Crosswalk

651

A

29

C

South Crosswalk

551

A

48

C

West Crosswalk

908

A

293

A

393

A

228

A

The Embarcadero/Green
Street

The Embarcadero at Pier 23
– Midblock crossing
Pier 23 Midblock
The Embarcadero at Pier 17
– Sidewalk
Pier 17 Sidewalk

Flow Rate (p/min/ft)b

Flow Rate (p/min/ft)b

0.99

B

3.59

C

1.87

B

3.32

C

The Embarcadero at Pier 15
– Sidewalk
Pier 15 Sidewalk
______________________________
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2000. Wilbur Smith Associates, November 2008.
Notes:
a.

Presented as square feet per pedestrian for the crosswalk locations.

b.

Presented as pedestrians per minute per feet for sidewalk locations.

The safety conditions for pedestrians crossing The Embarcadero at Green Street were
also considered as part of the pedestrian evaluation.

The Embarcadero is

approximately 125 feet wide from curb to curb, including the exclusive streetcar
median and two pedestrian refuge islands. The north crosswalk connecting the
streetcar median to Herb Caen Way is at an irregular angle and therefore, is
approximately 10 feet longer than the other crosswalks that were evaluated. The
island closest to the Project Site, which includes the F‐Market & Wharves
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northbound stop, is approximately 15 feet deep by 22 feet wide, while the island on
the west side of the streetcar median is 5 feet deep by 20 feet wide.
Three sets of pedestrian signal head pairs are mounted across The Embarcadero: one
pair when crossing the northbound traffic lanes; another pair when crossing the
streetcar median; and a third pair when crossing the southbound traffic lanes. All
pedestrian signal heads are equipped with countdown displays to inform
pedestrians about the time remaining to cross the street. The two pedestrian signals
on the streetcar median are equipped with a supplementary white‐on‐red blank‐out
warning sign, which is activated automatically by an approaching streetcar.
The current signal timing (29 seconds for the Walk plus the Flash‐Don’t‐Walk)
allows pedestrians to cross the entire width of The Embarcadero on both the north
and south sides of the intersection in a single phase during normal traffic signal
operation. In those instances when the F‐Market & Wharves streetcars modify the
normal signal cycle shortening the walk phase, pedestrians have been observed to
utilize the pedestrian refuge areas. No pedestrians have been observed stranded on
the streetcar median or on the roadway.
Conditions for pedestrians walking along Herb Caen Way (part of the Bay Trail) in
front of the Project Site would likely improve due to the planned elimination of the
public parking facility located in the Valley between Piers 15/17 as part of the Project
and the Expanded Project. There would be fewer vehicles crossing the promenade
and, therefore, there would be less opportunity for conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles.
The Project and Expanded Project may generate conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles accessing the freight loading/unloading driveways. The curb cut located
directly in front of the Pier 17 main rolling door would be used for truck access to
the loading docks inside Pier 17 under both the Project and the Expanded Project.
Under the Project a center drive lane inside Pier 17 would be utilized for deliveries
needing direct access to the east end restaurant/café (e.g., catering trucks and event
rental deliveries). Under the Expanded Project, catering trucks would utilize the
exterior south loading dock, using the curb indent directly across from this loading
dock. In light of the anticipated small number of deliveries utilizing these access
lanes and the Project Sponsor’s plan to schedule such deliveries during times outside
of peak promenade use, loading activities would not create hazardous conditions for
pedestrians.
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The loading and unloading of bus passengers in front of Pier 17 is not anticipated to
create impedances to pedestrians on the promenade.

The Project Sponsor has

developed a plan to minimize any disruptions to pedestrian flows along the
promenade that may result from the implementation of the proposed bus
loading/unloading curb indent in front of Pier 17. The designated bus passenger
staging areas in front of Pier 17 and the use of Explainers would minimize the time
that students or other visitors are on Herb Caen Way in the path of passing
pedestrians and bicyclists.

The Transportation Monitor would communicate to

passing pedestrians and bicycle riders on Herb Caen Way that caution should be
exercised. Therefore, the bus passenger loading/unloading operation would not
create hazardous conditions for pedestrians.
BICYCLE IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐5

The Project and the Expanded Project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the Project Site and
adjoining areas. (Less than Significant)
As noted previously, Bicycle Route #5 runs along The Embarcadero and is a Class II
facility (on‐street bicycle lanes) adjacent to the Project Site. Bicycles utilize this
facility, as well as the promenade to travel along The Embarcadero. In order to
facilitate efficient and safe interactions between vehicles using the two proposed
curb indents and bicyclists traveling northbound on Bicycle Route #5, the Project
would include the following design features (described in detail in Section II
Curbside Loading and Unloading): (a) install a lane separator curb system in front
of the passenger drop‐off/pick‐up curb indent; (b) stencil a bicycle symbol adjacent
to the bus and passenger loading/unloading curb indents; (c) install appropriate
signage at the curb; (d) increase the depth of the bus loading/unloading curb indent
from 8.5 feet to 9 feet; (e) paint a continuous line demarcating the inside (east) edge
of the bicycle lane from the two curb indents; and (e) prepare a Transportation
Management Plan (TMP).

See Appendix B for diagrams depicting the proposed

design of the Pier 17 Bus Loading and Unloading zone and the Pier 15 Passenger
Loading and Unloading zone.
Implementation of the above design features would serve to minimize potential
hazardous conditions for bicyclists because vehicle access to the passenger drop‐
off/pick‐up curb indent would be limited to one ingress point and one egress point,
thus minimizing the area of potential conflict; driver awareness of the presence of
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the bicycle lane would be improved by signage and bicycle symbols and
demarcating lines painted on the bicycle lane; the 9‐foot depth of the bus
loading/unloading curb indent would help prevent buses from encroaching into the
adjacent bicycle lane; and bus drop‐off/pick‐up times would be limited to certain
hours/days and bus drivers would be instructed on the proper procedures.
Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would result in a less than significant
bicycle impact.
Additionally, two improvement measures could be implemented to improve bicycle
conditions in front of the Project Site; these improvement measures, I‐TR‐1 and I‐TR‐
2, are described under Improvement Measures at the end of this section on
p. III.E‐52.
Per the Planning Code (Section 155.3 and Section 155.4) the Expanded Project would be required
to provide 12 bicycle parking spaces for visitors and employees. In addition, the Expanded
Project would be required to provide four showers and eight clothing lockers for employees.
The Expanded Project represents a “worst‐case scenario”, as the higher‐intensity land use
would require more bicycle parking.
Bicycle parking racks accommodating approximately 65 bicycles would be distributed around
the Project Site giving visitors a variety of opportunities to secure their bicycles. Exact bicycle
rack locations would be determined as part of the Port and Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC) design review approval process. The employee bicycle parking, showers
and clothing lockers would be located inside Pier 17.
The Project and the Expanded Project would not interfere with proposed near‐term or long‐
range bicycle network changes that are included in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
The Project and the Expanded Project would result in a general increase in the number of
vehicles in the Project vicinity. There would be an increase in passenger and freight loading
and unloading activity at The Exploratorium and at the Pier 17 driveway, which may result in
more motor‐vehicle and bicycle conflicts.

However, this increase would not, in itself, be

substantial enough to affect bicycle travel in the area. In addition, the number of useable curb
cuts would be reduced from five to four and the total length of useable curb cuts would be
reduced from 274 feet to 65 feet.
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LOADING IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐6

The Project and the Expanded Project would not result in a loading demand during the peak
hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within the proposed on‐site loading
supply or within on‐street loading zones, and would not create potentially hazardous
conditions. (Less than Significant)
Freight Loading/Unloading
Based on the Planning Code (see Section 152), one off‐street loading space would be
required for the restaurant and retail uses associated with the Project and the
Expanded Project. The museum use would require an additional two off‐street
loading spaces. In total, the Planning Code would require that the Project and the
Expanded Project provide three off‐street loading spaces. The Project and Expanded
Project would provide two off‐street loading spaces and would, therefore, not meet
this requirement; the Project Sponsor would request an exemption under Section
161(b).
All freight delivery for Piers 15/17 would occur inside Pier 17 at the northwest corner
of the pier shed at a loading dock with two truck loading spaces, each approximately
60 feet long and 12 feet wide with a minimum 14‐foot vertical clearance. The loading
dock area would be the same under both the Project and Expanded Project scenarios.
The curb cut directly in front of the Pier 17 main rolling door would be used for
truck access to the loading dock. These activities would occur outside bus loading
and unloading hours. Although the loading and receiving would occur inside Pier
17, deliveries destined for Pier 15 would be hand‐carted or fork‐lifted to that pier
from the front of the courtyard, or over the pedestrian bridge, or at the east end.
For deliveries needing direct access to the east end restaurant/café, such as catering
trucks and event rental deliveries, a center drive lane with proper turnabouts would
be utilized inside Pier 17 under the Project. A center drive lane is utilized on other
pier sheds on the waterfront. In the Expanded Project, the service trucks would use
the Pier 17 south exterior loading dock for access. The loading dock width of 13 feet,
9 inches would be expanded to approximately 23 feet, 9 inches under the Expanded
Project to accommodate the simultaneous use by pedestrians and occasional
vehicles. The Project Sponsor as master tenant of the premises would have control of
the timing of these service vehicles and would schedule their arrival to minimize
conflicts. The configuration of the loading spaces would not be expected to create
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potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles or pedestrians.
According to the SF Guidelines, the museum, restaurant, and retail uses associated
with the Project would have a delivery/service demand for approximately 3.4
loading spaces during an average hour and 4.2 loading spaces during the peak hour
of loading demand. The Expanded Project would have a delivery/service demand
for approximately 4.2 loading spaces during an average hour and 5.2 loading spaces
during the peak hour of loading demand. According to the Project Sponsor, on
average less than ten deliveries per day would occur for the museum uses for both
the Project and the Expanded Project.
Passenger Loading/Unloading
The Project proposes to either convert the existing 75‐foot long and 8‐foot wide two‐
car curb indent in front of Pier 15 to a passenger drop‐off/pick‐up zone for the
museum, or alternatively, to extend it southward an additional 73 feet for a final
dimension of 148 feet long and 8 feet wide. In either case, the existing two metered
car spaces would be removed with the Project and the entirety of the indent would
be licensed to the Project Sponsor. This existing curb indent would accommodate
two large or three small passenger vehicles at the same time, while the expanded
curb indent would accommodate up to five cars at one time. Under either scenario,
the curb indent would be designated for short‐term drop‐off/pick‐up and valet
parking for Exploratorium‐affiliated uses only. During museum hours, it would be
used for those needing special curbside assistance, for taxis, passenger drop‐off by
private vehicles, and valet parking for evening events in the museum. The use of the
passenger zone would be strictly enforced by the Exploratorium, particularly if its
current length (75 feet) is maintained in order to minimize potential encroachment
onto the adjacent bicycle lane and/or traffic lanes on The Embarcadero. Increasing
the curb indent (or narrowing of the sidewalk) requires approval by the Department
of Public Works, the Planning Department, and the Board of Supervisors.

●

If extended, the curb indent would retain the existing curb cut leading to and from
the Pier 15 Access Lane and this curb cut would be utilized for emergency access
(e.g., police, ambulance).
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The pedestrian circulation width from the edge of this curb indent to the Pier 15
Bulkhead wall is approximately 25 feet. The new extended indent would maintain a
25‐foot dimension to the edge of the marginal wharf between Pier 15 and Pier 9 and,
therefore, would not affect pedestrian circulation.
The existing width of the northbound bicycle lane would be maintained and a
newly‐painted line would demarcate the inside (east) edge of the bicycle lane from
the drop‐off area. See Bicycle Impacts for a discussion of the interaction between
bicyclists and vehicles utilizing the proposed curbside passenger loading/unloading
curb indent.
Bus Loading/Unloading
There is an existing 8‐foot wide curb indent used for metered on‐street car parking
and as a truck loading zone that begins just north of Pier 17 and extends north
continuously to Pier 27. As part of the Project and Expanded Project, this curb
indent is proposed to be extended south by approximately 225 feet. This extended
portion of the curb indent is proposed to be painted and designated for school field
trip and special event bus activity. The curb indent would accommodate four buses
at a time, and would be reserved for such use during museum business hours. Once
the museum is closed, these spaces would be vacant. Under both the Project and

●

Expanded Project, garbage trucks would remove trash and recycling during the
museum’s off hours by parking in the proposed bus loading/unloading curb indent
in front of Pier 17.
During the peak drop‐off and pick‐up times, it is anticipated that no more than three
buses would be present at the same time. In the rare event that a bus could not be
accommodated at the curb indent, it would be redirected by the Project Sponsor’s
Transportation Monitor to a designated temporary staging area.

The Port has

identified parking meters along the north side of Green Street adjacent to Seawall
Lot 321 or the meters along the west side of The Embarcadero as potential sites for
temporary bus staging. Once the bus loading zone at Pier 17 has cleared, the bus
driver would be signaled to return to unload his/her passengers.
During the period between unloading and loading, field trip and tour buses would
park at an off‐site location to be leased by the Project Sponsor.

The Port has

identified three potential sites for a temporary bus parking lot, if available: the
Valley between Piers 27/29 on The Embarcadero between Battery and Sansome
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Streets, Piers 30/32 on The Embarcadero at Brannan Street, and Seawall Lot 349
located at Pier 70 at the end of 20th Street. On a typical day, the Project Sponsor
estimates that 20 to 24 buses would be parked at the off‐site location. The presence
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of these buses on the local street network in the vicinity of any of the three proposed
temporary bus parking lots would increase traffic volumes. However, due to the
relatively small number of buses (24 per day, at most) that would need access to the
facility, it is not anticipated that the temporary bus parking lot would cause any
significant impacts to traffic operations.
To help facilitate the loading/unloading of field trip and tour buses, a Transportation
Monitor is proposed to be on‐site in front of Pier 17 during the loading and
unloading of school and tour buses. The Transportation Monitor would maintain
the flow of bus arrivals and departures and ensure that only authorized vehicles
utilize the loading/ unloading spaces.
Staging areas for bus passengers would be designated in front of Pier 17 on the
marginal wharf once bus passengers have disembarked or are preparing to load the
buses. These staging areas would minimize the time that the students are on Herb
Caen Way in the path of passing pedestrians and bicycles. The staging areas would
have a marker to identify them. Such a marker might be a tall exhibit or sculpture, a
form of paving differentiation, or other visual cue for the students to easily
recognize.

The Project Sponsor’s staff, called “Explainers,” would wear bright

orange vests and would be assigned to greet each bus as it arrives. The Explainers
would direct the students towards the staging areas. The Explainers would be
further assisted by teachers and parents who arrive with the students at an average
of one adult chaperone per 5.5 children. The Explainers would employ various
methods of communicating to passing pedestrians and bicycle riders on Herb Caen
Way that caution should be exercised. This may be in the form of moveable or
handheld signage.

Once assembled in the staging area, the students would be

ushered across the courtyard towards the museum’s main entry at Pier 15. The
students would not have to re‐cross the main thoroughfare of Herb Caen Way.
The above discussion indicates that the Project and Expanded Project loading
facilities would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays
affecting traffic, transit, bicyclists or pedestrians.
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CONSTRUCTION IMPACT EVALUATION
TR‐7

Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)
Preliminary information on the construction program for the Project was provided
by the Project Sponsor since detailed plans for construction activities have not yet
been finalized.

It is estimated that construction of the Project would require

approximately two years to complete.

Construction‐related activities would

typically occur Monday through Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. It is anticipated
that some construction activities may occur on Saturdays, on an as‐needed basis (for
example, during tenant improvements).
Construction staging for the Project would occur primarily within the Project Site
and on barges in the water adjacent to the Project Site. Construction staging for the
Expanded Project would occur on the marginal wharf in front of Pier 17 and on
barges adjacent to the north and east apron.

Pedestrian circulation along The

Embarcadero would be maintained throughout the construction duration.

The

Project Sponsor does not anticipate the need for any lane closures along The
Embarcadero to accommodate construction staging. However, if such a need does
arise, the closure would be short‐term (e.g., less than three weeks).

If it is

determined that any temporary traffic lane, parking lane or sidewalk closures would
be needed, the closures would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the
effects on local traffic and circulation. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are
subject to review and approval by the Department of Public Works (DPW) and the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).

In addition, if it is

determined that temporary Muni bus stop relocation would be needed, the
relocation would be coordinated with the Muni Street Operations/Special Events
office.
During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction‐related trucks
into and out of the Project Site. On average, there would be between 50 to 75 trucks
traveling to and from the Project Site per day, depending on the phase. The impact of
construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of local
streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may
affect traffic and transit operations (including Golden Gate Transit buses operating
along The Embarcadero). It is anticipated that a majority of the construction trucks
would use I‐80/U.S. 101, plus Harrison Street and The Embarcadero.
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On average, there would be between 45 and 55 construction workers per day at the
Project Site, depending on the phase.

The trip distribution and mode split of

construction workers is not available. However, it is anticipated that the addition of
the construction worker vehicle‐ and transit‐trips would not substantially affect the
transportation conditions, as any impacts on the vehicular and transit network
would be less than those associated with the Project and the Expanded Project. In
addition, construction workers would have a temporary parking demand. Since the
nearby public off‐street and on‐street parking facilities in the vicinity of the Project
Site currently have availability during the day, it is anticipated that construction
worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting
area‐wide parking conditions.
In light of the above discussion, transportation‐related construction impacts would
be less than significant.
implemented

to

lessen

Additionally, one improvement measure could be
the

less‐than‐significant

construction

impacts;

this

improvement measure, I‐TR‐3, is described under Improvement Measures at the end
of this section on p. III.E‐52.
CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS (2025)
Future 2025 traffic volumes were developed in order to assess local cumulative developments
which result in increases in traffic levels. For the Future Year 2025 Cumulative intersections
analysis, existing traffic volumes were increased based on expected traffic growth rates between
2005 and 2025.

This rate accounts for growth due to the Expanded Project traffic plus

cumulative background traffic and includes the cumulative development forecasted by the
travel demand model (SF‐CHAMP) developed by the City and County of San Francisco
Transportation Authority (SFCTA). Based on this analysis, it was estimated that traffic volumes
along the study intersections would increase at a typical average rate of 0.4 to 0.9 percent per
year.
Given that no travel demand forecast data or tool that represent weekend conditions were
available, it was recommended that for the weekend analysis, the average annual growth
factors estimated for each individual study intersection be applied to the existing weekend
turning movement volumes collected in the field, in order to obtain future weekend cumulative
traffic volumes. This approach was consistent with the methodology developed to calculate
2025 traffic estimates for weekday conditions, and provided conservative results, since in
addition to the expected growth of visitor‐oriented uses, it included additional growth from

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.E‐48

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
E. Transportation and Circulation

standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they
would on a weekday.
Cumulative Traffic Impact Evaluation
TR‐8

The Project and Expanded Project would not cause the level of service to deteriorate from
LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F. In addition, the Project and
Expanded Project would not cause major traffic hazards, nor would they contribute
considerably to the cumulative traffic increases that would cause the deterioration in levels of
service to unacceptable levels. (Less than Significant)
Table III.E‐22 and Table III.E‐23 below present the results of the intersection analysis
for 2025 Cumulative conditions for the weekday PM peak hour and weekend
midday peak hour, respectively.

All 13 study intersections would continue to

operate at an acceptable LOS during both time periods. Therefore, the Project and
Expanded Project would not have a significant cumulative traffic impact.
TABLE III.E-22
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT, AND 2025 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS
Existing plus
Expanded Project

Existing
Intersection
1. The Embarcadero/Bay Street
2. The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/
Chestnut Street
3. The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/
Battery Street
4. The Embarcadero/Green Street
5. The Embarcadero/Broadway
6. The Embarcadero/Washington Street
7. The Embarcadero/Harrison Street
8. Sansome Street/Green Street(b)
9. Sansome Street/Broadway
10. Battery Street/Green Street(b)
11. Battery Street/Broadway
12. Front Street/Green Street(b)
13. Front Street/Vallejo Street(b)

(a)

Delay

LOS

(a)

Delay

2025 Cumulative

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

15.9
25.3

B
C

17.2
25.8

B
C

16.9
26.6

B
C

31.1

C

31.5

C

42.0

D

40.1
39.2
39.8
14.7
12.2(EB)
18.3
17.4(WB)
18.8
8.0(NB, SB, WB)
8.1(NB,SB)

D
D
D
B
B
B
C
B
A
A

22.8
40.8
42.1
14.8
12.3(EB)
20.3
18.0(WB)
20.1
9.5(SB)
8.5(NB, SB)

C
D
D
B
B
C
C
B
A
A

23.9
54.1
52.7
15.9
14.5(EB)
24.5
25.0(WB)
23.3
10.3(SB)
9.2(NB, SB)

C
D
D
B
B
C
D
C
B
A

_____________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, September 2008.
Notes:
a.
Average intersection delay presented in seconds per vehicle.
b.
Presents the worst approach LOS for stop‐controlled intersections.
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TABLE III.E-23
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE WEEKEND MIDDAY
PEAK HOUR EXISTING, EXISTING PLUS EXPANDED PROJECT, AND 2025 CUMULATIVE
CONDITIONS
Existing plus
Expanded
Project

Existing
(a)

Intersection

Delay

LOS

(a)

Delay

2025 Cumulative

LOS

Delay(a)

LOS

1. The Embarcadero/Bay Street

12.1

B

12.5

B

14.2

B

2. The Embarcadero/Sansome Street/
Chestnut Street

17.9

B

18.1

B

19.5

B

3. The Embarcadero/Lombard Street/
Battery Street

21.5

C

21.8

C

26.0

C

4. The Embarcadero/Green Street

39.9

D

20.8

C

22.0

C

5. The Embarcadero/Broadway

22.3

C

22.7

C

30.1

C

6. The Embarcadero/Washington Street

23.5

C

23.6

C

31.6

C

7. The Embarcadero/Harrison Street

10.3

B

10.5

B

11.3

B

8. Sansome Street/Green Street

(b)

10.4

9. Sansome Street/Broadway

(EB)

B

10.5

(EB)

B

11.2

(EB)

B

14.4

B

15.2

B

16.6

B

10.7(WB)

B

10.8(WB)

B

12.2(WB)

B

14.5

B

14.9

B

15.3

B

12. Front Street/Green Street(b)

7.2(WB)

A

8.2(SB)

A

9.2(SB)

A

13. Front Street/Vallejo Street

7.3

A

7.7(NB)

A

8.2

A

10. Battery Street/Green Street(b)
11. Battery Street/Broadway
(b)

(NB)

(NB)

_____________________________
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, September 2008.
Notes:
a.

Intersection delay presented in seconds per vehicle.

b.

Presents the worst approach LOS for stop‐controlled intersections.

Cumulative Transit Impact Evaluation
TR‐9

The Project and the Expanded Project, in combination with other development, would not
cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial
increase in operating delay or costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service
levels could result. The Project and the Expanded Project would not contribute considerably
to exceeding the capacity utilization standard during the weekday PM peak hour. (Less than
Significant)
The analysis of Cumulative conditions for transit operators considers likely changes
to transit service between the existing year and the future year (2025). Included are

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.E‐50

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
E. Transportation and Circulation

changes to Muni service following implementation of the TEP recommendations,
introduction of new ferry routes as part of the Water Emergency Transportation
Authority (WETA) ferry network, electrification of Caltrain and associated capacity
improvements, and other proposed changes identified in the short‐range transit plan
(SRTP) documents of the various transit operators.
Muni Screenlines
Between Existing and 2025 Cumulative conditions, weekday PM peak hour ridership
demand at the four Muni screenlines is projected to increase by about 4,361
passengers (21 percent), while capacity is projected to increase by about 4,700
passengers (15 percent). Only the PM weekday peak hour was evaluated because
this is the only time period for which Muni screenline data are available. Capacity
utilization of the screenlines is expected to remain below Muni’s 85‐percent capacity
standard at all screenlines, ranging from 55 percent utilization at the northeast
screenline to 80 percent at the southeast screenline. Overall, the sub‐corridors are
also expected to remain below Muni’s capacity standard with the exception of the
Third Street sub‐corridor in the southeast screenline, which is expected to operate at
99 percent of capacity. There would be 150 outbound transit trips generated by the
Expanded Project during the PM peak hour that would cross the Muni screenlines,
of which 29 would cross the southeast screenline. The addition of 29 trips to the
southeast screenline would result in a less than 0.5 percent increase in ridership,
which would have a minimal contribution to the cumulative transit ridership.
Regional Screenlines
Between Existing and 2025 Cumulative conditions, weekday PM peak hour ridership
demand at the three regional screenlines is projected to increase by about 14,500
passengers (42 percent), while capacity is projected to increase by about 11,900
passengers (31 percent). Only the PM weekday peak hour was evaluated because
this is the only time period for which regional screenline data are available Capacity
utilization of the screenlines is expected to remain below each regional transit
operator’s load factor standards, ranging from 71 percent at the South Bay screenline
to 119 percent at the East Bay screenline. Overall, the sub‐corridors are also expected
to remain below each operator’s load factor standards with the exception of the
BART sub‐corridor in the East Bay screenline, which is expected to operate at 143
percent of capacity. There would be 90 outbound transit trips generated by the
Expanded Project during the PM peak hour that would cross the regional
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screenlines, of which 45 would cross the East Bay screenline. The addition of 45 trips
to the East Bay screenline would result in a less than 0.2‐percent increase in
ridership, which would have a minimal contribution to the cumulative transit
ridership.

●

Bridge Building Variant
The Variant would not change plans for parking, curbside loading and unloading,
bicycle safety measures, and freight loading and receiving as proposed under the
Project. The Variant would not cause any greater deterioration of intersection LOS
compared to the Project because the reduced program space would result in fewer
vehicle trips than the Project. Implementation of the Variant would also result in
similar less‐than‐significant impacts to pedestrian and bicycle safety, loading and
construction compared to the Project. Cumulative traffic and transit impacts would
be less‐than‐significant.

As such, conclusions for transportation and circulation

impacts associated with the Variant would be substantially the same as those for the
Project.
Improvement Measures
The following two improvement measures could further improve bicycle conditions in front of
the Project Site:
I‐TR‐1

The City of San Francisco Bicycle Plan Update:

Supplemental Design

Guidelines include the use of colored bicycle lanes to further enhance the
bicycle environment and safety. The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) recently approved a study proposed by SFMTA of solid and
dashed green pavement for bicycle lanes. If the use of colored pavement
materials is approved by the FHWA and the California Traffic Control
Device Committee (CTCDC), San Francisco may add colored pavement
materials to selected bicycle lanes. The northbound stretch of the bicycle
lane in front of the Project Site could potentially be a candidate for
implementation of the colored pavement materials treatment.
If the use of colored pavement materials is approved by the FHWA and
CTCDC and if SFMTA deems appropriate, the Project Sponsor could
apply colored pavement materials to Bicycle Route #5 in front of the
Project Site.
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I‐TR‐2

The field trip/special event bus loading/unloading space is designed to
include a wider than standard (9 feet versus 8.5 feet) curb indent as well
as the provision of 10 feet of clearance between each bus. While the
proposed design is adequate, the Project Sponsor could increase the
width of the bus loading/unloading curb indent to 9.5 feet in order to
allow for more bus maneuverability and help prevent buses from
possibly encroaching onto the bicycle lane.

Implementation of the

Improvement Measure would require narrowing the two northbound
traffic lanes on the Embarcadero by 0.5 feet, from 10.5 feet to 10.25 feet
along the Project Site. Implementation of this Improvement Measure
would be subject to SFMTA approval.
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The following improvement measure could be implemented to lessen the less‐than‐significant
construction impacts.
I‐TR‐3

Any construction traffic occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. or
between 3:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. would coincide with peak hour traffic
and could temporarily impede traffic and transit flow, although it would
not be considered a significant impact. Limiting truck movements to the
hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by
DPT) would minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent
streets during the AM and PM peak periods.
The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) would meet with the
Traffic Engineering Division of the Department of Parking and Traffic
(DPT), the Port, the Fire Department, Muni, and the Planning Department
to determine feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion, including
potential transit disruption and pedestrian circulation impacts during
construction of the Project and the Expanded Project.
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F.

NOISE

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that an increase in ambient noise levels,
associated with the operation of the Project and Expanded Project, could result from an increase
in operational noise directly related to changes in traffic volumes. Because traffic volumes and
impacts were not studied in the Initial Study, the Initial Study deferred to the EIR traffic study
to form the basis for analysis and conclusions on potential changes in traffic‐related ambient
noise levels. Traffic‐related noise impacts are, therefore, discussed in this section.
The Initial Study also concluded that noise generated from construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would not exceed established noise standards except for potential impacts
resulting from pile driving activities. It also concluded that the Project and the Expanded
Project would have less‐than‐significant impacts with regards to temporary noise and vibration
resulting from construction.

The increase in noise during construction and their various

elements would not be considered a significant impact under the City’s Noise Ordinance
because the construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence
and level.1 The Initial Study also determined that the proposed uses would not be substantially
affected by existing noise levels at the Project Site. Finally, the Project Site is not located within
an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, nor in the vicinity of a
private airstrip; therefore, the Project and Expanded would not result in any airport‐related
noise impacts. Because these topics have been discussed, and their potential impacts found
insignificant or less than significant in the Initial Study, these topics are not addressed in this
section.
The Initial Study also deferred the analysis of cumulative noise impacts to this EIR. Without the
data and a determination of ambient noise impacts, the Initial Study could not present a full
analysis of all cumulative noise impacts. The cumulative noise impact analysis is discussed in
this section.
SETTING
Sound is created when vibrating objects produce pressure variations that move rapidly outward
into the surrounding air. The main characteristics of these air pressure waves are (a) amplitude,
which we experience as a sound’s “loudness,” and (b) frequency, which we experience as a
sound’s “pitch.” The standard unit of sound amplitude is the decibel (dB); it is a measure of the
physical magnitude of the pressure variations relative to the human threshold of perception.
1

The City’s Noise Ordinance is contained within Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code.
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The human ear’s sensitivity to sound amplitude is frequency‐dependent; it is more sensitive to
sound with a frequency at or near 1,000 cycles per second than to sound with much lower or
much higher frequencies.
Most “real world” sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing) are complex mixtures of many
different frequency components. When the average amplitude of such sounds is measured with
a sound level meter, it is common for the instrument to apply different adjustment factors to
each of the measured sound’s frequency components. These factors account for the differences
in perceived loudness of each of the sound’s frequency components relative to those that the
human ear is most sensitive to (i.e., those at or near 1,000 cycles per second). This adjustment is
called “A‐weighting.” The unit of A‐weighted sound amplitude is also the decibel; however, in
reporting measurements to which A‐weighting has been applied, an “A” is appended to dB
(i.e., dBA) to make this clear.2
Noise is the term generally given to the “unwanted” aspects of intrusive sound. Many factors
influence how a sound is perceived and whether it is considered annoying to a listener. These
factors include not only the physical characteristics of a sound (e.g., amplitude, frequency,
duration), but also non‐acoustic factors (e.g., the acuity of a listener’s hearing ability, the activity
of the listener during exposure) that can influence the degree of “unwantedness” for a listener,
or receptor. Excessive noise can negatively affect the physiological or psychological well‐being
of individuals or communities.
All quantitative descriptors used to measure environmental noise exposure recognize the strong
correlation between the high acoustical energy content of a sound (i.e., its loudness and
duration) and the disruptive effect it is likely to have as noise. Because environmental noise
fluctuates over time, most such descriptors average the sound level over the time of exposure,
and some add “penalties” for sounds produced at times of day when intrusive sounds would be
more disruptive to listeners. The most commonly used descriptors are:


Equivalent Energy Noise Level (Leq) is the constant noise level that would deliver the
same acoustic energy to the ear of a listener as the actual time‐varying noise would

2

A decibel (dB) is the unit of measurement used to express the intensity of loudness of sound. A
decibel is one‐tenth of a unit called a bel. Sound is composed of various frequencies. The human ear
does not hear all sound frequencies. Normal hearing is within the range of 20 to 20,000 vibrations per
second. As a result, an adjustment of weighting of sound frequencies is made to approximate the
way that the average person hears sounds. This weighting system assigns a weight that is related to
how sensitive the human ear is to each sound frequency. Frequencies that are less sensitive to the
human ear are weighted less than those for which the ear is more sensitive. The adjusted sounds are
called A‐weighted levels (dBA).
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deliver over the same exposure time. No “penalties,” or adjustments, are added to any
noise levels during the exposure time; thus, there is no change in this noise metric if the
noise were to occur during late night hours. The Leq would be the same regardless of the
time of day during which the noise occurs.


Day‐Night Average Noise Level (Ldn) is a 24‐hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “penalty”
added to noise levels registered during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for
the increased sensitivity that people have to nighttime noise. Because of this penalty,
the Ldn is always higher than its corresponding 24‐hour Leq (e.g., a constant 60 dBA noise
over 24 hours would have a 60 dBA Leq, but a 66.4 dBA Ldn).



Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is an Ldn with an additional 5 dBA
“penalty” for noise levels registered during the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. In most cases of environmental noise exposure, Ldn and CNEL levels are
essentially equivalent.

Vibration
Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate energy through that medium. If a vibrating
object is massive enough and/or close enough to the observer, its vibrations are perceptible. The
ground motion caused by vibration is measured in vibration decibels (VdB). The vibration
threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. Vibrations become distinctly
perceptible to many people at 75 VdB, and minor damage can occur to fragile buildings at
100 VdB.
Existing Ambient Noise Levels
The sources that contribute to ambient noise and vibration levels in the Project vicinity are
typical of San Francisco, which include vehicular/transit traffic (trucks, cars, MUNI buses/rail,
emergency vehicles), and other urban land use activities. In the vicinity of the Project Site,
sensitive receptors would primarily include residents of nearby residential units. The nearest
residential units with an uninterrupted line‐of‐sight to the Project Site are at the intersection of
Broadway and Davis Street about 700 feet to the south. A measurement taken at the nearest
residential development identified a peak hour traffic noise level of 68.3 dBA.3

3

Noise measurement was taken at Davis Street and Broadway at 5:00 p.m. on June 11, 2007.
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REGULATORY SETTING
The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes Land Use Compatibility Guidelines that
suggest satisfactory noise levels for various land uses, and are based on compatibility
guidelines from the California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control. The General Plan
indicates that the maximum exterior noise level considered satisfactory for residential use is 60
dBA CNEL 65 dBA CNEL for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, day care centers, and
nursing homes; and 70 dBA for office and commercial uses, and parks.
The San Francisco Noise Ordinance regulates both construction noise and fixed source noise
within the City. While unnecessary, excessive, or offensive noise limits are imposed to protect
all people in an area, nuisance noise is generally limited by the Noise Ordinance to within 5 dBA
of ambient noise levels. Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code regulates fixed and mobile
noise sources; Sections 2907 and 2908 of the Police Code regulate noise from construction
equipment to 80 dBA Leq at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment during the hours from
7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Construction activities during the nighttime period from 8:00 p.m. to 7:00
a.m. may not exceed the ambient level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line, unless a special
permit is granted prior to such work. Section 2909, Fixed Source Levels, regulates mechanical
equipment noise.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
For the purposes of this EIR, a noise impact would be considered significant if the Project and
Expanded Project would:


Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies; or



Result in substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project; or



Result in a substantial temporarily or periodical increase in ambient noise levels in the
project above levels existing without the project.

METHODOLOGY
The analysis of the existing and future traffic noise levels is based on noise level monitoring,
noise prediction computer modeling, and empirical observations of receptor noise exposure
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characteristics. Existing noise levels were monitored at the nearest residential uses to the
Project Site using a Larson‐Davis Model 720 sound level meter, which satisfies the American
National Standards Institute (ANSI) requirement for general environmental noise measurement
instrumentation.
Traffic noise modeling procedures involved the calculation of existing and future vehicular
noise levels using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) model. The model calculates
the noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway
geometry, and site environmental conditions. Traffic volumes used as data inputs in the noise
model were taken from the traffic analysis prepared for this EIR.
IMPACT EVALUATION
NO‐1

Pile driving construction activities under the Project and Expanded Project could
temporarily exceed noise thresholds. (Potentially Significant)
Construction activities for the Project and Expanded Project would be temporary
and intermittent and, therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would make a less‐
than‐significant contribution to construction noise and vibration. However, pile
driving would be necessary for the Project’s foundation. The piles would be driven
to the required depth with either a drop‐down or vibratory hammer. There would
be as many as 60 steel pipe piles driven intermittently during the 26‐month
construction period. During this time, there is a potential for pile driving activities
to exceed significance thresholds for noise.

Though the specific frequency and

duration of pile driving activities on a daily basis is not known at this time, pile
driving activities would be subject to the construction requirements of the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance. Adherence to the Noise Ordinance and implementation of
Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1 would mitigate pile driving noise impacts to a less‐
than‐significant level by requiring the application of noise‐reducing pile driving
techniques.
NO‐2

The Project and Expanded Project would not result in significant traffic noise impacts. (Less
than Significant)
Table III.F‐1 below identifies changes in future noise levels along Project area
roadways resulting from implementation of the Expanded Project, which would give
the larger increase from traffic volumes on local streets compared to those under the
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Project. As shown, the Expanded Project would cause a very slight increase in local
noise levels of 0.2 dBA or less.
As discussed in Chapter III.E, Transportation and Circulation, the implementation of
the Project and Expanded Project would add new traffic to the local roadway
network. Hence, local traffic noise would increase slightly from Existing to
Expanded Project conditions. However, the increase in traffic‐related noise would
not exceed the 3 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the Project and Expanded
Project would have a less‐than‐significant permanent incremental noise impact.

TABLE III.F-1
TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AT ADJACENT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS (LDN IN DBA)

Existing

Existing +
Expanded
Project

Cumulative

Change with
Expanded
Project

Along The Embarcadero near Broadway

69.3

69.4

69.9

0.1

Along Broadway near The Embarcadero

64.0

64.0

64.8

0.0

Along Battery near Green

63.5

63.7

64.2

0.2

Receptors

___________________________
Source:

PBS&J, 2008.

Note:

Traffic noise levels were modeled using the FHWA noise model initialized with data from the Project traffic study. The
closest residential uses along these roadways were assumed to be at 12 feet from curbside. They were chosen because
either they represent the closest residential uses to the Project site (i.e., at the corner of The Embarcadero and Broadway) or
a street where the Project increment to traffic would be highest.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
NO‐CU‐3 The Project and Expanded Project would not contribute to significant cumulative noise
impacts in the Project Vicinity. (Less than Significant)
The construction periods of other development projects may overlap with
construction activities of the Project and Expanded Project. This EIR conservatively
assumes that construction of the Project and Expanded Project and other foreseeable
development in the site vicinity would occur simultaneously.
Assuming concurrent construction, noise from nearby construction of other
approved and foreseeable projects would be added to noise from construction of the
Project and the Expanded Project. However, because construction activities for the
Project and Expanded Project would be temporary and intermittent, the contribution
to the cumulative context would therefore, not be significant.
Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.F‐6

Furthermore, all
FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
F. Noise

construction projects would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance.
In addition, construction activities from projects are expected to occur during the
hours permitted under the San Francisco Municipal Code.

The largest project

contribution to ambient noise during construction would come from pile driving;
however, Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1 would reduce pile driving noise impacts to a
less‐than‐significant level.

Consequently, concurrent construction activity of the

Project and Expanded Project would not make cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulative noise impact.
Groundborne vibration associated with construction of the Project and Expanded
Project, alone, would not be significant at the nearest sensitive receptors. Due to the
localized nature of vibration impacts, cumulative groundborne vibration impacts
would arise, and be contributed to, from only those projects within the immediate
vicinity of the Project area. Groundborne vibration would be further isolated to
close proximity of the individual pieces of vibration‐producing construction
equipment at each construction site within the vicinity of the Project Site. Because
the Project and Expanded Project would not contribute to the localized groundborne
vibrations associated with construction of other projects within the Project vicinity,
the vibration impact of the Project and Expanded Project would not be cumulatively
considerable.
Noise from operation of the Project and Expanded Project would also have the
potential to add to cumulative noise conditions, in combination with other
foreseeable developments in the City.

The implementation of the Project and

Expanded Project would result in relatively small increments in traffic volumes to
the roadway network and add relatively small numbers of passengers to the mass
transit lines that would be increasing their capacity to provide additional service to
the Downtown area, including access to the Project Site. Therefore, traffic and mass
transit noise levels would increase over time, but Project and Expanded Project
increments to 2025 Cumulative noise levels would be relatively small. Therefore, the
Project and Expanded Project contributions to future noise levels would not be
cumulatively considerable and would not have a cumulatively significant noise
impact.
Bridge Building Variant

●

The design of the Variant is substantially similar to the Bridge Building proposed in
the Project. Construction of the Variant could also result in adverse noise impacts
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resulting form pile driving activities during construction of the Variant. However,
pile driving activities would be subject to the construction requirements of the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance. Adherence to the Noise Ordinance and implementation of
Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1 would mitigate pile driving noise impacts to a less‐
than‐significant level by requiring the application of noise‐reducing pile driving
techniques. Operational noise would result from an increase in motor vehicle trips
per day to the Project Site.

However, the program space of the Variant would be

reduced by approximately 25 percent compared to the Project. Therefore, vehicle
trips to the Project Site would be similar or slightly less than the Project, resulting in
less‐than‐significant traffic noise impacts.

The conclusions for noise impacts

associated with construction and operation the Variant would be substantially the
same as those for the Project.
MITIGATION MEASURES
M‐NO‐1

The Project Sponsor shall require the construction contractor for the Project and
Expanded Project to use noise‐reducing pile driving techniques such as
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installing intake and exhaust mufflers on pile driving equipment, vibrating
piles into place when feasible, and installing shrouds around the pile driving
hammer where feasible.
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G.

AIR QUALITY

INTRODUCTION
This section provides an overview of the existing air quality within the City of San Francisco
and surrounding region, the associated regulatory setting, and an analysis of potential impacts
on air quality that would result from implementation of the Project and Expanded Project.
The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that air quality could potentially be affected by
the Project and Expanded Project, and deferred to the EIR for additional air quality analysis to
be completed after information was available on the anticipated vehicle travel impacts. The
Initial Study also concluded that air quality could potentially be affected during construction of
the Project and Expanded Project. A mitigation measure was included to reduce project‐specific
construction‐related air quality effects of the Project and Expanded Project, as well as the
potential air quality effects when considered cumulatively with other anticipated future projects
in the Project vicinity. Construction‐related air quality impacts are discussed in the cumulative
impact subsection, below. The construction air quality mitigation measure, included in the
mitigation measures subsection, would reduce both the Project and Expanded Project’s impacts
and the potential cumulatively considerable impacts to a less‐than‐significant level.
SETTING
Air Quality Background
The City and County of San Francisco is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, so named
because the surrounding mountains tend to confine the movement of air and the pollutants it
contains. This area includes all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, the western half of Solano and the southern half of Sonoma counties. The
regional climate within the Bay Area is considered semi‐arid and is characterized by warm
summers, mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore breezes, and
moderate humidity. A wide range of emissions sources—such as dense population centers,
heavy vehicular traffic, and industry—and meteorology primarily influence the air quality
within the Bay Area.
Air pollutant emissions within the Bay Area are generated by stationary, area‐wide, and mobile
sources.

Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area

sources. Point source emissions occur at identified locations and are usually associated with
manufacturing and industry.
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combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat. Area‐wide sources consist of
many smaller point sources that are widely distributed. Examples of area‐wide sources include
residential and commercial water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural
fields, landfills, and consumer products such as barbeque lighter fluid and hair spray. Mobile
sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions,
and are classified as either on‐road or off‐road. Off‐road sources include aircraft, ships, trains,
and self‐propelled construction equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated naturally such
as when fine dust particles are pulled off the ground and suspended in the air during high
winds.
Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for
outdoor concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health. The national and
state ambient air quality standards have been set at levels where concentrations could be
generally harmful to human health and welfare, and to protect the most sensitive persons from
illness or discomfort with a margin of safety.
The air pollutants for which national and state standards have been promulgated and which are
most relevant to air quality planning and regulation in the Bay Area include ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), and lead. In addition, toxic air contaminants (TACs) and greenhouse gases
(GHGs) are of concern in the Bay Area. Each of these is briefly described below.
Ozone
Ozone is a gas that is formed when reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)—
both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust—undergo slow photochemical
reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone concentrations are generally highest during the
summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are
conducive to its formation.
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion of
fuels. CO concentrations tend to be the highest in the winter morning when surface‐based
inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels. Because CO is emitted directly from internal
combustion engines—unlike ozone—and motor vehicles operating at slow speeds are the
primary source of CO in the Bay Area, the highest ambient CO concentrations are generally
found near congested transportation corridors and intersections.
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Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) consist of extremely
small, suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter. Most
particulate matter in urban areas is produced by fuel combustion, motor vehicle travel, and
construction activities.
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is a reactive, oxidizing gas capable of damaging cells lining the
respiratory tract and is an essential ingredient in the formation of ozone. It is emitted as a by‐
product of fuel combustion.
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the atmosphere as
a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur‐content fuel oils and coal, and from
chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries.
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) is a general term for a diverse group of air pollutants that can
adversely affect human health, but have not had ambient air quality standards established for
them. They are not fundamentally different from the pollutants discussed above, but lack
ambient air quality standards for a variety of reasons (e.g., insufficient data on toxicity,
association with particular workplace exposures rather than general environmental exposure,
etc.). The health effects of TACs can result from either acute or chronic exposure; many types of
cancer are associated with chronic TAC exposures.
Greenhouse Gases (GHGs)
Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere because they capture heat
radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does.
The accumulation of GHG’s has been implicated as a driving force for global climate change.
Definitions of climate change vary between and across regulatory authorities and the scientific
community, but in general can be described as the changing of the earth’s climate caused by
natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities which alter the composition of the global
atmosphere.
Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs
during demolition, construction and operational phases. The principal GHGs are carbon
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dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor. (Ozone—not directly emitted, but
formed from other gases—in the troposphere, the lowest level of the earth’s atmosphere, also
contributes to the retention of heat.) While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere
are naturally occurring, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) are
largely emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate at which these compounds occur
within earth’s atmosphere. Carbon dioxide is the “reference gas” for climate change, meaning
that emissions of GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide‐equivalent” measures.
Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by‐products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane
results from off‐gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs, with
much greater heat‐absorption potential than carbon dioxide, include hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in certain industrial processes.
There is international scientific consensus that human‐caused increases in GHGs have and will
continue to contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty concerning the
magnitude and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in California may
include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per
year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years.1 Secondary effects
are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors,
and changes in habitat and biodiversity.
The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimated that in 2004 California produced 500
million gross metric tons (about 550 million U.S. tons) of carbon dioxide‐equivalent GHG
emissions.2 The CEC found that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG
emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in‐state and out‐of‐state) at 23 percent and
industrial sources at 13 percent.3 In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation
sector (on‐road motor vehicles, off‐highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest
source of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions, accounting for just over half of the Bay Area’s 85
million tons of GHG emissions in 2002. Industrial and commercial sources were the second
largest contributors of GHG emissions with about one‐fourth of total emissions. Domestic
sources (e.g., home water heaters, furnaces, etc.) account for about 11 percent of the Bay Area’s
1

2

3

California Air Resources Board (ARB), 2006a, Climate Change website, Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/120106workshop/intropres12106.pdf, Accessed: December 4, 2007.
Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently
measured in “carbon dioxide‐equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s
heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential.
California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to
2004 ‐ Final Staff Report, publication # CEC‐600‐2006‐013‐SF, December 22, 2006; and January 23, 2007
update to that report. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm, Accessed:
December 2008.
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GHG emissions, followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil refining currently accounts for
approximately 6 percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.4
REGIONAL AIR QUALITY
Climate
The San Francisco Bay Area’s regional meteorological conditions are cool and dry in the
summers and mild and moderately wet in the winters. A daytime sea breeze provides fresh air
to the Bay Area, but also tends to cause temperature inversions by positioning cool surface air
underneath warmer upper‐air. The inversions limit vertical motion of pollution and cause
pollution potential to be the highest in the sheltered valleys throughout the region and in the
subregions that are not directly affected by the marine air entering through the Golden Gate.5
Regional Air Quality
The nine‐county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has a history of recorded violations of federal
and state ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and inhalable particulate
matter.

Since the early 1970s, the Bay Area has made progress toward controlling these

pollutants. The area is now in attainment with all state and federal standards except those for
ozone and PM10. The Bay Area is an ozone nonattainment area for state and federal purposes.
Although the Bay Area does not meet the state standard for PM10, it does meet the federal
standard.

The criteria air pollutants for which national and state standards have been

promulgated (and that are most relevant to air quality planning and regulation in the Bay Area)
are ozone, fine suspended particulate matter, and carbon monoxide.
The emissions inventory for the entire Bay Area and San Francisco County is summarized in
Table III.G‐1 on p. III.G‐6. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate the majority of ROG, NOx,
and CO; stationary sources generate the most SOx; and area‐wide sources generate the most
airborne particulates.

4

5

BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2002, November 2006.
Available at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/ghg_emission_inventory.pdf, Accessed: December 2008.
BAAQMD, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans,
April 1996, Revised December 1999, Appendix D.
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TABLE III.G-1
2006 ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY EMISSIONS
IN SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY AND THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA
Emissions in Tons per Day
Emissions Source

ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

369

492

1,929

55

213

82

San Francisco County

34

52

171

7

17

7

__________________________
Source:

California Air Resources Board, Almanac Emission Projection Data, 2007.

Local Air Quality
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operates air quality monitoring
stations in San Francisco at 10 Arkansas Street (at the foot of Potrero Hill) and at 939 Ellis Street
(near the Civic Center). Both locations would be representative of conditions in the City;
however, the Ellis Street station monitors only carbon monoxide.

Peak carbon monoxide

concentrations observed at the Ellis Street station tend to be higher than those observed at
Arkansas Street. Table III.G‐2 on p. III.G‐7 presents a three‐year summary (2005‐2007) of ozone,
carbon monoxide, and particulate matter data at the Arkansas Street monitoring station. Data
compiled from this monitoring station for the past three years (2005 through 2007) are used by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to estimate annual air emission averages and
number of days a region is above State or federal standards. During the period of 2005 through
2007 for this station, both the State 1 hour ozone standard and the federal 8 hour standards were
not exceeded at this station. During the period of 2005 through 2007 at the Arkansas Street
station, the measured State 24 hour PM10 standard was exceeded five times while the federal 24
hour standard was not exceeded. The federal 24 hour standard for PM2.5 standard was not
exceeded between 2005 and 2007.
The regional and local air quality data show that the region has made considerable progress
toward meeting the state and federal standards. At this time, the region does not meet ozone
and PM10 standards, and violations of the state and federal standards for ozone and PM10
continue to persist.
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TABLE III.G-2
SUMMARY OF LOCAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN SAN FRANCISCO
Year
Air Pollutantsa

2005

2006

2007

0.06 ppm

0.05 ppm

0.06 ppm

0

0

0

0.05 ppm

0.05 ppm

0.05 ppm

0

0

0

46.4 μg/m3

61.4 μg/m3

69.8 μg/m3

Days exceeding national 150 μg/m3 24‐hour standard

0

0

0

Days exceeding State 50 μg/m3 24‐hour standard

0

3

2

43.6 μg/m3

54.3 μg/m3

45.2 μg/m3

0

3

5

2.1 ppm

2.1 ppm

1.6 ppm

0

0

0

0.06 ppm

0.07 ppm

0.06 ppm

0

0

0

Ozone
Maximum 1‐hour concentration measuredb
Days exceeding State 0.09 ppm 1‐hour standard
Maximum 8‐hour concentration measured

c

Days exceeding national 0.08 ppm 8‐hour standard
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)
Maximum 24‐hour concentration measuredd

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Maximum 24‐hour concentration measured
Days exceeding national 35 μg/m3 24‐hour standarde
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 8‐hour concentration measured
Number of days exceeding national and State 9.0 ppm 8‐hour
standard
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Maximum 1‐hour concentration measured
Days exceeding State 0.25 ppm 1‐hour standard
Source:

California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Data Summaries, Air Pollution Summary, 2005 through 2007.

Notes:
a.

Data is taken from the San Francisco Arkansas Street monitoring station.

b.

ppm = parts by volume per million of air.

c.

The California 8‐hour ozone standard was implemented on May 17, 2005.

d.

μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.

e.

On December 17, 2006, the U.S. EPA implemented a more stringent national 24‐hour PM2.5 standard—revising it from 65 μg/m3 to 35
μg/m3. PM2.5 exceedance days for 2006 to 2007 reflect the new 35 μg/m3 standard.

Pollutants tend to be carried away from San Francisco into the more sheltered areas of the
region and cause violations of the standards there. Therefore, regional benefits would occur
with efforts to control San Francisco’s emissions.
REGULATORY SETTING
Air quality within the Bay Area is addressed through the efforts of various federal, State,
regional, and local government agencies. These agencies work jointly, as well as individually,
to improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy‐making, education, and
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a variety of programs. The agencies responsible for improving the air quality within the Bay
Area are discussed below.
FEDERAL REGULATIONS
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for setting and enforcing the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for atmospheric pollutants. It regulates emission
sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships,
and certain locomotives.
As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the EPA requires each state with federal
nonattainment areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates
the means to attain the national standards. The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan
components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a
combination of performance standards and market‐based programs within the timeframe
identified in the SIP.
STATE REGULATIONS
California Ambient Air Quality Standards
The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a part of the California EPA, is responsible for the
coordination and administration of both federal and State air pollution control programs within
California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets California Ambient Air Quality
Standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, provides
oversight of local programs, and prepares the SIP. CARB establishes emissions standards for
motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (e.g., hairspray, aerosol paints, and
barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment.

It also sets fuel

specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.
Executive Order S-3-05
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, the Governor
issued Executive Order S‐3‐05, which sets forth a series of target dates by which Statewide
emissions of GHG would be progressively reduced. These target dates include reduction of
GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and
reduction of GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
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California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S‐3‐05, which sets forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of GHG would be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce
GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050,
reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

6

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill
No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),
which requires the CARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other
measures, such that feasible and cost‐effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990
levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions).
AB 32 establishes a timetable for the CARB to adopt emission limits, rules, and regulations
designed to achieve the intent of the Act. CARB staff is preparing a scoping plan to meet the
2020 greenhouse gas reduction limits outlined in AB 32. In order to meet these goals, California
must reduce its greenhouse gases by 30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual
emissions levels, or about 10 percent from today’s levels (2008). In June 2008, CARB released its
Draft Scoping Plan, which estimates a reduction of 169 million metric tons of CO2‐eq (MMTCO2‐
eq).

Approximately one‐third of the emissions reductions strategies fall within the

transportation sector and include the following: California Light‐Duty Vehicle GHG standards,
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Heavy‐Duty Vehicle GHG emission reductions and energy
efficiency, and medium and heavy‐duty vehicle hybridization, high speed rail, and efficiency
improvements in goods movement. These measures are expected to reduce GHG emissions by
60.2 MMTCO2‐eq. Emissions from the electricity sector are expected to reduce another 49.7
MMTCO2‐eq. Reductions from the electricity sector include building and appliance energy
efficiency and conservation, increased combined heat and power, solar water heating (AB 1470),
the renewable energy portfolio standard (33 percent renewable energy by 2020), and the
existing million solar roofs program. Other reductions are expected from industrial sources,
agriculture, forestry, recycling and waste, water, and emissions reductions from cap‐and‐trade
programs. Local government actions and regional GHG targets are also expected to yield a
reduction of 2 MMTCO2‐eq.7 Measures that could become effective during implementation
pertain to construction‐related equipment and building and appliance energy efficiency. Some

6

7

California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change, June 2008
Discussion Draft. Available at: http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/index.php. Accessed: July 29, 2008.
Ibid.
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proposed measures will require new legislation to implement, some will require subsidies,
some have already been developed, and some will require additional effort to evaluate and
quantify. Additionally, some emissions reductions strategies may require their own
environmental review under CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Applicable measures that are ultimately adopted will become effective during implementation
of the proposed project and the proposed project could be subject to these requirements,
depending on the proposed project’s timeline.
LOCAL REGULATIONS
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) Clean Air Plans and Guidelines
The BAAQMD is the primary agency responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. To that end, the BAAQMD, a regional agency, works directly
with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission,
and local governments and cooperates actively with all federal and State government agencies.
The BAAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting requirements for
stationary sources, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures through educational
programs or fines, when necessary.
The BAAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point)
sources and for assuring that State controls on mobile sources are effectively implemented. It
has responded to this requirement by preparing a sequence of Ozone Attainment Plans and Clean
Air Plans that comply with the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act to
accommodate growth, reduce the pollutant levels in the Bay Area, meet federal and State
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS), and minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control
measures have on the local economy. The Ozone Attainment Plans are prepared for the federal
ozone standard, and the Clean Air Plans are prepared for the State ozone standards. The most
recent Ozone Attainment Plan was adopted by the BAAQMD Board of Directors on October 2001
and demonstrates attainment of the federal ozone standard in the Bay Area by 2006. The
current regional Clean Air Plan was adopted by the Board of Directors on December 20, 2000. It
identifies the control measures that would be implemented through 2006 to reduce major
sources of pollutants. These planning efforts have substantially decreased the population’s
exposure to unhealthful levels of pollutants, even while substantial population growth has
occurred within the Bay Area. The Clean Air Plan predicts that regional ozone concentrations
will decrease by 1.2 percent per year or 9.0 percent over the 12 years after it was adopted. The
BAAQMD is in the process of preparing the 2009 Bay Area Clean Air Plan which is expected to
be adopted in the fall of 2009.
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In 2003, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 656 (SB 656) to reduce public exposure to
PM10 and PM2.5. SB 656 requires CARB, in consultation with local air districts, to develop and
adopt, by January 1, 2005, a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost‐effective control
measures that could be used by CARB and the air districts to reduce PM10 and PM2.5. In
November 2005, the BAAQMD adopted a Particulate Matter Implementation Strategy focusing on
those measures most applicable and cost effective for the Bay Area.
Although the BAAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have
the authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new
development projects within the Bay Area. Instead, the BAAQMD has used its expertise and
prepared the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (dated 1999) to indirectly address these issues in
accordance with the projections and programs of the Ozone Attainment Plan and Clean Air Plan.
The purpose of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is to assist Lead Agencies, as well as consultants,
project proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential air quality impacts of
projects and plans proposed in the Bay Area. Specifically, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
explain the procedures that the BAAQMD recommends be followed during environmental
review processes required by CEQA. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide direction on how
to evaluate potential air quality impacts, how to determine whether these impacts are
significant, and how to mitigate these impacts. The BAAQMD intends that by providing this
guidance, the air quality impacts of plans and development proposals will be analyzed
accurately and consistently throughout the San Francisco Air Basin (SFAB), and adverse
impacts will be minimized.
City of San Francisco
San Francisco has a history of environmental protection policies and programs aimed at
improving the quality of life for San Francisco’s residents and reducing impacts on the
environment. The following plans, policies and legislation demonstrate San Francisco’s
continued commitment to environmental protection.
San Francisco General Plan
The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element.8 The
objectives specified by the City include the following:


8

Objective 1:

Adhere to State and federal air quality standards and regional programs.

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Air Quality ‐ An Element of the General Plan
of the City and County of San Francisco, July 1997, updated in 2000.
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Objective 2:

Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the
Transportation Element of the General Plan.



Objective 3:

Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land
use and transportation decisions.



Objective 5:

Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.



Objective 6:

Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management
to emission reductions.

Transit First Policy
In 1973 San Francisco instituted the Transit First Policy which added Section 16.102 to the City
Charter with the goal of reducing the City’s reliance on freeways and meeting transportation
needs by emphasizing mass transportation. The Transit First Policy gives priority to public
transit investments; adopts street capacity and parking policies to discourage increased
automobile traffic; and encourages the use of transit, bicycling and walking rather than use of
single‐occupant vehicles.
San Francisco Sustainability Plan
In July 1997 the Board of Supervisors approved the Sustainability Plan for the City of San
Francisco establishing sustainable development as a fundamental goal of municipal public
policy.
The Electricity Resource Plan (Revised December 2002)
San Francisco adopted the Electricity Resource Plan to help address growing environmental
health concerns in San Francisco’s southeast community, home of two power plants. The plan
presents a framework for assuring a reliable, affordable, and renewable source of energy for the
future of San Francisco.
The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco
In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Reduction Resolution (Number 158‐02) committing the City and County of San Francisco to a
GHG emissions reduction goal of 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. In September
2004, the San Francisco Department of the Environment and the Public Utilities Commission
published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
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9

Emissions. The Climate Action Plan provides the context of climate change in San Francisco and
examines strategies to meet the 20 percent greenhouse gas reduction target. Although the
Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the actions addressed in
the Climate Action Plan, and many of the actions require further development and commitment
of resources, the Climate Action Plan serves as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and
several actions have been implemented or are now in progress.
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Zero Emissions 2020 Plan
The SFMTA’s Zero Emissions 2020 plan focuses on the purchase of cleaner transit buses
including hybrid diesel‐electric buses. Under this plan hybrid buses will replace the oldest
diesel buses, some dating back to 1988. The hybrid buses emit 95 percent less particle matter
(PM, or soot) than the buses they replace, they produce 40 percent less oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), and they reduce greenhouse gases by 30 percent.
LEED® Silver for Municipal Buildings
In 2004, the City amended Chapter 7 of the Environment code, requiring all new municipal
construction and major renovation projects to achieve LEED® Silver Certification from the US
Green Building Council.
Zero Waste
In 2004, the City of San Francisco committed to a goal of diverting 75 percent of its waste from
landfills by 2010, with the ultimate goal of zero waste by 2020. San Francisco currently recovers
69 percent of discarded material.
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance
In 2006 the City of San Francisco adopted Ordinance No. 27‐06, requiring all construction and
demolition debris to be transported to a registered facility that can divert a minimum of 65
percent of the material from landfills. This ordinance applies to all construction, demolition and
remodeling projects within the City.
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance
In May 2008, the City of San Francisco adopted an ordinance amending the San Francisco
Environment Code to establish City greenhouse gas emission targets and departmental action

9

San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
Climate Action Plan for San Francisco, Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions, September 2004.
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plans, to authorize the Department of the Environment to coordinate efforts to meet these
targets, and to make environmental findings.

The ordinance establishes the following

greenhouse gas emission reduction limits for San Francisco and the target dates to achieve
them:


Determine 1990 City greenhouse gas emissions by 2008, the baseline level with reference
to which target reductions are set;



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017;



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The ordinance also specifies requirements for City departments to prepare departmental
Climate Action Plans that assess, and report to the Department of the Environment, GHG
emissions associated with their department’s activities and activities regulated by them, and
prepare recommendations to reduce emissions. As part of this, the San Francisco Planning
Department is required to: (1) update and amend the City’s applicable General Plan elements to
include the emissions reduction limits set forth in this ordinance and policies to achieve those
targets; (2) consider a project’s impact on the City’s GHG reduction limits specified in this
ordinance as part of its review under CEQA; and (3) work with other City departments to
enhance the “transit first” policy to encourage a shift to sustainable modes of transportation
thereby reducing emissions and helping to achieve the targets set forth by this ordinance.
Go Solar SF
On July 1, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) launched its
“GoSolarSF” program to San Francisco’s businesses and residents, offering incentives in the
form of a rebate program that could pay for approximately half the cost of installation of a solar
power system, and more to those qualifying as low‐income residents.
City of San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance
On August 4, 2008, Mayor Gavin Newsom signed into law San Francisco’s Green Building
Ordinance for newly constructed residential and commercial buildings and renovations to
existing buildings. The ordinance specifically requires newly constructed commercial buildings
over 5,000 sq. ft. , residential buildings over 75 feet in height, and renovations on buildings over
25,000 sq. ft. to be subject to an unprecedented level of LEED® and green building certifications,
which makes San Francisco the city with the most stringent green building requirements in the
nation. Cumulative benefits of this ordinance include reducing CO2 emissions by 60,000 tons,
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saving 220,000 megawatt hours of power, saving 100 million gallons of drinking water,
reducing waste and storm water by 90 million gallons of water, reducing construction and
demolition waste by 700 million pounds, increasing the valuations of recycled materials by $200
million, reducing automobile trips by 540,000, and increasing green power generation by 37,000
megawatt hours.10
The Green Building Ordinance also continues San Franciscoʹs efforts to reduce the Cityʹs
greenhouse gas emissions to 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012, a goal outlined in
the Cityʹs 2004 Climate Action Plan. In addition, by reducing San Franciscoʹs emissions, this
ordinance also furthers the Stateʹs efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions statewide as
mandated by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
The San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection have also
developed a streamlining process for Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Permits and priority permitting
mechanisms for projects pursuing LEED® Gold Certification.
The City’s Planning Code reflects the latest smart growth policies and includes: electric vehicle
refueling stations in city parking garages, bicycle storage facilities for commercial and office
buildings, and zoning that is supportive of high density mixed‐use infill development. The
City’s more recent area plans, such as Rincon Hill Plan and the Market and Octavia Area Plan,
provide transit‐oriented development policies. At the same time there is also a community‐
wide focus on ensuring San Francisco’s neighborhoods as “livable” neighborhoods, including
the Better Streets Plan that would improve streetscape policies throughout the City, the Transit
Effectiveness Project that aims to improve transit service, and the Bicycle Plan, all of which
promote alternative transportation options.

The City also provides incentives to City

employees to use alternative commute modes and the City recently introduced legislation that
would require almost all employers to have comparable programs.
Each of the policies and ordinances discussed above include measures that would decrease the
amount of greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere and decrease San Francisco’s overall
contribution to climate change.
City of San Francisco’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance
The San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Dust Control Ordinance) was adopted
in July 2008 and requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction

10

These findings are contained within the final Green Building Ordinance, signed by the Mayor August
4, 2008.
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activities within the City and County of San Francisco to comply with specific dust control
measures. For projects over one half‐acre, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project
sponsor submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Health Department prior
to issuance of a building permit by Department of Building Inspection (DBI). The Dust Control
Ordinance applies to the Project and Expanded Project except the permitting agency is the
Port’s Building Department. The Port’s Building Department will not issue a building permit
without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site‐
specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement.
The Dust Control Ordinance requires project sponsors and responsible contractors for
construction activities to control construction dust on the site or implement other practices that
result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities
may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming
airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed
15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq.
of the San Francisco Public Works Code.
Site‐specific Dust Control Plans shall require the project sponsor to: submit a map to the
Director of Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas
of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and
downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an
independent, third‐party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections;
establish shut‐down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for
surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project‐related dust;
limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and
windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the
size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15mile per hour (mph) speed limit
for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers
at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate
construction activities when winds exceed 25 mph; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and to
sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions.

The project sponsor would be

required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements.
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IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would result in significant adverse air quality impacts if it
would:


Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation; or



Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non‐attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors); or



Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) encourages public agencies to adopt
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, but notes that public agencies are not required to
do so. Until a statewide threshold has been adopted, the Department analyzes a proposed
project’s contribution to climate change against the following significance criteria:
1.

Does the project conflict with the state goal of reducing GHG emissions in California to
1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32 (California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006), such that the project’s GHG emissions would result in a
substantial contribution to global climate change; and

2.

Does the proposed project conflict with San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan such that it
would impede implementation of the local greenhouse gas reduction goals established
by San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance?

METHODOLOGY
Worst‐case regional emissions caused by on‐site energy use and off‐site traffic for the Expanded
Project are estimated using the CARB URBEMIS2007 version 9.4 computer program. The input
data for URBEMIS is provided in Section II, Project Description and by the Exploratorium
Relocation Project Transportation Report.
Worst‐case carbon monoxide concentrations near congested intersections for the Expanded
Project are estimated using Caltrans’ CALINE4 program. As recommended by the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines, receptors are placed in locations that yield maximum exposure (i.e., the
sidewalk corners) and stable atmospheric conditions are assumed so that dispersion of CO in
the vicinity of the intersection would be minimal.
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Worst‐case greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Expanded Project’s motor vehicles,
electricity use, natural gas combustion and solid waste generation were estimated using
URBEMIS2007 and emission rates developed by the California Climate Action Registry and the
California Energy Commision.
IMPACT EVALUATION
AQ‐1

Construction activities associated with the Project and Expanded Project would generate
dust (PM10) during construction activities, and the heavy equipment used would emit
criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, and CO, particulate matter) and diesel exhaust, a toxic
air contaminant. (Potentially Significant)
The Initial Study, Appendix A, identified a potentially‐significant air quality impact
resulting from emissions associated with the construction of the Project and
Expanded Project, including dust and diesel emissions.

The Initial Study

recommended implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 to reduce the
construction‐related air quality impacts from dust to a less‐than‐significant level.
Since the publication of the Initial Study, the City has adopted the Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance 176‐08, effective July 30, 2008) the intent of which is to reduce
the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction
work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on‐site workers, to
minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the DBI.
In addition, the Port would require the construction contractor(s) to develop and
implement an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP), which must describe the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that would be implemented during construction,
including compliance with the Dust Control Ordinance.

These regulations and

procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code and the Port would ensure
that potential dust‐related air quality impacts would be reduced to a level of
insignificance. Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 has been revised to remove construction
dust‐related measures. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1
would be required to reduce construction‐related air quality impacts resulting from
diesel emissions to a less‐than‐significant level.
AQ‐2

Energy use and traffic generated by the Project and Expanded Project would incrementally
increase regional air pollutant emissions. (Less than Significant)
The Project and Expanded Project would include new pollutant‐emitting
equipment/processes on‐site and would increase the number of motor vehicle trips

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.G‐18

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
G. Air Quality

per day. Based on URBEMIS2007 modeling results, the on‐site equipment/processes
and increased motor vehicle trips associated with the Expanded Project would
generate air pollutant emissions as shown in Table III.G‐3 below. Since emissions
associated with the Project would be less than those of the Expanded Project,
implementation of either scenario would not cause operation emissions to exceed the
BAAQMD’s significance thresholds for ROG, NOx, or PM10 and thus would not
result in a significant impact.
TABLE III.G-3
FUTURE (2010) DAILY OPERATIONAL AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
Expanded Project (Pounds per Day)
Project Component

ROG

NOx

PM10

Stationary

2.07

2.24

0.02

Vehicle

19.42

23.65

37.15

21.86

25.95

37.15

80.0

80.0

80.0

Total
BAAQMD Significance Thresholds
__________________________
Source: PBS&J, 2008.

AQ‐3

Traffic generated by the Project and Expanded Project would result in incremental increases
in localized CO emissions but would not contribute substantially to existing or projected
violations of air quality standards. (Less than Significant)
Project and Expanded Project traffic would contribute to increased localized CO
concentrations in the immediate vicinity of congested intersections. The effects of
Expanded Project traffic on local CO concentrations were calculated with the
CALINE4 dispersion model. As shown in Table III.G‐4, p. 20, the Expanded Project
would not increase CO concentrations at these intersections or cause violations of
ambient air quality standards. Since CO emissions associated with Project traffic
would be less than those of the Expanded Project, localized CO concentrations
resulting from traffic generated by either the Project or Expanded Project would be
less than significant.
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TABLE III.G-4
LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
Eight-Hour Average CO Concentrations in Parts per Million at 25 Feet
from Roadway Edges/a/ /b/
Intersection

Existing Plus
Expanded Project

Existing

Year 2025 Cumulative

Embarcadero/Lombard

4.3

4.3

3.7

Embarcadero/Broadway

4.5

4.5

3.8

Embarcadero/Washington

4.6

4.6

3.8

Battery/Green

3.8

3.8

3.6

___________________________
Source: PBS&J, 2008.
Notes:
a.

CO levels were estimated using a simplified version of the CALINE4 model as presented in BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines (December 1999).

b.

National and State 8‐hour standards are both 9.0 parts per million.

AQ‐4

Energy use, motor vehicle traffic and solid waste generated by the Project and Expanded
Project would incrementally increase greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)
The Project and Expanded Project would emit greenhouse gases from various
sources both on‐ and off‐site: motor vehicles associated with operation, natural gas
burned by heating/cooling equipment on‐site, fossil fuel power plants supplying
electricity to the Project Site, and decomposition of the solid waste generated by the
Exploratorium’s operations.

The estimated annual greenhouse gas emissions

associated with each of the major sources for the Expanded Project are identified in
Table III.G‐5. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Project would be less
than those of the Expanded Project.
TABLE III.G-5
EXPANDED PROJECT ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Source

CO2 –Equivalent (Tons/Year)

Motor Vehicles

3,897

Electricity Use

1,845

On‐Site Heating/Cooling

484

Solid Waste

175

Total

6,402

______________________
Source: PBS&J, 2008.
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Cumulative Effects
AQ‐CU‐5 The contribution of construction‐related emissions resulting from construction of the Project
and Expanded Project would not be cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant)
The BAAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction
emissions nor provides thresholds of significance that could be used to assess
cumulative construction impacts.

The construction industry, in general, is an

existing source of emissions within the Bay Area. Construction equipment operates
at one site on a short‐term basis and, when finished, moves on to a new construction
site. Likewise, construction employees would continue to drive from site to site over
time. Because (1) construction activities would be temporary, (2) the contribution to
the cumulative context is so small as to be virtually immeasurable, (3) the Project
Sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 to reduce construction‐
related diesel emissions, and (4) the Project Sponsor would be subject to the
requirements of the City’s Dust Control Ordinance, the contribution of construction
emissions associated with the Project and Expanded Project would not be
cumulatively considerable.
AQ‐CU‐6 The contribution of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from construction and operation of
the Project and Expanded Project would not be cumulatively considerable.

(Less than

Significant)
In identifying and quantifying a project’s greenhouse gas emissions, OPR’s technical
advisory states that “the most common GHG that results from human activity is
carbon dioxide, followed by methane and nitrous oxide.” State law defines GHG to
also include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. These
latter GHG compounds are usually emitted in industrial processes, and therefore are
not applicable to construction of the Project or Expanded Project. However, the
GHG calculation does include emissions from CO2, N2O, and CH4, as recommended
by OPR. The informal guidelines also advise that Lead Agencies should calculate, or
estimate, emissions from vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage, and
construction activities.

The calculation presented below includes construction

emissions in terms of CO2 and annual CO2‐eq GHG emissions from increased
vehicular traffic, energy consumption, as well as estimated GHG emissions from
solid waste disposal. While San Francisco’s population and businesses are expected
to increase, overall projected water demand for San Francisco in 2030 is expected to
decrease from current water demand due to improvements in plumbing code
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requirements and additional water conservation measures implemented by the San
Francisco Pubic Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Given the anticipated degree of
water conservation, GHG emissions associated with the transport and treatment of
water usage would similarly decrease by 2030, and therefore increased GHG
emissions from water usage are not expected to be cumulatively considerable.
The Expanded Project includes 303,000 square feet of museum/office space and
23,000 square feet of restaurant/retail space. Projected GHG emissions resulting
from the Expanded Project were calculated based applicable motor vehicle trip
generation estimates and land use type/size specifications. Calculations yielded a
total carbon dioxide‐equivalent (CO2‐eq) emissions (including the major greenhouse
gases carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, and methane) of approximately 6,402 CO2‐eq
tons/year. Of this total, direct emissions from transportation sources and natural gas
combustion for heating/cooling accounts for 3,897 CO2‐eq tons/year and 484 CO2‐eq
tons/year, respectively, for a total direct GHG emissions of 4,381 CO2‐eq tons/year.
Indirect emissions from off‐site electricity generation and anaerobic decompositions
from landfill operations are estimated to contribute approximately 1,845 CO2‐eq
tons/year and approximately 175 tons/year, respectively. Additionally, construction
of the Expanded Project would emit approximately 1,206 tons of CO2. Expanded
Project construction emissions would represent approximately 0.06 percent of Bay
Area construction GHGs emitted in 2007, and Expanded Project annual emissions
would represent approximately 0.006 percent of total Bay Area GHGs emitted in
2007.

11

The 2020 GHG emissions limit for California, as adopted by CARB in December of
2007, is approximately 427 million metric‐tons of CO2‐eq (MMTCO2‐eq). The Project
and Expanded Project’s annual contribution would be 0.0075 percent of this total
2020 emissions limit. Further, implementation of the Project would result in the
closing of the existing Exploratorium facility with the removal of its sources of
greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, the net new greenhouse gas emissions from the
Expanded Project would be a fraction of the quantities reported in Table III.G‐5,
p. III.G‐20.

11

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District reported regional Bay Area GHGs emissions in 2007
at approximately 113 million CO2‐eq tons. Bay Area 2007 GHG emissions are used as the baseline for
determining whether a project’s contributions are significant as these are the most recent emissions
inventory for the Bay Area.
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The Project and Expanded Projectʹs incremental increases in GHG emissions
associated with construction, traffic increases and commercial heating, electricity
use, and solid waste disposal would contribute to regional and global increases in
GHG emissions and associated climate change effects.

The significance of the

incremental GHG emissions associated with the Project and Expanded Project,
however, must be considered in the context of broader City, regional, and state
policies that prioritize certain types of regional GHG reductions (e.g., energy
efficiency, energy production, waste disposal, and transportation impacts) while
accommodating

projects

that

promote

responsible

forms

of

growth

and

development.
OPR’s guidance states that, “Although climate change is ultimately a cumulative
impact, not every individual project that emits GHGs must necessarily be found to
contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the environment. CEQA authorizes
reliance on previously approved plans and mitigation programs that have
adequately analyzed and mitigated GHG emissions to a less than significant level as
a means to avoid or substantially reduce the cumulative impact of a project”... “[i]n
determining whether a proposed project’s emissions are cumulatively considerable,
the lead agency must consider the impact of the project when viewed in connection
with the effects of past, current and probable future projects.”
As discussed previously, San Francisco has been actively pursuing cleaner energy,
transportation and solid waste policies. In an independent review of San Francisco’s
community‐wide emissions it was reported that San Francisco has achieved a 5
percent reduction in community‐wide greenhouse gas emissions below the Kyoto
Protocol 1990 baseline levels.

The 1997 Kyoto Protocol sets a greenhouse gas

reduction target of 7 percent below 1990 levels by 2012. The ʺcommunity‐wide
inventoryʺ includes greenhouse gas emissions generated by San Francisco residents,
businesses, and commuters, as well as municipal operations. The inventory also
includes emissions from both transportation sources and from building energy
sources.
Additional GHG reductions would be realized by implementation of San Francisco’s
recently approved Green Building Ordinance and through other reduction initiatives
described in this Draft EIR.
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Further, the State of California Attorney General’s office has compiled a list of GHG
reduction measures that could be applied to a diverse range of projects.12 The Project
or Expanded Project would meet the intent of many of the GHG reduction measures
identified by the Attorney General’s office, including: (1) As infill development, the
Project and Expanded Project would be constructed in an urban area with good
transit access (and improved transit access compared to the existing site of the
Exploratorium), reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, and therefore the
Projectʹs transportation‐related GHG emissions would tend to be less relative to the
same amount of population and employment growth elsewhere in the Bay Area,
where transit service is generally less available than in the central city of San
13

Francisco; (2) As new construction, the Project and Expanded Project would be
required to meet California Energy Efficiency Standards for Nonresidential
Buildings, helping to reduce future energy demand as well as reduce the Projectʹs
contribution to cumulative regional GHG emissions; and (3) the Project and
Expanded Project would also be required to comply with the Construction
Demolition and Debris Recovery Ordinance (Ordinance No. 27‐06), requiring at least
65 percent of all construction and demolition material to be diverted from landfills.
The Project and Expanded Project would meet the standards for LEED Silver
certification.
Implementation of the Project and Expanded Project would result in a small net
increase in GHG emissions. However, given that: (1) the Project and Expanded
Project would not contribute significantly to global climate change such that it would
impede the State’s ability to meet its GHG reduction targets under AB 32, or impede
San Francisco’s ability to meet its greenhouse gas reduction targets under the
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance; (2) San Francisco has implemented programs
to reduce GHG emissions specific to new construction and renovations of residential
and commercial developments; (3) San Francisco’s sustainable policies have resulted
in the measured success of reduced GHG emissions levels; and (4) current and
probable future state and local GHG reduction measures will continue to reduce a

12

13

State of California, Department of Justice, “The California Environmental Quality Act: Addressing
Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level.” Updated 3/11/08. Available at:
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf. Accessed: April 11, 2008.
The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s, CEQA and Climate Change (January 2008) white paper
identifies infill development as yielding a “high” emissions reduction score (between 3‐30 percent).
Available at: http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper%20‐%20CEQA%20and%20
Climate%20Change.pdf. Accessed: April 15, 2008.
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project’s contribution to climate change, the Project and Expanded Project would not
contribute significantly, either individually or cumulatively, to global climate
change.

●

Bridge Building Variant
The design of the Variant is substantially similar to the Bridge Building proposed in
the Project.

Construction of the Variant would be subject to the Dust Control

Ordinance and implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 would be required to
reduce construction‐related air quality impacts resulting from diesel emissions.
Therefore, construction‐related impacts would be less than significant. As such,
conclusions for air quality impacts associated with construction and operation the
Variant would be substantially the same as those for the Project.

Operational

emissions of regional air pollutants, CO, and greenhouse gases would result from
pollutant‐emitting equipment/processes on‐site and motor vehicle trips per day to
the Project Site.

However, the program space of the Variant would be reduced by

approximately 25 percent compared to the Project. Therefore, operational activities
and vehicle trips to the Project Site would be similar or slightly less than the Project
resulting in less–than‐significant air quality impacts. The conclusions for air quality
impacts associated with construction and operation the Variant would be
substantially the same as those for the Project.
MITIGATION MEASURES
M‐AQ‐1 Construction Air Quality‐Diesel Emissions
[This mitigation measure has been amended to reflect the requirements of the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance adopted subsequent to the publication of the
Initial Study.]
The Project Sponsor shall also require the Project contractor(s) to maintain and
operate construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of
particulates and other pollutants. The construction contractor shall, to the
extent possible, be required to implement feasible measures to reduce diesel
particulate matter in construction equipment and vehicle exhaust, such as use
of late model or retrofitted equipment, use of alternative fuels or fuel additives,
and/or use of particulate traps on diesel engines.

Without limitation, the

contractor shall be required to maintain properly tuned equipment and to
prohibit idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are
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waiting in queues, and implementation of specific maintenance programs to
reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the
construction period.
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H.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

INTRODUCTION
This section addresses potential effects of the Project and Expanded Project on biological
resources. Existing Project Site characteristics, such as habitat types, and plant and animal
species present, are described based on site‐specific information developed for the Project and
Expanded Project, and published technical information, as indicated in footnoted references.
The primary sources of information referenced in this section regarding biological resources are:


California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) October 2007 Special Animals list;



California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB),
Rarefind 3 database program, California Department of Fish and Game, Updated June
2008; and



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) website September 2007 (updated January
2008).

As discussed in the Initial Study, Appendix A, pp. A‐50 and 51, neither the Project nor
Expanded Project would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. It was also concluded that neither
the Project nor Expanded Project would conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan. In addition, it was concluded that the Project and Expanded
Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Project and Expanded Project would not interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, these topics are not discussed in this section.

SETTING
The Project Site is located on The Embarcadero in the northeast portion of the City and County
of San Francisco, at the north end of the San Francisco Peninsula. The Peninsula faces the
Pacific Ocean to the west and defines the western edge of the San Francisco Bay to the east. The
cities of Berkeley, Emeryville, and Oakland are located approximately four miles to the east on
the opposite side of the San Francisco Bay, and along with other municipalities form the east
edge of the San Francisco Bay. The San Francisco‐Oakland Bay Bridge is a prominent man‐
made feature occurring approximately one mile south of the Project Site.
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including Angel Island, Alcatraz Island, Yerba Buena Island, and Treasure Island are visible
from the Project Site.
The Embarcadero extends along the waterfront for a distance of approximately three and one‐
half miles.

Vegetation along The Embarcadero is limited to street trees which consist of

sycamores, palm trees, and a variety of other ornamental species. Street trees extend along
nearly the entire length of The Embarcadero.
Project Site Habitats
Reconnaissance‐level field surveys of the Project Site were conducted by a PBS&J biologist on
December 21, 2007 and July 18, 2008. The purpose of the visits was to determine if the Project
Site provided habitat for any special‐status species known from the region.

Due to the

urban/industrial nature of the Project Site, no vegetation communities occur there. However,
the Project Site still provides some opportunities for wildlife use. Issues of particular concern
included potential for western gulls (Larus occidentalis) to nest on the roof of the Pier 15/17
buildings, and potential use of the interior of the buildings as bat roosts. The survey primarily
consisted of walking along the rooftops of the two pier buildings and the Connector Building to
look for potential gull nest sites, and conducting a thorough examination of the interior of both
pier buildings to look for evidence of bat occupation.

The exterior perimeter of the pier

buildings, the paved valley, and the south, east, and north aprons were visually examined as
well.
The rooftops of the buildings are an attractive roost site for gulls and other birds in the area.
Western gulls are known to nest on the nearby Alcatraz Island, and could possibly nest on the
rooftops of the piers along The Embarcadero. Although this species is not listed as threatened
or endangered, it does receive protection through a variety of regulations including sections of
the Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, described below in the Regulatory
Setting. At the time of the survey, there were more than 100 gulls roosting in one or more
groups on the rooftops. Due to strong winds, there is very little debris on the rooftops, but
small bones that appeared to be the remains of scavenged human food were scattered across the
entire rooftops. No evidence of nest structures were observed anywhere on the rooftops.
However, it is possible that the strong winds could have scattered any nesting materials that
may have been present during the nesting season. There are small sheltered areas near the
corners of the roof where the pier buildings and Connector Building come together that could
provide potential nest site for this species.
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The Pier 15/17 buildings were largely empty during the survey, although there was some
human activity by existing tenants in a small portion of the buildings. The ceiling and walls
were all relatively clean and open with very few crevices that could be utilized for bat roosts.
No evidence of bat occupation was observed during the survey, i.e., no guano piles, urine
staining, or sounds and odors associated with bat colonies were present. It is probable that
routine maintenance and other human activity, along with a general lack of suitable crevices in
the interior of the building, greatly reduce the buildings’ value as a potential bat roost site.
The exterior of Piers 15/17 were unremarkable from a biological perspective. No evidence of
any use by bats or other wildlife species was observed during the survey. The adjacent portions
of the San Francisco Bay included the open water areas on either side of the piers, and the open
bay to the east. The open water basin on the north side of Pier 17 (Pier 17‐19 Basin) has not been
dredged or used for many years and as a result has become silted to the point that the water is
only 4 to 6 feet deep toward the land end of the pier.1 According to the Port, the east apron is
naturally deep and requires no dredging for berthing of ships. The south apron requires no
dredging because of the constant activity of tugboats and other vessels in the Pier 9‐15 Basin.
Although a detailed biological investigation of the sub‐tidal areas was not conducted, a visual
survey of the slips adjacent to the east apron, south apron and north apron of Piers 15/17 did
not reveal the presence of any benthic vegetation. It appears that despite the lack of regular
dredging at these aprons, activity along the San Francisco Waterfront creates enough
disturbance or turbidity to discourage the establishment of benthic vegetation. Therefore, the
sea floor adjacent to Piers 15/17 is likely comprised of Bay mud that has been colonized by small
sessile (i.e., permanently attached) invertebrates. Routine fish movement is likely to occur from
the Bay into and out of the pier slips and underneath the piers themselves.
Special-Status Species
The potential occurrence of special‐status plant and animal species within the Project Site and
surrounding region has been determined through habitat information collected through a
review of the California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB),
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) online species list database2 (see Appendix C), a

1

2

Anchor Environmental, Reconnaissance Survey – Sampling and Analyses Memo. August 8, 2008. A
copy of this memo is on file as part of Case No. 2006.1073E and available for public review by
appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office Website, Endangered
Species List. Available at: http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list_form.cfm.
Accessed: April 11, 2008.
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December 21, 2007 reconnaissance‐level field survey, and a July 18, 2008 focused nesting
survey.
For the purposes of this section, special‐status species include:


species listed, proposed, or candidate species for listing as Threatened or Endangered by
the USFWS pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973, as
amended;



species listed as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by the California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG) pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1970,
as amended;



species designated as Fully Protected under Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), and
5050 (reptiles and amphibians) of the California Fish and Game Code;



species designated by the CDFG as California Species of Concern; and



species not currently protected by statute or regulation, but considered rare, threatened
or endangered under CEQA (Section 15380).

Species identified through the above means, along with their status and likelihood of
occurrence on the Project Site, are listed in Table III.H‐1, p. III.H‐5. This list represents those
species identified in the review of the CNDDB and USFWS queries having the highest
likelihood to occur in the Project Site (i.e., within the known range, and/or with potential habitat
present).
A rating of “observed” indicates that the species has been observed on the Project Site; “high”
indicates that the species has not been observed, but suitable habitat and conditions are present
on‐site and the species is expected to occur there; “moderate” indicates that it is not known if
the species is present, but suitable habitat exists on‐site; “low” indicates that the species was not
found during biological surveys conducted to date on the Project Site and may not be expected,
given the species’ known regional distribution or the quality of habitats located on the Project
Site, and “none” indicates that the species would not be expected to occur in the Project Site
because either the Project Site is not within the known range of the species, or there is no
suitable habitat present there. Descriptions of species that are listed as “observed”, “high”,
“moderate” or “low” are provided below.
As shown in Table III.H‐1, p. III.H‐5, none of the identified species has suitable habitat on the
Project Site, though some may forage in, or migrate through the Project vicinity.
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TABLE III.H-1
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

Invertebrates
Haliotes cracherodii

Black abalone

FC/ None/None

Typically occurs on rocky surfaces in the low intertidal
zone, up to 6 m deep, where they can wedge into
crevices, cracks, and holes during low tide. They
generally occur in areas of moderate to high surf.

None: No suitable rocky
shoreline or kelp bed habitat
present.

Haliotes sorenseni

White abalone

FE/ None/None

Typically occurs in open low and high relief rock or
boulder habitat that is interspersed with sand channels.
Reported to be most abundant between 25‐30 m (80‐100
ft) depth.

None: No suitable rocky
shoreline or kelp bed habitat
present.

Icaricia icarioides
missionensis

Mission blue
butterfly

FE/None/None

Occurs in coastal grasslands and scrublands where their
larval host plant Lupinus sp. is present. Currently this
species is only known from approximately five locations
in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties.

None: No suitable grassland
habitat present.

Incisalia mossii bayensis

San Bruno elfin
butterfly

FE/None/None

Inhabits rocky outcrops and cliffs in coastal scrub on the
San Francisco peninsula. This species is restricted to only
a few small populations, the largest of which occurs on
San Bruno Mountain.

None: No suitable grassland
habitat present.

Acipenser medirostris

Green sturgeon

FT/ None

Migrates through the San Francisco Bay to spawning
grounds in the upper Sacramento River. May spend
limited amounts of time near the Project Area during
migration.

Low to Moderate: May migrate
through, and/or forage in the
project vicinity.

Eucyclogobius newberryi

Tidewater goby

FE/CSC/None

Inhabits coastal lagoons and brackish bays at mouth of
freshwater streams where wide variations in salinity (1‐28
ppt.) and temperature (9‐25oC) occur. The substrate and
vegetation are variable among lagoon, creek and marsh
habitats.

None: No suitable vegetated
habitat present.

Hypomesus
transpacificus

Delta smelt

FT/ST/None

Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta. Seasonally in Suisun Bay,
Carquinez Strait and San Pablo Bay. Seldom found at
salinities > 10 ppt., most often at salinities < 2ppt.

None: No suitable estuarine
habitat present.

Fish
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TABLE III.H-1 (CONTINUED)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name
Oncorhynchus kisutch

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

FE/SE/None

Spawns in upper reaches of silt free gravel bottom rivers
and creeks between Punta Gorda and the San Lorenzo
River.

None: No suitable habitat
present.

FT/ None/None

Require beds of loose, silt‐free, coarse gravel for
spawning. Also needs cover, cool water and sufficient
dissolved oxygen. Passes through the San Francisco Bay
during migrations to upstream spawning habitat.

Low to Moderate: May migrate
through the project vicinity.

California coastal
Chinook salmon
spring‐run

FT/ST/None

Low to Moderate: May migrate
through the project vicinity.

Chinook salmon,
Sacramento River
winter‐run

FE/SE/None

Spawns in the Sacramento River but not in tributary
streams. Requires clean, cold water over gravel beds
with water temperatures between 6 and 14 C for
spawning. Passes through the San Francisco Bay during
migrations to upstream spawning habitat

California red‐legged
frog

FT/CSC/None

Occurs in marshes, streams and riparian areas with
perennial water, or with isolated pools that remain
inundated through the dry season. Typically absent from
habitat occupied by bullfrogs and non‐native predatory
fish. Will occasionally be found a mile or more from
water during dispersal, but spends majority of their lives
within 100 yards of permanent water.

None: No suitable habitat
present.

Coho salmon ‐ central
CA coast
Critical habitat, Coho
salmon ‐ central CA
coast

Oncorhynchus mykiss

Central Valley
California Coastal
steelhead
Critical habitat,
Central California
coastal steelhead

Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Amphibians
Rana aurora draytonii
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TABLE III.H-1 (CONTINUED)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

Reptiles
Actinemys marmorata

Western pond turtle

None /CSC/None

Inhabits ponds, streams, rivers and reservoirs, typically with
riparian or emergent vegetation. Requires upland areas for
aestivation and nesting, usually within 100 yards of
permanent water source.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Thamnophis sirtalis
tetrataenia

San Francisco garter
snake

FE /CSC/None

Inhabits ponds, streams, rivers and reservoirs, typically with
riparian or emergent vegetation. Requires upland areas for
aestivation and nesting, usually within 100 yards of
permanent water source.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Athene cunicularia

Burrowing owl

None/CSC/None

Nests in small mammal burrows that are in or adjacent to
open dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts and
scrublands characterized by low‐growing vegetation.
Subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing mammals,
most notably, the California ground squirrel.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Diomedea albatrus

Short‐tailed albatross

FE/CSC/None

Appears to require remote islands with open, treeless areas
with low, or no vegetation for breeding habitat. Also
requires nutrient‐rich areas of ocean upwelling for foraging
habitat. Currently known to breed only on two remote
islands in the western Pacific, Torishima, Japan, and
Senkaku Islands, southwest of Torishima.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus

California brown
pelican

FE/SE/None

(Nesting colony) colonial nester on coastal islands just
outside the surf line. Nests on coastal islands of small to
moderate size that affords immunity from attack by ground‐
dwelling predators.

Low to Moderate: May forage in
the vicinity. No nesting habitat
present.

Rallus longirostris
obsoletus

California clapper rail

FE/SE/None

Salt‐water and brackish marshes traversed by tidal sloughs
in the vicinity of San Francisco Bay. Associated with
abundant growths of pickleweed, but feeds away from cover
on invertebrates from mud‐bottomed sloughs.

None: No suitable salt marsh
habitat present.

Birds
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TABLE III.H-1 (CONTINUED)
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

Sternula antillarum
(=Sterna, =albifrons)
browni

California least tern

FE/SE/None

Nesting colonies found along the coast and in San Francisco
Bay. Uses bare or sparsely vegetated flat beaches, alkali flats
and other relatively open areas for nesting.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Strix occidentalis caurina

Northern spotted owl

FT/CSC/None

Occurs in old growth forests and younger forests with
scattered larger remnant trees. These habitats provide dense
canopy for protection from predators and the elements, large
open spaces for foraging, wood debris for nests, and old
hollow trees for nesting sites

None: No suitable habitat present.

Antrozous pallidus

Pallid bat

None/CSC/None

Roosts in rocky, outcrop areas with rock crevices, caves, and
mine tunnels. Also roost in the attics of houses, under the
eaves of barns, behind signs, in hollow trees, and in
abandoned adobe buildings. Colonies are usually small,
typically containing 12‐100 bats.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Enhydra lutris nereis

Southern sea otter (T)

FT/None/None

Occurs in association with kelp beds along the Pacific Coast
where abundant prey (e.g., sea urchins, abalone, etc.) are
present.

None: No suitable kelp bed habitat
present.

Eumetopias jubatus

Steller (=northern) sea‐
lion (T)

FT/None/ None

The eastern Pacific population ranges from the Gulf of
Alaska in the north to Año Nuevo Island off central
California. Feeds on schooling fish and remains primarily in
between inter‐tidal zones and continental shelves.
Occasionally known to enter estuarine to feed. Breeding
occurs on traditional, well‐defined reproductive rookeries,
usually on isolated island beaches

None: No suitable beach habitat
present.

FT/ST, CFP/None

Occurs in the vicinity of rocky coasts and in the caves found
along these shores. Known to occur as far south as Puerto
Gurrero, near the Mexico/Guatemala border, and as far north
as the Point Reyes National Seashore in California, but is
much more common from the Channel Islands, California,
south to Cedros Island , Baja California, Mexico

None: No suitable beach habitat
present.

Mammals

Critical Habitat, Steller
(=northern) sea‐lion
(X)
Arctocephalus townsendii

Guadalupe fur seal
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SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

Corynorhinus townsendii

Townsendʹs big‐eared
bat

None/CSC/None

Humid coastal regions of northern and central California;
roosts in limestone caves, lava tubes, mines, and buildings;
will only roost in open, hanging from walls or ceilings;
extremely sensitive to disturbance.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Reithrodontomys
raviventris

Salt marsh harvest
mouse

FE/FE, CFP/None

Only in the saline emergent wetlands of San Francisco Bay
and its tributaries. Pickleweed is primary habitat. Do not
burrow; build loosely organized nests. Require higher areas
for flood escape.

None: No suitable salt marsh
habitat present.

Amsinckia lunaris

Bent flowered
fiddleneck

None/None/1B

Occurs in coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, valley
and foothill grassland. Blooming period from March to June.
Elevation ranges from 3 to 500 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Castilleja affinis ssp.
neglecta

Tiburon paintbrush

FE/ST/1B

Occurs in Valley and foothill grassland (VFGrs)(serpentinite)

None: No suitable habitat present.

Plants

blooming period: April ‐ June
elevation range: 60 ‐ 400 meters

Cordylanthus maritimus
ssp. palustris

Point Reyes birdʹs beak

None/None/1B

Occurs in marshes and swamps (coastal salt). Blooming
period from June to October. Elevation ranges from 0 to 10
meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Fritillaria liliacea

Fragrant fritillary

None/None/1B

Occurs in cismontane woodland, coastal prairie, coastal
scrub, valley and foothill grassland, often on serpentinite
soils. Blooming period from February to April. Elevation
ranges from 3 to 410 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Hesperolinon congestum

Marin dwarf‐flax
(=western flax)

FT/ST/1B

Occurs in chaparral, valley and foothill grassland on
serpentinite soils. Blooming period from April to July.
Elevation ranges from 5 to 370 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Sidalcea calycosa ssp.
rhizomata

Point Reyes
checkerbloom

None/None/1B

Occurs in Marshes and swamps (freshwater, near coast).
Blooming period from April to September. Elevation ranges
from 3 to 75 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.
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SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES KNOWN FROM THE VICINITY OF THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT SITE
Latin name

Common name

Status
Fed/State/Other

Habitat

Likelihood of Occurrence

Streptanthus glandulosus
ssp. pulchellus

Mt. Tamalpais jewel‐
flower

None/None/1B

Occurs in chaparral, valley and foothill grassland
(serpentinite). Blooming period from May to July (rarely in
August). Elevation ranges from 150 to 800 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

Trifolium amoenum

Two‐fork clover

FE/None/1B

Occurs in coastal bluff scrub, valley and foothill grassland
(sometimes serpentinite). Blooming period from April to
June. Elevation ranges from 5 to 415 meters.

None: No suitable habitat present.

____________________________
Source:

California Department of Fish and Game’s Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), updated March 2008.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office Website, Endangered Species List. Available online at:
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list_form.cfm. Accessed: April 11, 2008.
CNPS Online Inventory of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plants http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi‐bin/inv/inventory.cgi.

Notes:
Status Codes:
Federal:
FE – Listed as Endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
FT – Listed as Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
FPE – Proposed for Listing as Endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
State:
SE – Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
ST – Listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act.
FP – California Fully Protected Species.
CSC – California Species of Special Concern.
CSA – This species is included on the California Department of Fish and Game’s Special Animals list.
CFP – California Fully Protected Species.
California Native Plant Society (CNPS):
1B ‐ CNPS Ranking. Defined as plants that are rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2 ‐ CNPS Ranking. Defined as plants that are rare, threatened or endangered in California, but are more common elsewhere.
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Green Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris)
Green sturgeon are found from the Bearing Sea south to northern Mexico with the Sacramento
River supporting the southern‐most spawning population.3

Population estimates put the

number of green sturgeon at less than 2,000 adults in the early 1990s.4 Green sturgeon were
proposed for listing under the FESA in April 2005 (70 FR 17386). This proposed rule was made
final in April, 2006 (71 FR 17757). Adult sturgeon move into the Sacramento River presumably
between February and May5 and have been observed in the main stem Sacramento River near
Red Bluff.6 Spawning takes place in March through July with peaks in April through June
(70FR 17386). Juveniles spend 1 to 4 years in freshwater and estuarine habitats before moving
to the ocean in the summer and fall.7 The Project Site does not provide spawning or migratory
habitat for green sturgeon. Young sturgeon may rear in San Francisco Bay for some time after
leaving the estuary, and the Project Site could provide marginal foraging habitat for this species.
NOAA Fisheries recently proposed designation of all of San Francisco Bay as critical habitat for
Green Sturgeon (50 FR 225).
Pacific Herring (Clupea pallasi)
San Francisco Bay supports a small yet productive commercial Pacific herring fishery. Pacific
herring are not protected by either the State of California or the federal government. Because
herring are harvested for their roe, they are an important species in the economy of the San
Francisco Bay Area and their populations are closely monitored by CDFG. The Pacific herring
is an important species in the ecology of San Francisco Bay as well, because herring, along with
sardines and anchovies, are a primary food source for salmon and other sport fish. Pacific
herring generally enter the Bay from November 1 to March 30 of each year and spawn in
intertidal and subtidal habitats.8 The actual sites where Pacific herring spawn in San Francisco
Bay changes from year to year and spawning may occur at numerous locations around the Bay.

3
4
5

6

7
8

Moyle, P.B., 2002, Inland fishes of California, 2nd edition, University of California Press.
Moyle, P.B., 2002, Inland fishes of California, 2nd edition, University of California Press.
Moyle, P.B., R.M. Yoshiyama, J.E. Williams, and E.D. Wikramanayake, Fish Species of Special
Concern in California. Second edition. Final report to CA Department of Fish and Game, contract
2128IF, 1995.
Moyle, P.B., R.M. Yoshiyama, J.E. Williams, and E.D. Wikramanayake, Fish Species of Special
Concern in California. Second edition. Final report to CA Department of Fish and Game, contract
2128IF, 1995.
Moyle, P.B., 2002. Inland fishes of California, 2nd edition. University of California Press
Barnhart, R.A. Species profiles: life histories and environmental requirements of coastal fishes and
invertebrates (Pacific Southwest)—Pacific herring. U.S. Fish Wildlife Service Biological Report
82(11.79). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, TR EL‐82‐4. 14 pp., 1988.
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The North Bay is typically the preferred area although limited spawning has historically been
observed at San Mateo Point9. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries
(NOAA Fisheries) does not map herring spawning habitat south of Hunters Point.10 Herring
prefer to spawn over algae and eelgrass first, rocky substrates second, and flat surfaces such as
marina pilings, retaining walls, and bulkheads occurring along the San Francisco Bay
waterfront last.11
Central California Coast Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
The central California coast population of steelhead is a federally‐threatened species (62 FR
43937).

Critical habitat has been proposed for this species and the Project Site is within

proposed Habitat Unit 6 (69 FR 74572). The primary constituent elements of critical habitat for
this species are freshwater spawning, rearing, and migration areas; estuarine areas free of
obstructions and of sufficient quality to support adult and juvenile rearing; and nearshore and
offshore marine areas.

The Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta is closest to the estuarine

classification, but the Project Site does not contain any natural cover, large woody debris, side
channels, and other features that would make it productive rearing habitat for steelhead.
Therefore, the Project Site does not support any of the primary constituent elements to be
considered critical habitat.
Adult steelhead spend two to three years in the open ocean before returning to their natal
streams to spawn. Juveniles spend one to two years in freshwater before migrating to the
ocean. The closest known population of this species to the Project Site is in San Francisquito
Creek. Although quite some distance south of the Project Site, it is possible that the adults and
juveniles could move through the Bay adjacent to the Project Site on their way to and from San
Francisquito Creek.

9

10

11

Miller, D. J. and J. Schmidtke. Report on the distribution and abundance of Pacific herring (Clupea
pallasi) along the coast of Central and Southern California. California Fish and Game 42(3):163‐187.
1956.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) San Francisco Bay Project Impact
Evaluation System—Pile Driving. Coastal Restoration and Protection Division, 2005. Interactive GIS
mapping software. Available at: http://mapping.orr.noaa.gov/website/portal/pies/piledriving.html
Accessed: April 20, 2008.
Barnhart, R.A. Species profiles: life histories and environmental requirements of coastal fishes and
invertebrates (Pacific Southwest)—Pacific herring. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Biol. Rep. 82(11.79).
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, TR EL‐82‐4. 14 pp. 1988.
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Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Fall‐run and late fall‐run Chinook Salmon are designated as candidates for listing under the
Federal ESA and are listed by CDFG as a species of special concern. Migration of adult fall‐run
Chinook salmon occurs from June through December, peaking in September and October.
Adult late‐fall run Chinook salmon migrate from October through April, with peak migration
occurring in December. Adults move through the Project Site into spawning habitats of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers. Salmon fry (juveniles) move downstream, and smolts
migrate to the ocean when spring rains increase river flow, increase turbidity, and decrease
temperatures. It is likely that the San Joaquin River also once supported a late‐fall run, but it is
now believed extinct.
Winter‐run Chinook Salmon are listed as endangered under both the State and Federal ESAs.
Critical habitat has been designated for winter‐run Chinook, but ends at the Bay Bridge, and
does not include the Project Site. Winter‐run Chinook return to the upper Sacramento River
between December and July but delay spawning until the spring and summer (April through
August). Juveniles spend five to nine months in the river and Sacramento‐San Joaquin Estuary
before entering the ocean.
Spring run Chinook Salmon are listed as threatened under the State and Federal ESAs. They
occupy the Sacramento River between March and September and move upstream into the
headwaters where they hold in pools, spawning between August and October.

Juveniles

emigrate from the tributaries from mid‐November through June; however, some juveniles
spend a year in the streams and emigrate as yearlings the following October.
Chinook are relatively common within the Sacramento‐San Joaquin River System. Adult and
juvenile Chinook Salmon may move through the Project Site vicinity on their way to and from
the ocean, but there are no spawning areas within the Project Site. There is no habitat within
the Project Site that would be suitable for long‐term residence of adults or juveniles.
California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus)
The California brown pelican is a federal and state endangered species. It is fully protected by
CDFG. The brown pelican is found in estuarine, marine subtidal, and marine pelagic waters
along the California coast. The pelicans nest from the Channel Islands of Southern California
southward along the Baja California coast and in the Gulf of California to coastal southern
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Mexico.12 The pelican builds nests of sticks on the ground, typically on islands or offshore
rocks. No California brown pelicans were observed in the Project Site during the survey. The
CNDDB does not report occurrences of California brown pelicans in the Project Site vicinity.
However, foraging habitat for the California brown pelican is present in the Project Site.

REGULATORY SETTING
FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) was enacted in 1973.

Under the FESA, the

Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce, jointly have the authority to list a
species as threatened or endangered (16 United States Code [USC] 1533[c]).

FESA is

administered by both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National
Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) and the USFWS. NOAA Fisheries is accountable for
animals that spend most of their lives in marine waters, including marine fish, most marine
mammals, and anadromous fish such as Pacific salmon. The USFWS is accountable for all other
federally‐listed plants and animals.
Pursuant to the requirements of FESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its
jurisdiction must determine whether any federally‐listed threatened or endangered species may
be present in the Project Site and determine whether the proposed project would have a
potentially‐significant impact on such species. In addition, the agency is required to determine
whether the project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species proposed to be
listed under FESA or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat
proposed to be designated for such species (16 USC 1536[3], [4]). If so, project‐related impacts
to these species or their habitats would be considered significant and would require mitigation.
Projects that would result in “take” of any federally‐listed threatened or endangered species are
required to obtain authorization from NOAA Fisheries and/or USFWS through either Section 7
(interagency consultation) or Section 10(a) (incidental take permit) of FESA, depending on
whether the federal government is involved in permitting or funding the project. The Section 7
authorization process is used to determine if a project with a federal nexus would jeopardize
the continued existence of a listed species and what mitigation measures would be required to

12

California Department of Fish and Game 2004. B043, Brown
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/B043.html. Accessed: April 20, 2008.
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avoid jeopardizing the species. The Section 10(a) process allows take of endangered species or
their habitat in non‐federal activities.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703, Supp. I, 1989) prohibits killing,
possessing, or trading in migratory birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of the Interior. This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests
and eggs.
Rivers and Harbors Act
Under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”)
has jurisdiction over navigable waters of the U.S. to the historic limits of mean high water.
Section 10 requires that a permit be obtained from the Corps for all activities in navigable
waters that involve excavating, filling, dredging, construction, or placement of an obstruction in
or to a navigable water body. Section 10 jurisdiction extends to the entire surface and bed of all
water bodies subject to tidal action (33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 329.12[b]).
STATE REGULATIONS
California Endangered Species Act
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) was enacted in 1984. Under the CESA, the
CFGC has the responsibility for maintaining a list of threatened and endangered species. CDFG
also maintains lists of species of special concern impacts to which would be considered
significant under CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 and would require mitigation. Pursuant to the
requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a project within its jurisdiction must determine
whether any state‐listed endangered or threatened species may be present in the project site and
determine whether the project would have a potentially‐significant impact on such species. In
addition, CDFG encourages informal consultation on any project which may impact a candidate
species. CESA prohibits the take of California‐listed animals and plants in most cases, but
CDFG may issue incidental take permits under special conditions.
Fish and Game Code - Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513
Fish and Game Code Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly
destroy the nests or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any
regulation made pursuant thereto. Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 protects all birds‐of‐
prey (raptors) and their eggs and nests. Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess
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any migratory non‐game bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

These

regulations could require that elements of the project (particularly vegetation removal or
construction near nest trees, or buildings with nest sites) be reduced or eliminated during
critical phases of the nesting cycle unless surveys by a qualified biologist demonstrate that
nests, eggs, or nesting birds would not be disturbed, subject to approval by CDFG and/or
USFWS.
Fish and Game Code - Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, AND 5515
Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and 5515 (fish) of the
California Fish and Game Code designate certain species as “fully protected.” Fully protected
species, or parts thereof, may not be taken or possessed at any time, and no provision of the
California Fish and Game Code or any other law may be construed to authorize the issuance of
permits of licenses to take any fully protected species. No such permits or licenses heretofore
issued may have any force or effect for any such purpose, except that the California Fish and
Game Commission may authorize the collecting of such species for necessary scientific research.
Legally imported and fully protected species or parts thereof may be possessed under a permit
issued by CDFG.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380
Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state
statutes, CEQA Guidelines section 15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or
state list of protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown
to meet certain criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the definition in FESA and the
section of the California Fish and Game Code dealing with rare or endangered plants and
animals, and allows a public agency to undertake a review to determine if a significant effect on
species that have not yet been listed by either the USFWS or CDFG (i.e., species of concern)
would occur. Whether a species is rare, threatened, or endangered can be legally significant
because, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, an agency must find an impact to be significant
if a project would “substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare,
or threatened species.” Thus, CEQA provides an agency with the ability to protect a species
from a project’s potential impacts until the respective government agencies have an opportunity
to designate the species as protected, if warranted.
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LOCAL AND REGIONAL REGULATIONS
The McAteer-Petris Act (California Government Code 66600–66682)
The McAteer‐Petris Act created the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC) in 1965. BCDC’s mission was the preservation of San Francisco Bay from
indiscriminate filling. BCDC’s first task was compilation of a comprehensive study of the Bay
and determining how future development of the Bay should occur. This effort resulted in the
San Francisco Bay Plan in 1968.

In 1969 the findings and policies of the Bay Plan were

incorporated into the McAteer‐Petris Act which was amended making BCDC a permanent state
agency. The Bay Plan continues to evolve and remains the guiding document for BCDC’s
actions. Section 66610 of the McAteer‐Petris Act establishes the boundaries of San Francisco
Bay in relation to BCDC’s jurisdiction. Essentially, all areas below the mean high tide line and
an area within a shoreline band that extends landward for 100 feet from the mean high tide line
are subject to BCDC jurisdiction.

Section 66632 of the McAteer‐Petris Act establishes the

permitting process for projects which would place fill in, on, or over any part of BCDC’s
jurisdiction as defined in Section 66610. Most of the Project and Expanded Project would be in
the water or within the shoreline band and is therefore, subject to BCDC’s jurisdiction.
Construction Work Windows and Restrictions
Construction activities with potential to impact aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat and
migration activity are limited by construction work windows, as determined in coordination
with the Corps “Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for the Placement of Dredged
Material in the San Francisco Bay.” This plan was reviewed by the USFWS, NOAA Fisheries
and CDFG, and work windows were established. Construction work windows include time
periods where construction activities are allowed, restricted or prohibited. Different restrictions
and requirements are enforced depending on the affected species and time of year.
Construction can occur during restricted periods, but measures must be implemented to reduce
potential impacts. Other periods prohibit all construction activities for a specific period. Table
III.H‐2, p. III.H‐18, presents the work windows and restrictions for construction along the San
Francisco Bay waterfront.
Dredged Material Management Office
The Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) is a joint program of the BCDC, the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, the California State Lands Commission,
the San Francisco Corps district and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. CDFG, NOAA
Fisheries and USFWS are also participants. The goal of this group is to increase efficiency and
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TABLE III.H-2
WORK WINDOWS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION ALONG SAN FRANCISCO BAY WATERFRONT1

Activity

Dates Allowed

Pile-Driving

Allowed year‐round, with restrictions

Restricted

(Herring Spawning
Season)

THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

Comment
Restrictions on noise generation: Piles can be
driven using a vibratory hammer any time of year
without noise attenuation measures. If any pile‐
driving is done by impact hammer, noise
attenuation may be required depending on size of
piles, tidal conditions, and other factors that impact
noise generation. The potential impacts of pile‐
driving for the Project on fish will be evaluated by
NOAA Fisheries as part of the Army Corps of
Engineers permitting process and resultant permit
conditions. The piles the Exploratorium is
proposing to install are sufficiently large that a
requirement for sound attenuation (i.e. bubble
curtain, air barrier or other sound attenuation
measures) is anticipated2.

December 1 ‐
February 28

Case No. 2006.1073E
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Restrictions on activities that generate sediment or
could result in covering surfaces where herring
eggs might settle (e.g. placement of riprap,
covering existing piles): Activities with significant
potential to generate sediment, including pile‐
driving, should be scheduled to occur outside of
herring spawning season. If such activities must
occur during herring spawning season, then a
trained herring observer must be on‐site during
work. If a herring spawn is observed, then work
within 200 ft. of spawning area must be stopped for
two weeks.
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TABLE III.H-2 (CONTINUED)
WORK WINDOWS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION ALONG SAN FRANCISCO BAY WATERFRONT1

Activity
Dredging

Dates Allowed

Restricted

Prohibited

June 1 ‐ November 30

Comment
During the June 1‐November 30 work window,
dredging can be conducted subject to conditions of
DMMO approval.

December 1 ‐ February
28
(Herring Spawning
Season)
March 1 ‐ May 31

During herring spawning season (December 1‐
February 28), dredging cannot be done without a
waiver from CDFG, and is generally prohibited.
Outside of herring spawning season, and during
salmon migration season, DMMO may permit
dredging, subject to permit conditions.

______________________
Sources:
1.

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Environmental Work Windows Guidance, Available at: http://www.spn.usace.army.mil/conops/guidance.html, Accessed: December 18, 2008.

2.

Bach, Carol, Environmental & Regulatory Affairs Manager, Port of San Francisco, Personal Communication with David Woodbury, National Marine Fisheries Service,
7/9/08, Port of San Francisco, 2008.
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coordination between the member agencies and foster a comprehensive and consolidated
approach to handling dredged material management issues. The purpose of the DMMO is to
cooperatively review sediment quality sampling plans, analyze the results of sediment quality
sampling and make suitability determinations for materials proposed for disposal in the SF Bay.
Applicants to the DMMO are able to complete one application form that the agencies are able to
review jointly before issuing their authorizations. Applicants would also be required to comply
with the construction work windows described above.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would result in significant adverse biological impacts if it
would:


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



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

METHODOLOGY
The setting discussion was developed by reviewing available information on special‐status
species known to occur in the Project Site and vicinity, and on wetlands or their habitat and
“other waters of the US.” This review was supplemented with field surveys conducted on
December 21, 2007, and July 18, 2008 to determine if any special‐status species, or their potential
habitat are present in the Project Site. The information review included:
1. A query of the CNDDB database for the San Francisco North, San Francisco South,
Hunters Point, and Oakland West 7.5 minute USGS quadrangle maps;
2. A query of the USFWS online species list database for the San Francisco North 7.5
minute USGS quadrangle map; and
3. A review of the habitat requirements of the special‐status species determined to have
potential to occur in the Project Site through the above queries.
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Results of the CNDDB and USFWS queries are provided in Appendix C. A list of species likely
to occur in and/or be affected by the Project and Expanded Project was derived from the
CNDDB and USFWS database queries, and is provided in Table III.H‐1, p. III.H‐5. As stated in
the above Existing Conditions discussion, species appearing in the query results, but not
included in Table III.H‐1 either have no suitable habitat in the Project Site, or their known range
does not include the Project Site. For this reason, these species are not being addressed in this
document.
Potential impacts of the Project and Expanded Project on these resources were identified by first
comparing the habitat requirements of those species identified during the above review to the
habitat available on and adjacent to the Project Site. A determination was then made as to what
effect the loss of that potential habitat could have on those species.
IMPACT EVALUATION
BI‐1

Construction and operation of the Project and Expanded Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on threatened,
endangered or protected species. (Less than Significant)
Review of the query results from the CNDDB and the USFWS indicates that there
are four state‐ or federally‐listed species that have the potential to occur within the
Project Site.

These include green sturgeon, California coast steelhead, Chinook

salmon, and California brown pelican.

Green sturgeon, steelhead and Chinook

salmon are found in either freshwater streams or marine environments. They may
pass the Project Site during migration, but would not use it as foraging or spawning
habitat. The Project Sponsor would be required to comply with the environmental
work windows as part of the DMMO and Corps permits. In accordance with these
permits, and as outlined in Table III.H‐2, p. III.H‐18, work that occurs would be
subject to conditions, depending on when the work occurs. Work windows have
been established to ensure that construction activities would not adversely affect fish
species, allowing work to occur when the fish are either not present or are large
enough to swim away from the activities. Work could occur during windows when
the fish species are present, with restrictions such as the implementation of noise
attenuation measures, sediment characterization and disposal requirements, or the
use of a herring monitor. Construction of the Project and Expanded Project would
be required to comply with the work windows and any required restrictions would
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●

ensure that impacts on these fish species would be less than significant.

This

includes construction activities related to the potential removal of pile‐supported fill
in San Francisco’s southern waterfront under the Project and Expanded Project.
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The brown pelican may occasionally roost on pier buildings and forage in the area.
The Project and Expanded Project would not result in the removal of all structures,
and potential foraging habitat would remain essentially the same. Accordingly, the
Project and Expanded Project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on the
brown pelican.
Finally, operation of the Project and Expanded Project would include a Bay water
pumping system that would pump in water for heating and cooling of the
Exploratorium buildings. The system would be designed in accordance with state
and federal regulations, and the Project Sponsor would obtain permits from a variety
of agencies, including the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
and NOAA Fisheries. These requirements would include limits on the screen size to
reduce entrainment and maintain intake velocities, methods for cleaning the intake
to insure that the velocities remain constant, and provisions to ensure that the
discharged water would not substantially raise water temperatures.

As above,

because the Project and Expanded Project would be required to comply with state
and federal laws, this component would have a less‐than‐significant impact on
threatened, endangered, or protected species.

●

Habitat required by other species listed in Table III.H‐1, p. III.H‐5, is not present
within the Project Site and such species are not expected to be found within the
Project Site or elsewhere along San Francisco’s southern waterfront. In light of the
above, the Project and Expanded Project would have a less‐than‐significant impact
on threatened, endangered, or protected species. Accordingly, no mitigation would
be required.
BI‐2

Operation of the Project and Expanded Project would not diminish or alter sensitive natural
communities, critical habitat or special aquatic sites. (Less than Significant)
Information provided by the USFWS indicates that critical habitat has been
designated for several species listed in Appendix C of this FEIR. The Project Site
does not contain lands designated as critical habitat for any threatened or
endangered terrestrial species. The aquatic species with designated critical habitat in
the Bay Area are Chinook salmon and steelhead; critical habitat for green sturgeon
was proposed for the Bay in September 2008. The critical habitat designations for
Central Valley Chinook populations extends south only to the Bay Bridge.
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Critical habitat has been proposed for steelhead and the Project Site is within
proposed Habitat Unit 6 (69 FR 74572). The primary constituent elements of critical
habitat for steelhead are freshwater spawning, rearing, and migration areas;
estuarine areas free of obstructions and of sufficient quality to support adult and
juvenile rearing; and nearshore and offshore marine areas. The Project Site does not
contain any natural cover, large woody debris, side channels, or other features that
would make it productive rearing habitat for steelhead. Therefore, the Project Site
does not support any of the primary constituent elements to be considered steelhead
critical habitat and no impact would occur.
The primary constituent elements of critical habitat for green sturgeon in the Bay
include water depth, food resources, migratory corridors, sediment quality, and
water quality. Activities determined to potentially impact these elements include,
among others, dredging and disposal of dredged materials. Because the Project
would include the disposal of dredged materials, this habitat type could be affected.
However, the requirements under the DMMO and other permits discussed above
would prevent adverse impacts on green sturgeon habitat.
Therefore, the impact of the Project and Expanded Project operations on critical
habitat or sensitive habitats would be less than significant and no mitigation would
be required.
BI‐3

Construction and operation of the Project and Expanded Project would not spread invasive
nonnative species. (Less than Significant)
Because it is a major shipping port, San Francisco Bay has been the site of more
invasions of exotic species than many other places in the United States as
internationally traveling ships release ballast water into the Bay.13 Invasive species
of clams, crustaceans, fish, birds, invertebrates, and plants can all be found thriving
in San Francisco Bay. These species spread throughout the Bay as suitable habitat is
available to be exploited. Construction and operation of the Project and Expanded
Project would not contribute to the spread of invasive species. The species likely
present within the Project Site are probably also found within the Bay in general.
Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would result in a less‐than‐significant
impact as it relates to spread of invasive species and no mitigation measures are
required.

13

Moyle, P.B., 2002. Inland Fishes of California, 2nd Edition. University of California Press.
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BI‐4

Construction of the Project and Expanded Project could impact waters of the U.S. (Less than
Significant)

●

According to the Project Sponsor, up to 85,000 cubic yards of sediment would need
to be dredged from the Pier 17/19 Basin to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s
tugboats. The DMMO was established to coordinate permitting activities associated
with dredging operations, as these activities fall under several jurisdictions,
including the Corps and the BCDC. Additionally, installation of replacement pilings
to support Pier 15 would require the installation of approximately 60 new vertical
steel pipe piles between 20 and 48 inches in diameter, ranging in length from 105 to
140 feet depending on the depth of the water. The north apron of Pier 17 would also
be reconstructed for used by Baydelta Maritime. The reconstruction of the apron
would involve repair of approximately half of the piles by removing damaged
concrete and encasing the piles in a reinforced concrete repair collar constructed in a
leave‐in‐place fiberglass form.

A new reinforced concrete deck would be

constructed over the repaired piles. Piles not repaired would be left in place and
would not be re‐attached to the new deck. Up to 64 fender piles (nonstructural steel
pipes, used to protect the deck from moored tug boats) will be installed along the

●

outside edge of the north apron. Additional steel pipe piles (up to 60) would be
necessary throughout the Pier 17 site under the Expanded Project.
Because the Project Sponsor would be required to comply with all applicable laws
and obtain necessary permits from, but not limited to the BCDC and the Corps, this
impact would be less than significant.
BI‐5

Construction of the Project and Expanded Project could impede the nesting of Western gulls.
(Potentially Significant)
Western gulls (Larus occidentalis) are known to nest on nearby Alcatraz Island, and
have been known to nest in isolated areas on roof structures adjacent to foraging
habitat. The July 18, 2008 survey of the Project Site revealed that western gulls use
the roof of Piers 15/17 for nesting.

At least 7 pairs of western gulls nested

successfully in the spring/summer 2008 nesting season. Nests were observed in
small sheltered areas at the corners of the pier buildings and along other sheltered
areas on the rooftops. Demolition or other construction‐related activities conducted
during the nesting season (which extends for approximately 60 days sometime
between March 1 and August 1) could result in nest abandonment and/or the loss of
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chicks. Loss of active nests would be considered a violation of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, which would result in a potentially‐significant impact. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1, below, would reduce this potentially‐significant
impact of the Project and Expanded Project to a less‐than‐significant level.
Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1 requires implementation of avoidance measures if
construction activities would occur during the western gull nesting season.
BI‐6

Construction of the Project and Expanded Project would not impact Pacific herring (Less
than Significant)
San Francisco Bay supports a small yet productive commercial Pacific herring
fishery. The actual sites where Pacific herring spawn in San Francisco Bay changes
from year to year and spawning may occur at numerous locations around the Bay.
The North Bay is typically the preferred area although limited spawning has
historically been observed at San Mateo Point.14 NOAA Fisheries does not map
herring spawning habitat south of Hunters Point. Herring prefer to spawn over
algae and eelgrass first; rocky substrates second; and flat surfaces such as marina
pilings, retaining walls, and bulkheads occurring along the San Francisco Bay
waterfront last.15 The Project Site does not support vegetative or rocky substrates
which would be considered suitable spawning habitat. The Project Site pilings may
be used as a last resort, but are relatively poor habitat. Although the Project Site
does not contain what would be considered good spawning habitat for Pacific
herring, this species is known to spawn in similar areas along the San Francisco
Waterfront, where their eggs settle on all available surfaces, including boat bottoms
and piles. Neither dredging, pile driving, nor any work in the water that could
generate sediment would be conducted during spawning season. Neither dredging,

●

pile driving, nor any work in the water that could generate sediment would be
conducted during spawning season, including the removal of fill elsewhere along
San Francisco’s southern waterfront.
Dredging required for the Project is estimated to generate a total of up to 85,000

●

cubic yards of dredge spoils that would have to be disposed of. The most common
14

15

Miller, D. J. and J. Schmidtke. 1956. Report on the distribution and abundance of Pacific herring
(Clupea pallasi) along the coast of Central and Southern California. California Fish and Game
42(3):163‐187.
Barnhart, R.A. 1988. Species profiles: life histories and environmental requirements of coastal fishes
and invertebrates (Pacific Southwest)—Pacific herring. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Biol. Rep.
82(11.79). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, TR EL‐82‐4. 14 pp.
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method of disposal is at one of several in‐Bay sites. Dredging activities would
require a permit from the DMMO, which has established windows for work
activities when the herring are not present (March 1 through the end of October).
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Additionally, all dredge spoils would be disposed of in accordance with state and
federal laws. Because the Project Sponsor would be required to comply with all
applicable laws and obtain necessary permits from, but not limited to the DMMO
and the Corps, this impact on Pacific herring and other sensitive fish species would
be less than significant.
BI‐7

Construction of the Project and Expanded Project could create sound waves that affect fish
and marine mammals. (Potentially Significant)
Installation of pilings requires the piles to be driven into the substrate. Steel pipe
piles for the Project and the Expanded Project would be installed with a drop‐down
or vibratory hammer. Pile driving can create large amounts of noise that travels
through the water as a pressure wave. When pile driving generates a pressure wave
of sufficient size, it can injure marine mammals and even kill fish. NOAA Fisheries
has established a sound threshold for protection of marine resources that states
when pile driving creates peak underwater sound pressure (applicable to a single
strike) of 206 dB referenced to 1 micropascal and accumulated sound exposure level
(for multiple strikes) of 183 dB re. 1 micropascal squared‐second, it can physically
injure fish and marine mammals .16,17
The Project would install approximately 60 new vertical steel pipe piles between 20
and 48 inches in diameter, ranging in length from 105 to 140 feet depending on the
depth. The piles would be interconnected with new concrete grade beams and a
new pier deck. The piles would be installed by driving the piles to refusal with
either a drop‐down or vibratory hammer with at least 3 to 5 feet of embedment into
the dense sand‐bearing stratum underlying the bay mud layer. There would be as
many as 60 steel pipe piles driven intermittently within the 26‐month construction
period. The north apron of Pier 17 would also be reconstructed for used by Baydelta
Maritime, as described above. Additionally, up to 60 steel pipe piles would be

●

necessary throughout the Pier 17 site under the Expanded Project.
16

17

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2005a. San Francisco Bay Project Impact
Evaluation System—Pile Driving. Coastal Restoration and Protection Division. Interactive GIS
mapping software available online at
http://mapping.orr.noaa.gov/website/portal/pies/piledriving.html Accessed April 20, 2008.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2005b. San Francisco Bay Project Impact
Evaluation System—Natural History Project. Coastal Restoration and Protection Division. Interactive
GIS mapping software available online at: http://mapping.orr.noaa.gov/website/portal/pies/
aboutims.html Accessed April 20, 2008.
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It is possible that pile installation could create sound pressure levels in excess of the
180 decibels referenced to 1 micropascal. There is no evidence of marine mammals
or sensitive fish species using the Project Site, but they do pass by in the Bay. Pile
driving that results in sound pressure waves outside the Project Site that exceed the
206 dB referenced to 1 micropascal and accumulated sound exposure level (for
multiple strikes) of 183 dB re. 1 micropascal squared‐second threshold could injure
nearby marine mammals and sensitive fish species.

This potentially‐significant

impact of underwater sound pressure levels during construction of the Project on
fish, and marine mammals would be reduced to less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐2, below, which covers pile‐driving
noise measures for aquatic species.
Cumulative Effects
BI‐CU‐8

Construction and Operation of the Project and Expanded Project would not contribute to a
cumulative loss of native plant and wildlife habitat and special‐status species. (Less than
Significant)
As development in the San Francisco Bay Region continues, habitat for plant and
wildlife species native to the region is lost through conversion to urban
development. Although more mobile species may be able to survive these changes
in their environment by moving to new areas, less mobile species would simply be
extirpated.

With continued conversion of natural habitat to human use, the

availability and accessibility of remaining foraging and natural habitats in this
ecosystem would dwindle and those remaining natural areas would not be able to
support additional plant or animal populations above their current carrying
capacities through increased competition for resources, displacement and
development‐induced introduction of non‐native species.
However, the Project Site occurs in an urban area that is generally lacking in
undisturbed natural habitat.

Although there is some value to local wildlife

(primarily gulls and other sea birds) for roosting, similar habitat is present
throughout much of the San Francisco Bay Waterfront.

Implementation of the

Project and Expanded Project would not result in a loss of that habitat.
Construction‐related impacts are mitigated to less than significant at the project
level, and operational activities would be similar to existing conditions in the
surrounding waterfront. Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project’s contribution
to the loss of plant and wildlife habitat in the region would be less than considerable
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and this is a less‐than‐significant cumulative impact.

No additional mitigation

would be required.

●

Bridge Building Variant
Construction and operation of the Variant would be substantially similar to the
Bridge Building proposed in the Project. Construction and operation of Variant
building would have a less‐than‐significant impact on threatened, endangered, or
protected species. The Variant would not result in significant adverse effects to
critical habitat or sensitive habitats. Construction of the Variant could impede the
nesting of Western gulls. Loss of active nests would be considered a violation of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which would result in a potentially‐significant impact.
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1 would reduce this
potentially‐significant impact of the Variant to a less‐than‐significant level.
Construction of the Variant could also result in adverse effects on fish, and marine
mammals from underwater sound pressure levels resulting form pile driving
activities during construction of the Variant.

However, implementation of

Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐2, which covers pile‐driving noise measures for aquatic
species would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. The conclusions for
biological resources impacts associated with construction and operation the Variant
would be substantially the same as those for the Project.
MITIGATION MEASURES
The following measures shall be undertaken to avoid significant adverse effects on biological
resources.
M‐BI‐1

Western gulls. To the extent feasible, the Project Sponsor will not undertake
construction or demolition activities between March 1 and August 1.

If

construction occurs within the nesting season (March 1 through August 1),
the Project Sponsor shall implement one of the following measures:
a. Prior to the nesting season, all potential nesting areas on the roofs of the
pier and Connector Building can be netted to prevent gulls from nesting
there. An avian biologist shall be present when the netting is installed.
The size of the potential nesting area presents some unique challenges,
but bird netting is available in sizes large enough to cover the area
required. The netting materials to be used are specifically developed for
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bird exclusion.

The netting shall be inspected weekly by an avian

biologist to ensure that the barrier is functioning properly.
b. An alternate method to prevent gulls from nesting on the roof would be
to set up a grid of wires (no more than 1 foot squares) across the nesting
area, approximately 1 foot or more above the surface. The wires would
have to be thin enough to not provide a stable surface for gulls to perch
on, but strong enough that they do not break. An avian biologist shall be
present when the wires are installed. The grid wires shall be inspected
weekly by an avian biologist to ensure that the barrier is functioning
properly.
c. If netting the entire potential nesting area is not feasible, netting could be
installed over smaller areas covering only where the birds are known to
nest, followed by hazing of the areas outside the netting.

An avian

biologist shall be present when the netting is installed. Hazing is the
intentional disturbance and removal of nests prior to egg laying to
prevent birds from nesting during the construction period. Beginning at
least two weeks prior to the onset of nesting season, hazing would
require that one or more avian biologists inspect the roof at least every
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other day with a broom or leaf blower to disrupt any nests outside the
netted areas before they have eggs in them (once they have eggs, they
canʹt be disturbed). There must be no more than two days between visits,
and hazing must be repeated throughout the nesting season, while
construction is occurring.
M‐BI‐2

Pile‐driving Noise Measures for Aquatic Species. The Project Sponsor shall plan
pile‐driving to minimize potential impact on aquatic species, including:


When finalizing Project design, reduce the number and size of piles, if
feasible, and use wood or other solid piles to the extent feasible.



Drive piles with a vibratory device instead of an impact hammer to the
greatest extent possible.



Schedule pile‐driving to occur between June 1 and November 30 (Table
III.H‐2, p. III.H‐18).



Utilize a cushioning block between the hammer head and pile.



Drive piles only during periods of minimal current (slack tide).



If marine mammals are observed within 1,000 feet of the Project Site,
allow them to completely exit the Project Site before pile driving resumes.

During pile‐driving, the Project Sponsor shall monitor underwater sound
level in accordance with a monitoring plan approved by NOAA Fisheries.
Depending on the pile specifics, (material, size, hammer, etc) pile‐driving
may exceed limits on peak underwater sound pressure (for single strikes) or
accumulated sound exposure level (for multiple strikes). Project Sponsor
shall implement noise attenuation measures (e.g. bubble curtain or air
barrier) to reduce underwater sound pressure to below applicable thresholds:
206 dB referenced to 1 micropascal for peak pressure (single strike) and 183
dB referenced to 1 micropascal squared‐second for accumulated sound
exposure level (multiple strikes). It may be necessary to restrict pile driving
to periods of low tide to minimize the in‐water portion of the pile and
therefore the sound created.
If seasonal or tidally‐based work restrictions are not feasible, it will be
necessary to install an air barrier between the pile and the surrounding
water. This approach effectively disrupts the sound pressure as it travels
from water to air then back to water. One way to do this is encase the new
piles within a slightly larger hollow pile and pump air into the gap.
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Alternatively, bubble curtains created by pipes placed on the seabed where
the pile enters the ground also effectively disrupt pressure waves.
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I.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section describes the existing hydrology and water quality conditions at the Project Site
and evaluates potential environmental impacts related to surface and groundwater quality,
flooding, and stormwater drainage.
The primary sources of information for the analysis presented in this section include
topographical maps of the area and reports prepared by the Department of Water Resources
(DWR), the US Geological Survey, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board
(SFRWQCB), the San Francisco Port (the Port), the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) and the City and County of San Francisco. Related plans
and policies are discussed, including the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan),1 the Port of San Francisco Storm Water Management Plan,2 San Francisco Bay Plan,3 and
the Draft San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines.4 Potential hydrology and water quality
impacts were determined by assessing the impacts of the Project and the Expanded Project on
drainage and potential water quality during and following the construction period. All impacts
are based and compared against specified significance criteria outlined below under Impacts.
Issues identified in comments to the Notice of Preparation for the Project and the Expanded
Project were considered in preparing this analysis, including the effect of stormwater runoff
into the San Francisco Bay.
As discussed in the Initial Study, Appendix A, pp. A‐50 and 51, neither the Project nor
Expanded Project would conflict with groundwater supplies and drainage patterns and existing
drainage pattern of the site area. Additionally, it was concluded that neither the Project nor
Expanded Project would create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, degrade water quality, and expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow. Therefore, these topics are not discussed in this section.

1

2
3
4

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control
Plan (Basin Plan), As amended, January 18, 2007.
Port of San Francisco, Storm Water Management Plan 2003‐2004, December 2003.
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Bay Plan, June 1998.
City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, Draft –
San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, 2008.
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SETTING
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Physical Setting
The Project Site is located along the San Francisco waterfront, in the northeast quadrant of the
City of San Francisco. It includes Pier 15 and 17, which are located on The Embarcadero at
Green Street and are bounded by The Embarcadero to the west, and the San Francisco Bay to
the east, north and south. Because the Project Site is not located over a land surface, there are
no natural drainage features on the Project Site, and precipitation falling on the Project Site runs
off piers and directly into the San Francisco Bay.
The Bay is a large coastal estuary receiving fresh water from Central Valley rivers via the Delta
and from local small tributaries. The Bay is subdivided into segments: Sacramento and San
Joaquin Delta, Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Richardson Bay, Central San
Francisco Bay, Lower San Francisco Bay, and South San Francisco Bay.
Overall, the Bay is relatively shallow with an average depth of approximately 20 feet. Because
of the extent of shallow areas, seasonal winds cause significant sediment resuspension and
movement in the Bay. However, narrow channels, 30 to 60 feet deep, incise broad expanses of
the Bay floor, and deeper channels are located in the area of Golden Gate Bridge (approximately
360 feet deep) and Carquinez Strait (approximately 88 feet deep).

These channels are

topographic constrictions where depths are maintained by the continual scouring of tidal
currents.
The Project Site is located in the Central San Francisco Bay (Central Bay), which is most
influenced by the constant mixing of freshwater from the Delta and saltwater from the ocean.
The water depth in the area of the Project Site is generally about 20 to 22 feet, with some areas
slightly shallower. The water depth of the basin between Piers 17 and 19 is approximately nine
feet.
Climate
The local and regional climate plays an important role in determining the environmental
conditions found in the San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area). The Bay Area has a xeric
(Mediterranean) moisture regime characterized by cool, dry summers and mild, wet winters.
The amount and timing of precipitation, air temperature, and wind patterns influence the Bay’s
freshwater inflow, salinity, currents, and suspended sediments. The Bay is subject to strong
southwest winds, which exert stress on the water surface generating waves. Wind‐generated
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waves resuspend sediments creating turbid conditions and dispersing sediments throughout
the Bay.
Mean annual precipitation in the vicinity of the Project Site is about 21.7 inches per year with 84
percent occurring from November to March.

Mean annual temperature is 57.2 degrees

Fahrenheit with the minimum mean monthly temperature occurring during January (45.6
degrees) and the maximum mean monthly temperature occurring during September and
October (69.0 degrees).5
Surface Water
The Bay receives approximately 90 percent of its fresh water inflows from streams and rivers
draining the Central Valley watershed, and about 10 percent from local tributaries surrounding
the Bay.6 Of the fresh water flowing into the Bay from the Central Valley watershed, the
Sacramento River typically accounts for about 80 percent, the San Joaquin River for about 15
percent, and smaller rivers and streams account for the remaining 5 percent.7
Surface Water Quality
Pollutants are introduced to the water column of the Bay through several major transport
pathways, such as runoff in rivers and creeks; atmospheric deposition; municipal and industrial
wastewater effluent discharge; municipal stormwater; spills and leaks; and, remobilization of
contaminants from surface sediment to the overlying water column.
Surface water quality is monitored by SFRWQCB, which implements the Basin Plan and
portions of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) to monitor and protect water quality in the Bay
to achieve the designated beneficial uses.8 Once beneficial uses have been officially designated,
appropriate water quality objectives can be established and programs that maintain or enhance
water quality can be implemented to ensure the protection of beneficial uses. Designated
beneficial uses, together with water quality objectives, constitute the applicable water quality
standards.

5

6

7

8

Western Regional Climate Center, Mission Dolores, California NCDC 1914‐2007 Monthly Normals,
Available at: www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi‐bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7772, Accessed: April 30, 2008.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Total Maximum Daily
Load for PCBs in San Francisco Bay, February 6, 2008.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. Total Maximum Daily
Load for PCBs in San Francisco Bay, February 6, 2008.
Beneficial uses serve as a basis for establishing water quality objectives. The beneficial uses to be
protected were established in the 1978 Delta Plan and the 1991 Bay‐Delta Plan. Beneficial uses that
can be applied to waters within the SFRWQCB geographic region are described in the Basin Plan.
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The designated beneficial uses for the Central Bay are estuarine habitat; fish migration;
preservation of rare and endangered species; shellfish harvesting; fish spawning; ocean
commercial and sport fishing; industrial service and industrial process supply; wildlife habitat;
water contact and non‐contact recreation; and navigation.
Where multiple uses exist, water quality standards must protect the most sensitive use. Water
quality criteria are typically numeric, although narrative criteria based upon biomonitoring
methods may be employed where numerical criteria cannot be established or where they are
needed to supplement numerical criteria. Section 303(c)(2)(b) of the CWA requires states to
adopt numerical water quality criteria for toxic pollutants for which the Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has published water quality criteria and which reasonably could
be expected to interfere with designated uses in a water body (further details on the CWA and
other regulations are discussed under the Regulatory Setting section, below).
Another approach for water quality improvement is a watershed‐based approach that focuses
on all water pollution sources, and not just those traced to specific, discrete sources. If a water
body does not achieve the established water quality standards under traditional point source
controls, it is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the CWA. For Section
303(d) listed water bodies listed pollutants, a pollutant watershed budget is established, which
defines the maximum amount of pollutants, or Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), that can
be received by the water body. If the sum of allowable pollutants from both point and non‐
point sources exceeds this maximum amount, a TMDL implementation (or clean‐up) plan is
required.
The Central Bay is the Project Site receiving water.9 The State Regional Water Quality Control
Board (SRWQCB) compiled the most recent, approved Section 303(d) list in 2006, following
recommendations from the Regional Boards and information solicited from the public and other
interested parties. Table III.I‐1, p. III.I‐5 lists the primary pollutants/stressors for the Central
Bay as adopted in 2006.

9

A “receiving water” is the body of water that receives surface water runoff from the study area. In
this case, it is the body of water that receives runoff from the Project Site.
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TABLE III.I-1
2006 SECTION 303(D) LIST OF POLLUTANT/STRESSORS FOR THE CENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO
BAY
Category

Pollutant/Stressor

Trace Elements

Mercury, Selenium and Nickel

Pesticides

Dieldrin, Chlordane, and DDT

Other chlorinated compounds

PCBs, Dioxin and Furan Compounds

Others

Exotic Species(a) and PAHs

_________________________

Source: SRWQCB, 2006.
Notes:
a. Species that disrupt natural benthos, change pollutant availability in food chains and disrupt food availability to
native species.

In 1993, the SFRWQCB initiated the Regional Monitoring Program for the San Francisco estuary
for the general purposes of assessing regional water quality conditions and characterizing
patterns and trends of contaminant concentrations and distribution in the water column, as well
as identifying general sources of contamination to the Bay. The program has established a
database of water quality and sediment quality in the estuary, particularly with regard to toxic
and potentially toxic trace elements and organic contaminants. The most recent water quality
data for the Central Bay monitoring locations closest to the vicinity of the Project Site was
collected in 2005.10 This data indicates that, with the exception of polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), water quality conditions remain well within water quality objectives established by the
RWQCB for the parameters monitored. These parameters include conventional water quality
parameters (such as dissolved organic carbon and suspended solids); trace elements (arsenic,
cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc); trace organics (including
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), PCBs, and pesticides); and toxicity.
Water quality in the Central Bay and in the Project vicinity is primarily dependent on a variety
of factors, including discharges from point sources (i.e. sewer and/or industrial outfalls),
discharges from diffuse sources (such as surface runoff from storm events), and sediment re‐
release. All stormwater runoff from the Project Site drains directly to San Francisco Bay. In the
vicinity of the Project Site, including portions of the adjacent areas along The Embarcadero
roadway and throughout most of the rest of the city, stormwater drains into the City of San
Francisco’s combined sewer system. The combined system collects and transports both sanitary
sewage and stormwater runoff in the same set of pipes. The sanitary sewage and stormwater
10

SFEI, 2004‐2005 Annual Monitoring Results, The Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality in
the San Francisco Estuary (RMP), San Francisco Estuary Institute, Oakland, CA 2006.
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runoff is conveyed through the combined sewer system, to the wastewater treatment plant, and
eventually discharged to the Bay. During wet weather, the combined sewer system includes
storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and sewage flows that exceed
the capacities of the wastewater treatment system. These excess flows are discharged through
combined sewer overflow (CSO) structures (outfalls) located along the shoreline. There is one
CSO structure in the vicinity of the Project Site, located near the south side of Pier 27.
Discharges from the CSO structures consist of about 6 percent sewage and 94 percent
stormwater and receive “flow‐through treatment,” which is similar to primary treatment, to
remove settleable solids and floatable materials. Wet weather flows are intermittent throughout
the rainy season, and combined sewer overflow events vary in nature and duration depending
largely on the intensity of individual rainstorms.11 All discharges from the combined sewer
system to the Bay, through either the wastewater treatment plant outfalls or the CSO structures,
are operated in compliance with the federal Clean Water Act and the State’s Porter‐Cologne
Water Quality Control Act (as discussed under Regulatory setting) through permits issued by
the SFRWQCB.
Groundwater
The Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin (Groundwater Basin Number 2‐40 [DSF
Basin]), located in the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region, underlies the northeastern portion
of the San Francisco peninsula, and as such, the area of the Project Site.12 The DSF Basin is made
up of shallow unconsolidated alluvium underlain by less permeable bedrock. The primary
water‐bearing formations are comprised of unconsolidated sediment and include alluvial fan
deposits, beach and dune sands, and artificial fill. In much of the DSF Basin, bedrock (the San
Franciscan Formation) is encountered at less than 200 feet below ground surface. In general,
groundwater flow is northeast, following topography.
Groundwater recharge occurs primarily from infiltration of rainfall, landscape irrigation, and
leakage of water and sewer pipes.

Recharge to the DSF Basin has been estimated to be

approximately 5,900 acre feet per year, of which approximately half of the total recharge of
groundwater comes from leaking municipal and sewer pipes.

11

12

City and County of San Francisco, Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project and Rezoning,
Final EIR, 1996.546E, SCH# 2003062094, October 19, 2004.
California Department of Water Resources, San Francisco Hydrologic Region, Downtown San
Francisco Groundwater Basin, Bulleting 118, February 2004.
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Groundwater Quality
Groundwater within the DSF Basin is considered generally “hard” due to its high content of
calcium carbonate (CaCO3), which ranges approximately between 121 and 180 mg/L.
Concentrations of other major dissolved constituents fall within the guidelines recommended
by the U.S. EPA, and these include high concentrations of nitrates, chloride, boron and total
dissolved solids (TDS). High nitrate levels are attributed to groundwater recharge from sewer
pipes leakage and possibly from landscaping activities. Elevated chloride and TDS levels are
most likely due to a combination of leaky sewer pipes, historic and current seawater intrusion,
and connate water (water trapped in the pores of a rock during formation of the rock). In the
vicinity of the Project Site, TDS is determined primarily by seawater intrusion.
Historically, there were numerous groundwater wells through the DSF Basin, but currently
water supply service for the Project Site is provided by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC). There are no plans for potable groundwater development within the
Project Site. Designated beneficial uses for the DSF Basin include municipal and domestic
supply and agriculture.

Potential beneficial uses include industrial service and process

supplies.
Stormwater Drainage
The Project Site drains directly into the Central Bay, generally by sheet flow, without receiving
any treatment.13 Stormwater at the Project Site can mobilize different types of pollutants,
including gross pollutants, sediment, oil and grease, and nutrients.
Gross pollutants include litter, plant debris, and floatable materials. These can harbor other
pollutants, such as heavy metals, pesticides, and bacteria. Sediments generally originate from
construction sites, rooftops and loose topsoils. Sediments can transport many other pollutants
such as nutrients, trace metals and hydrocarbons.14 Oil and grease include a wide range of
organic compounds, some of which are derived petroleum products. Sources of oil and grease
can include leaks in hydraulic systems, spills, waste oil disposal, and the cleaning and
maintenance of vehicles and mechanical equipment.

Nutrients, including nitrogen and

phosphorus, can be found in fertilizers and other chemicals, in organic debris, or in atmospheric
deposition. In San Francisco, nutrients are more of a concern for enclosed freshwater bodies

13

14

Bach, Carol, Port of San Francisco, Email communication with Carolina Morgan, PBS&J, June 3rd,
2008.
City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco. Draft –
San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, 2008.
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(such as lakes and reservoirs) than they are for the Central Bay and Pacific Ocean.15 These
pollutants have the potential to occur on the Project Site and could be discharged directly into
the Central Bay.
Sediment
Sediments are an important and fundamental component of the Bay ecosystem, and play a key
role in the fate and transport of contaminants. Sediments serve as contaminant sources and
sinks, and most contaminated sediment is usually found in the upper few centimeters of the
sediment bed.16
The Bay has high concentrations of metals because of the contributions from numerous sources,
both natural and anthropogenic.17 Natural sources include drainages of water from formations
that are naturally enriched in some metals, such as the Franciscan Formation that is exposed
throughout the Bay Area.18 Anthropogenic sources come from historic mining activities and
pipe drainages.19
According to the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plan, amended by the SRWQCB in 2003,
the nearest toxic hot spot to the Project Site is in Mission Bay, located approximately 2.5 miles
south of the Project Site.20

Mission Bay has had recurrent sediment toxicity, elevated

concentrations of chemicals, and impacted benthic community.
Sediment sampling was completed by Anchor Environmental in September 2006 to characterize
the sediments between Piers 17 and 19.21 Test sampling concluded that the sediments at the
Project Site contain metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and butyltins. No PCBs
were detected in this area.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, Draft –
San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, 2008.
Sediments serve as contaminant sinks due to the ability of contaminants to adhere to the sediment
particles.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Total Maximum Daily
Load for PCBs in San Francisco Bay, February 6, 2008.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Total Maximum Daily
Load for PCBs in San Francisco Bay, February 6, 2008.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Total Maximum Daily
Load for PCBs in San Francisco Bay, February 6, 2008.
State Water Resources Control Board, Draft Amended Functional Equivalent Document.
Consolidated Toxic Hot Spot Clean Up Plan, August 29, 2003.
Anchor Environmental CA, L.P. Memorandum – Review of Sediment Chemistry within Piers 17/19
Berth Area along San Francisco waterfront, September 19, 2006.
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Flood Management
Flood risk assessment and some flood protection projects are conducted by federal agencies
including the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps). The flood management agencies and cities implement the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) under the jurisdiction of FEMA and its Flood Insurance
Administration. Currently, the City of San Francisco does not participate in the NFIP and no
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) have been published by FEMA for the City and County of
San Francisco. However, FEMA is preparing FIRMs for the City and County of San Francisco
for the first time. FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a
one percent chance of occurrence in a given year (also known as a ʺbase floodʺ or ʺ100‐year
floodʺ). FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special
flood hazard area (ʺSFHAʺ).
Because FEMA has not previously published a FIRM for the City and County of San Francisco,
there are no identified SFHAs within San Franciscoʹs geographic boundaries.

FEMA has

completed the initial phases of a study of the San Francisco Bay. On September 21, 2007, FEMA
issued a preliminary FIRM of San Francisco for review and comment by the City. FEMA has
tentatively identified SFHAs along the City’s shoreline, including along the Project Site, and
along the San Francisco Bay consisting of Zone A (as areas subject to inundation by tidal surge)
and Zone V (areas of coastal flooding subject to wave hazards).22 The City has submitted
comments on the preliminary FIRM to FEMA, which questions, among other things, the
inclusion of the Project Site within a SFHA. FEMA will publish a revised preliminary FIRM
after completing the more detailed analysis that Port and City staff requested in 2007. After
reviewing comments and appeals related to the revised preliminary FIRM, FEMA will finalize
the FIRM and publish it for flood insurance and floodplain management purposes. If the
Project Site is in an area defined as a SFHA on the final FIRM, and the final FIRMs are published
prior to development of the Project and/or Expanded Project, the Project and/or Expanded
Project, as applicable, would be subject to applicable FEMA floodplain development
regulations.
In 2008, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors enacted a floodplain management ordinance
(Floodplain

Management

Ordinance)

to

govern

new

construction

and

substantial

improvements in flood zones of San Francisco, and authorized the Cityʹs participation in the
NFIP. Specifically, the Floodplain Management Ordinance includes a requirement that any new
22

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance
Program Flood Sheet, Available at:http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/
factsheet.pdf, Accessed November 12, 2007.
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construction or substantial improvement of structures in a designated flood zone must meet the
flood damage minimization requirements in the ordinance.

The City Administrator has

published floodplain maps for the City (see Project Effects, Flood Hazards, HY‐3, p. III.I‐31, for
more details). The Project Site is not located within a designated flood zone on the City’s
floodplain maps.

The NFIP regulations allow a local jurisdiction to issue variances to its

floodplain management ordinance under certain narrow circumstances, without jeopardizing
the local jurisdictionʹs eligibility in the NFIP. However, the particular projects that are granted
variances by the local jurisdiction may be deemed ineligible for federally‐backed flood
insurance by FEMA.
Sea Level Rise23
Sea level rise refers to an increase in mean sea level with respect to a land benchmark. Global
sea level rise can be a result of climate change through the expansion of sea water as the oceans
warm and glaciers melt. Local sea level rise is affected by global sea level rise plus tectonic land
movements and subsidence, which can be of the same order as global sea level rise.
Atmospheric pressure, ocean currents, and local ocean temperatures also affect local rates of sea
level rise. The rate of global sea level rise is currently about 3.9 to 7.9 inches per 100 years.
Over the past 10 to 15 years there has been a growing concern that increases in emissions of
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases will cause an increase in global temperature,
referred to as climate change. One likely effect of climate change would be an acceleration of
the rate of sea level rise. Many of the physical consequences of this acceleration in sea level rise
are apparent ‐‐ low‐lying coastal beaches and wetlands could be drowned, and coastal
infrastructure, such as wharves, piers, breakwaters and levees could be too close to the water
level to work effectively.
Significant uncertainty exists regarding the rates of sea level rise and model results, and global
models cannot necessarily be applied at regional/local scales.

However, in the event of

accelerated global warming (e.g., global climate change scenarios), global climate models
predict that this could result in an increase in sea levels by 3.9 to 7.9 inches (no change
compared to existing rates) to 28 inches (substantial change compared to existing rates) between
2000 and 2100. Although accelerated and extreme potential effects of climate change are
uncertain, they must be addressed in accordance with AB32.

23

Cayan, D., P. Bromirski, K Hayhoe, M Tyree, M. Dettinger, and R. Flick, Projecting Future Sea
Level, A Report From the California Climate Change Center CEC‐500‐2005‐202‐SF, March 2006.
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The incidence of sea level extremes is enhanced as sea level rises. The occurrence of extreme
events follows a sharply escalating pattern as the magnitude of sea level rise increases. Climate
change models have predicted that the number of extremely high sea level events (which have
approximately one percent chance of occurring [or fall in the 99th percentile of occurrence under
current conditions]) would increase from about 25 events every 30 years with a 7.9‐inch rise, to
about 20,000 events every 30 years, with a 31‐inch rise from 2070 to 2099.
Nonetheless, continued research, refinement of models, and monitoring can provide an ongoing
and more definitive understanding of the potential long‐term effects of sea level rise.

REGULATORY SETTING
Water resources are regulated by a variety of statutes at the local, state, and federal levels.
Agencies having jurisdiction with respect to water resources include the City and County of San
Francisco, the Port, the Regional and State Water Quality Control Boards, the Corps, and the
U.S. EPA. The applicable plans, policies, and regulations are outlined below.
FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. The CWA also directs states to establish water
quality standards for all “waters of the United States” and to review and update such standards
on a triennial basis. The EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the
CWA, including water quality control planning and control programs, such as the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program, to the California State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCBs). Water quality standards applicable to the Project and Expanded Project are listed
in the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan Basin (Basin Plan).
CWA Section 303(d). Section 303(d) requires that states make a list of waters that are not
attaining standards after the technology‐based limits are put into place. For waters on this list
(and where the U.S. EPA administrator deems they are appropriate) the states are to develop
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). TMDLs are established at the level necessary to
implement the applicable water quality standards. Table I‐1, p. III.I‐5, lists the Section 303(d)
list impairments for the Central Bay.
CWA Section 401. Section 401 requires compliance with state water quality standards for
actions within state waters, or federal water quality standards for offshore waters. Compliance
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with the water quality standards required under Section 401 is a condition for issuance of a
Section 404 permit (discussed below). For any permit for any activity that may result in a
discharge into waters of the state, a Section 401 water quality certification is required to ensure
that a project does not violate water quality standards.
CWA Section 402. Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. EPA administrator to establish a
nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources
known as the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).

The U.S. EPA

administrator may also approve the plan of any state to administer its own program. As such,
administration of the NPDES program has been delegated to the State of California through the
SWRCB and nine RWQCBs. Section 402 sets standard conditions for each permittee, including
effluent limitation and monitoring programs. The Project and Expanded Project would be
subject to NPDES permits listed in the State Regulations section below.
CWA Section 404. Section 404 of the CWA addresses permits for the disposal of dredged
material and placement of fill in navigable waters, including wetlands and Bay waters. It
establishes guidelines for the discharge of dredge or fill material from having unacceptable
adverse effects on the ecosystem and/or the natural environment.

The Corps is the legal

authority that regulates, through the issuance of a Section 404 permit the discharge of dredged
or fill material in Waters of the United States including many inland waterways, wetlands, and
territorial seas. Because the Project would include fill within the Central Bay (pier supports and
new piles along the south apron of Pier 15) and dredging of the Pier 17‐19 Basin, the Project
would be subject to CWA Section 404 permit conditions.
Rivers & Harbors Act
The Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899 prohibits the unauthorized alteration or obstruction
of any navigable waters of the United States. As defined by the RHA, navigable waters include
all waters that are a) historically, presently, or potentially used for interstate or foreign
commerce; and b) subject to the ebb and flow of tides. Section 10 jurisdiction extends to the
entire surface and bed of all water bodies subject to tidal action (33 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 329.12[b]).
Regulations implementing Section 10 of the RHA are coordinated with regulations
implementing CWA Section 404. The RHA specifically regulates construction of structures in,
under, or over navigable waters; deposition or excavation of material in navigable waters; and
all work affecting the location, condition, course, or capacity of navigable waters.
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The RHA is administered by the Corps. If a proposed activity falls under the authority of RHA
Section 10 and CWA Section 404, the Corps processes and issues a single permit. For activities
regulated only under RHA Section 10, such as installation of a structure not requiring fill,
permit conditions may be added to protect water quality during construction. The Project and
Expanded Project would be located on navigable water, and it would undertake activities on
navigable water. Additionally, dredging operations associated with the Project would occur
within navigable waters (dredging between Piers 17 and 19) and would be subject to the Rivers
and Harbors Act. Therefore, the Project and Expanded Project would be subject to the RHA.
Coastal Zone Management Act
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 created a broad program based on land
development controls within coastal zones and incorporating state involvement through the
development of programs for comprehensive state management. The CZMA also requires
federal agencies or licensees to carry out their activities in such a way that they conform with a
state’s coastal zone management program to the maximum extent practicable.
In California, the California Coastal Act (CCA) is the State’s coastal management program. The
CCA establishes the California Coastal Commission (CCC) as having jurisdiction over
California’s coastal zone. However, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC) is the agency in charge of issuing consistency determinations under the
CZMA for areas within its jurisdiction, including the Project Site.
National Flood Insurance Act and Flood Disaster Protection Act
The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 were
enacted to reduce the need for flood protection structures and to limit disaster relief costs by
restricting development in floodplains. FEMA was created in 1979. One of its duties is to
administer the NFIP and to develop standards for fluvial and coastal floodplain delineation.
The NFIP is a federal program enabling property owners in participating communities to
purchase insurance as protection against flood losses in exchange for state and community
floodplain management regulations that reduce future flood damages.24
FEMA has not previously published a FIRM for the City and County of San Francisco. On
September 21, 2007, FEMA issued a preliminary FIRM of San Francisco for review and comment
by the City. FEMA has tentatively identified SFHAs along the City’s shoreline, including along
the Project Site, and along the San Francisco Bay consisting of Zone A (in areas subject to
24

Federal Emergency Management Agency, National Flood Insurance Program, Available at:
www.fema.gov/business/nfip/, Accessed: June 19, 2008.
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inundation by tidal surge) and Zone V (areas of coastal flooding subject to wave hazards).25 The
City has submitted comments on the preliminary FIRM to FEMA, which questions, among
other things, the inclusion of the Project Site in a SFHA.

FEMA will publish a revised

preliminary FIRM after completing the more detailed analysis that Port and City staff requested
in 2007. After reviewing comments and appeals related to the revised preliminary FIRM,
FEMA will finalize the FIRM and publish it for flood insurance and floodplain management
purposes. If the Project Site is in an area defined as a SFHA on the final FIRM, and the final
FIRM is published prior to development of the Project and/or Expanded Project, the Project
and/or Expanded Project, as applicable, would be subject to the applicable floodplain
development requirements.
STATE AND REGIONAL REGULATIONS
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The California Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act (PCWQCA) of 1969 requires each
RWQCB within the state to formulate and adopt water quality control plans (Basin Plan) for all
areas in their respective regions. The PCWQCA also provides for the issuance of Waste
Discharge Requirements for discharges of pollutants to land surfaces and NPDES permits for
discharges to Waters of the State or United States.
Basin Plan. The San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), as amended
January 18, 2007, is the master policy document for control of surface water and groundwater
quality in the San Francisco Bay Area.26 The Basin Plan establishes beneficial uses of surface
water and groundwater, water quality objectives to protect beneficial uses, and strategies and
time schedules for achieving the water quality standards.
The Project and Expanded Project is required to comply with the water quality standards as
identified in the Basin Plan and pertinent existing NPDES permits.
McAteer-Petris Act
The McAteer‐Petris Act of 1965 established BCDC as a temporary state agency in charge of
preparing the San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). In 1969, the Act was amended to make BCDC a
permanent agency and to incorporate the policies of the Bay Plan into state law. Under the
25

26

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance
Program Flood Sheet, Available at: http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/
factsheet.pdf, Accessed: November 12, 2007.
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control
Plan (Basin Plan), as amended, January 18, 2007.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.I‐14

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
I. Hydrology and Water Quality

McAteer‐Petris Act and the Bay Plan, any agency or individual proposing to place fill in, to
extract materials from, or to substantially change the use of any water, land or structure in
BCDC‘s jurisdiction is required to secure a San Francisco Bay Permit.

BCDC grants San

Francisco Bay Permits for projects that are necessary to the safety, welfare, or health of the
public in the entire Bay Area or is consistent with the provisions of the implementing
regulations and the Bay Plan.
The type of permit issued depends on the nature and scope of the proposed activities. The
Project and Expanded Project would require a Major Permit under the McAteer‐Petris Act.27 A
Major Permit is a permit that is issued for work that is more extensive than a minor repair or
improvement. Once the permit application is submitted, by law the Commission must grant or
deny the permit within 90 days (unless it is agreed that this period must be extended). Most
applications are processed within five to eight weeks.
California Water Code
The California Water Code (the Code) ensures that the water resources of the State are put to
maximum beneficial use and that water conservation is exercised in the interest of the people
and for public welfare.
NPDES Program
Under Section 402 of the CWA, the SWRCB along with its RWQCBs have been delegated the
authority by the U.S. EPA to implement and enforce the NPDES program in California. The
goal of the NPDES stormwater regulations is to improve the quality of stormwater discharged
to receiving waters to the “maximum extent practicable” through the use of best management
practices (BMPs). The NPDES permits for municipal stormwater and construction site runoff
were issued in two phases. The first phase targeted the larger dischargers and the second phase
targeted smaller dischargers.
Construction General Permit. The SWRCB has adopted a statewide NPDES General Permit for
stormwater discharges associated with construction activities (General Permit for Discharges on
Stormwater associated with Construction Activity [Construction General Permit], Order No. 99‐
08‐DWQ). Stormwater runoff from construction sites that disturb land equal to one acre or
more must obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit. Because the Project Site is
not located on land, the Project and Expanded Project would not be subject to the Construction
27

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (SFBCDC), Permits Information,
Available at: http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/index.php?title=types_of_permits&more=1&c=1&tb=1&pb=1.
Accessed: June 19, 2008.
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General Permit requirements. However, the Port would require the construction contractor(s)
to develop and implement an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP), which must describe the
BMPs that would be implemented during construction in order to avoid stormwater impacts
(refer to Local Regulations for further details on the EPP).
Municipal Stormwater Phase II General Permit (Phase II General Permit). The State Board
elected to develop a statewide general permit to efficiently regulate the numerous Phase II
stormwater discharges under a single permit. In 2003 the SWRCB adopted the General Permit
for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small MS4s (WQ Order No. 2003‐0005‐DWQ). An MS4 is
defined as a municipal separate storm sewer system. The Phase II General Permit sets forth the
following three primary requirements:
1. To develop, implement and enforce a Storm Water Management Plan/Program (SWMP)
designed to minimize the discharge of pollutants into receiving waters; and
2. To ensure that the program includes provisions to address six minimum measures to
promote pollutant load reduction:


Public education ‐ this includes the distribution of educational materials and
performing outreach to inform citizens of reasons to control stormwater runoff;



Public participation and involvement ‐ this includes providing opportunities for
citizens to participate in stormwater program development and implementation;



Illicit discharge detection and elimination ‐ this element includes developing and
implementing a plan to detect and eliminate illicit discharges to the stormwater
system;



Construction site runoff control ‐ this includes developing, implementing, and
enforcing a sediment and erosion control program for construction activities;



Post‐construction runoff control ‐ this element includes developing, implementing,
and enforcing a program to address discharges of post‐construction runoff and
specifies appropriate stormwater treatment practices (STPs); and



Pollution prevention and good housekeeping ‐ this includes developing and
implementing a program with the goal of preventing or reducing pollutant runoff
from municipal operations.

3. To identify appropriate STPs with measurable performance criteria.
The Port is subject to the requirements of this permit and has submitted a Notice of Intent (NOI)
and approved SWMP for coverage under this Phase II General Permit. Therefore, the Project
and Expanded Project would be subject to the Phase II General Permit conditions including
compliance with the Port’s SWMP, discussed below.
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General Industrial Permit.

Stormwater discharge associated with specific categories of

commercial and industrial facilities is regulated by the SWRCB through an Industrial Storm
Water General Permit. The Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order 97‐03‐DWQ (General
Industrial Permit) is an NPDES permit that regulates discharges associated with 10 broad
categories of industrial activities. No industrial activities would occur on Pier 15. However,
under the Expanded Project, if any potential industrial activities that could occur on the leased
portion of Pier 17 are within any of the categories regulated under this permit, they would have
to obtain coverage under this general permit including preparation and implementation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring and reporting program.
LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, AND PERMITS
San Francisco Bay Plan
The Bay Plan was completed and adopted by BCDC in 1968. BCDC is a California state agency
which was established to accomplish two primary goals: to prevent the unnecessary filling of
San Francisco Bay, and to increase public access to and along the Bay shoreline. In 1975, BCDC,
acting in connection with the City of San Francisco Planning Department and the Port, adopted
the San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan. The Special Area Plan, together with the McAteer‐
Petris Act and the Bay Plan and subsequent amendments to all three documents, prescribes a set
of rules for non‐maritime shoreline development along the San Francisco Waterfront.
Several Policies of the Bay Plan are aimed at protecting the Bay’s water quality and guiding the
dredging activities of the Bay’s sediment.

The most relevant policies to the Project and

Expanded Project are as follows:
Water Quality
Policy 2:

Water quality in all parts of the Bay should be maintained at a level that will
support and promote the beneficial uses of the Bay as identified in the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan. The policies,
recommendations, decisions, advice and authority of the State Water Resources
Control Board and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
should be the basis for carrying out BCDC’s water quality responsibilities.

Policy 3:

Shoreline projects should be designed and constructed in a manner that reduces
soil erosion and protects the Bay from increased sedimentation through the use
of appropriate erosion control practices.

Policy 4:

Polluted runoff from projects should be controlled by the use of best
management practices in order to protect the water quality and beneficial uses of
the Bay, especially where water dispersion is poor and near shellfish beds and
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other significant biotic resources. Whenever possible, runoff discharge points
should be located where the discharge will have the least impacts. Approval of
projects involving shoreline areas polluted with hazardous substances should be
conditioned so that they will not cause harm to the public or the beneficial uses
of the Bay.
Dredging
Policy 2:

Disposal of dredged materials should be encouraged in non‐tidal areas where the
materials can be used beneficially, or in the ocean. Disposal in the tidal areas of
the Bay should be authorized when the BCDC can find that a) the applicant has
demonstrated that non‐tidal and ocean disposal is infeasible because there are no
alternate sites available or likely to be available for use in a reasonable period, or
the cost of disposal at alternate sites is prohibitively expensive; b) disposal would
be at a site designated by the Commission; c) the quality and volume of the
material to be disposed is consistent with the advice of the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board; and d) the period of disposal is consistent
with the advice of the Department of Fish and Game and the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

Storm Water Management Plan
In December 2003, the Port completed a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) in compliance
with the Municipal NPDES Phase II General Permit.28 In the SWMP, the Port describes efforts
to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the Port’s MS4 to the maximum extent practicable
(MEP) and to protect water quality. The Project and Expanded Project fall within the Port’s
jurisdiction, and as such, are subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by
the Port, including compliance with the Port’s SWMP. Based on the activities that occur along
the Port’s waterfront, the pollutants of concern targeted by the SWMP include suspended solids
(sediments), litter, heavy metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons. The most relevant policies to
the Project and Expanded Project are as follows:
Illicit Discharge
Section D.2.c.1: Program ‐ The Permittee must develop, implement and enforce a program to
detect and eliminate illicit discharges (as defined at 40 CFR § 122.26(b)(2)) into
the regulated small MS4.
Section D.2.c.4: Plan ‐ The Permittee must develop and implement a plan to detect and address
non‐stormwater discharges, including illegal dumping, to the system that are
not authorized by a separate NPDES permit.

28

Port of San Francisco, Storm Water Management Plan 2003‐2004, December 2003.
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Post-Construction Stormwater Management in New Development and Redevelopment
Section D.2.e.1: Program ‐ The Permittee must develop, implement, and enforce a program to
reduce pollutants in any stormwater runoff from new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including
projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale, that discharges in the small MS4 by ensuring that controls
are in place to prevent or minimize water quality impacts.
Section D.2.e.2: The Permittee must develop and implement strategies, which include a
combination of structural and/or non‐structural Best Management Practices
(BMPs) appropriate for the community.
Section D.2.e.3: The Permittee must use an ordinance or other regulatory mechanism to
address post‐construction runoff from new development and redevelopment
projects to the extent allowable under State or local law. The requirements
must at least include the design standards in Attachment 4 of the General
Permit.
Section D.2.e.4: The Permittee must ensure adequate long‐term operation and maintenance of
BMPs.
Stormwater Design Guidelines
In accordance with the SWMP and Phase II General Permit (described above), the Port and the
SFPUC are required to implement four measures for post‐construction stormwater management
in new and redevelopment projects located in areas served by separate sewers:
1. Develop, implement and enforce a program to address stormwater runoff from new and
redevelopment projects to ensure that controls are in place to prevent or minimize water
quality impacts.
2. Develop and implement stormwater management strategies, including a combination of
structural and/or non‐structural BMPs appropriate for the community.
3. Use an ordinance or other regulatory mechanism to control post‐construction runoff
from new and redevelopment projects to the extent allowable under the law; and,
4. Ensure the adequate long‐term operation and maintenance of BMPs.
For work on piers, as is the case for the Project and Expanded Project, development includes a
variety of land uses, such as commercial, recreational, industrial, and marine uses. Runoff from
piers over water flows directly to the Bay without the benefit of dedicated conveyance
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structures.

To address these shortfalls, the Stormwater Guidelines include the following

measures to reduce the impacts to water quality:


Rain gardens in the streetscape;



Large scale cisterns for water reuse;



Detention ponds;



Vegetated pontoons for water quality;



Above ‐ground planters for biofiltration;



Trench drains for conveyance, and



Water quality inlets.

The Port and the SFPUC have partnered to create the San Francisco Stormwater Design
Guidelines (Stormwater Guidelines) for San Francisco’s developers, designers, engineers, and the
general public in order to comply with these requirements.

The Stormwater Guidelines

encourage innovative and practical solutions that effectively integrate stormwater management
into redevelopment and development of new projects.29
According to the Stormwater Guidelines, all projects over 5,000 square feet are required to submit
a Stormwater Control Plan (SCP). The purpose of the SCP is to specify how projects will
comply with San Francisco’s stormwater design performance measures. Per the Stormwater
Guidelines, the stormwater performance measures for a project served by separate sewers
require the capture and treatment of a) the flow of stormwater runoff resulting from a rain
event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour of intensity; or b) eighty percent or more of the annual
stormwater runoff volume, determined from design rainfall capture curves for San Francisco.
The complete SCP must include the following information: information on project
owner/developer, project location and description, geotechnical reports, site analysis for
locating and sizing BMPs, stormwater sizing calculations, and a post‐construction Operations
and Management Plan (O&M Plan). Once completed, the SCP must be reviewed and stamped
by a licensed landscape architect, architect, or registered engineer. The SCP is separate from,
and is required in addition to the SWPPP. The SCP requires erosion and sediment control and
pollution prevention measures during construction.30 Both the Project and Expanded Project
would require a SCP; however, a SWPPP is not required because there would be no land

29

30

City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San
Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, Draft. 2008.
City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San
Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, Draft. 2008.
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disturbance activities. Instead, the project would be subject to an Environmental Protection
Plan (EPP), as required by the Port (described below).
Environmental Protection Plan31
The Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) is a plan required by the Port for its contractors on
certain construction activity that would take place within the Port’s jurisdiction. The plan
outlines environmental protective measures to:


Control pollution that could develop during construction;



Correct conditions that develop during the construction of permanent or temporary
environmental features associated with the Work; and



Comply with Federal, State, and local regulations pertaining to the environment,
including water, air, solid waste, hazardous waste and substances, oily substances, and
pollution.

The EPP is dynamic, viable, and is modified and amended when there is a change in
construction or operations that have the potential to impact issues covered by the EPP or create
new issues. The EPP shall also be amended if it is in violation of any condition of the Phase II
General Permit or has not achieved the general objective of reducing pollutants in stormwater
runoff or other potential pollutant release from the site. The Project Sponsor would require its
contractor to comply with the EPP.
Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) Permit
The DMMO is a joint program of BCDC, SFRWQCB, State Lands Commission (SLC), the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers San Francisco District (the Corps), and the U.S. EPA.

Also

participating are the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) who provide advice and
expertise to the process. The purpose of the DMMO is to cooperatively review sediment quality
sampling plans, analyze the results of sediment quality sampling and make suitability
determinations for material proposed for disposal in San Francisco Bay.

The goal of this

interagency group is to increase efficiency and coordination between the member agencies and
to foster a comprehensive and consolidated approach to handling dredged material
management issues. Through the DMMO, applicants fill out one application form that the

31

Port of San Francisco. Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) for Work Associated with Piers 15 and 17
for the Exploratorium Relocation Project, San Francisco, CA, June 2008.
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member agencies then jointly review at bi‐weekly meetings before issuing their respective
authorizations.32
The Dredge Material Reuse/Disposal Application serves as and is accepted for a number of
permits, including a) Section 404 or Section 10 dredging authorization by the San Francisco
District Corps, b) an administrative dredging permit for BCDC, c) the San Francisco RWQCB
water quality certification or waste discharge requirement, and d) a dredging project lease from

●

the California SLC. The Corps would also conduct review of the Project per Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act in consultation with SHPO.
The roles, responsibilities and jurisdictions of the DMMO agencies differ, depending primarily
on the proposed dredged material disposal or reuse site. As a result, member agencies may
play only an advisory role in certain aspects of the permitting process. Decisions made by the
DMMO do not in any way supersede the primary roles of the permitting agencies, which
remain free to accept or reject recommendations, including those of the DMMO staff.

In

practice, however, the discussions at the DMMO meetings help inform the permitting agencies
of specific concerns and issues of the member agencies, often before finalization of project
documents.
This encourages and facilitates necessary project modifications at an early stage in project
planning when such changes are more easily and economically accomplished. The DMMO
facilitates the processing of dredging permit applications within existing laws, regulations and
policies. It was specifically designed to provide a mechanism for consistent review of permit
applications through coordinated efforts by DMMO member agencies.

It also provides a

mechanism to allow the involvement and participation of permit applicants and interested
parties during the application process. All applicable regulatory authority and processes of the
member agencies remain in full force and effect.33
San Francisco Building Code Requirements
The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and/or the Port’s Building
Department administer building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new

32

33

SFBCDC, Long Term Management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged Material in the San
Francisco Bay, Memo, April 18, 2008.
Dredge Material Management Office, DMMO Annual Report January 1st through December 31st
2003, April 2004, Available at: http://www.spn.usace.army.mil/conops/2003AnnualReport.pdf,
Accessed: December 4, 2008.
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constructions. The applicable codes for both the Project and Expanded Project are described
below.34


Plumbing Code, Section 306.2: Roofs, inner courts, vent shafts, light wells, or similar
areas having rainwater drains shall discharge directly into a building drain or sewer, or
to an open approved alternate location based on approved geotechnical and engineering
design.



Building Code, Section 1506.1: All storm or casual water from roof areas which total
more than 200 square feet shall drain or be conveyed directly to the building drain or
storm drain or to an approved alternate location based on approved geotechnical and
engineering design. Such drainage shall not be directed to flow onto adjacent property
or over public sidewalks. Building projections not exceeding 12 inches in width are
exempt from drainage requirements without area limitations.

IMPACTS
As described under Section II, Project Description, the Project is defined as any construction and
repairs occurring on Pier 15, the Valley, the area where the existing Connector Building is
located, a portion of the east apron, the north apron of Pier 17 and a small portion of the Pier 17
Shed (see Figures II‐1 and II‐2). The Project also includes dredging between Piers 17 and 19 to
accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats.

The Expanded Project is defined as any

construction, repairs and upgrades to be constructed on Pier 17 if the Exploratorium decides to
expand the museum into Pier 17 in the future. Until then, Pier 17 would continue to be leased
to various parties (including commercial, maritime and light industrial users) and may include
potentially the lease of approximately 5,000 gsf for restaurant or other retail use.
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA
The Project and Expanded Project would have a significant impact on hydrology and/or water
quality impact if they would:

34



Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; or



Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows; or



Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.

City of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San
Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, Draft. 2008.
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PROJECT EFFECTS
HY‐1.

The Project and Expanded Project would not significantly violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements. (Less than Significant)
The pertinent waste discharge requirements include the Phase II General Permit, the
General Industrial Permit, the Southeast Water Pollution Control Treatment Plant
NPDES Permit (NPDES No. CA037664), and NPDES required from the heating and
cooling system. Applicable water quality standards for the Central Bay are listed in
the Basin Plan.
Construction.

General construction activities for the Project and the Expanded

would include demolition, debris removal, new construction, pile driving and
dredging. Construction activities in Pier 15 would involve rehabilitating the Pier 15
bulkhead and shed building, demolition of the Connector Building, construction of
the new Bridge Building, removal of the asphalt paving in the Valley, replacement of
a portion of the deck in the Valley, and overall seismic upgrades. Additionally, Pier
15 would be retrofitted by installing approximately 60 new vertical steel pipe pilings.
The steel pipes would be installed either by a drop‐down or vibratory hammer with
at least 3 to 5 feet of embedment into the dense sand‐bearing stratum underlying the
bay mud layer. Environmental work windows, noise attenuation measures, or other
requirements to prevent impact of project construction on aquatic species or habitat
are discussed in Section III.H, Biology.
Construction activities in Pier 17 under the Project would involve repair and
reconstruction of the north apron, installation of tenant improvements for Baydelta
Maritime in the Pier 17 shed and dredging of the water basin between Pier 17 and
Pier 19 to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats (please refer to Section III A,

●

Project Description, for further description of Baydelta Maritime’s activities). Up to
85,000 cubic yards (cy) of dredged material would need to be removed to achieve the
necessary depth of 22 feet. The construction under the Expanded Project would
involve additional driving of pipe pilings on the north apron of Pier 17 to seismically
upgrade the structure. It would also include expansion of the courtyard area in the
Valley by widening the Pier 17 loading dock.

●

The Project and the Expanded Project would not remove the entire Valley deck and
all of the pilings supporting the deck, as required by the WLUP and SAP. The
policies in both plans require removal of all fill associated with the Valley including
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the support pilings. Construction activities for the Project and Expanded Project
may include removal of pile‐supported fill at a location along San Francisco’s
southern waterfront that is not otherwise designated for removal.

The precise

amount, location and timing of fill removal have not yet been determined.
The delivery, handling, and storage of construction materials and wastes, as well as
the use of construction equipment, could introduce a risk for stormwater
contamination that could impact water quality.
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equipment and machinery can result in oil and grease contamination, and some
hydrocarbon compound pollution associated with oil and grease can be toxic to
aquatic organisms at low concentrations. Construction equipment could include
excavators, bull dozers, dump trucks, tractors, concrete mixers, barge cranes, and
smaller equipment such as generators, pumps and compressors. Staging areas or
building sites can also be the source of pollution because of the use of paints,
solvents, cleaning agents, and metals during construction. The effects of metals in
stormwater include toxicity to aquatic organisms and bioaccumulation. Pesticide
use (including herbicides and fungicides), often associated with site preparation
work, is another potential source of stormwater contamination, but not likely for
construction of the Project or Expanded Project because site preparation would not
require vegetation destruction.
Construction activities would involve demolition of existing structures over water
and their repair and/or replacement. These activities could contribute construction
debris and materials to surface waters. Furthermore, construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would require temporary on‐site use and storage of vehicles, fuels,
and wastes and contribute to other pollutant sources such as trash, debris, and
organic matter. If improperly handled, these pollutants could be transported in
stormwater runoff to surface waters or directly deposited into the Central Bay,
which could substantially affect water quality. Because the Project and Expanded
Project would not require coverage under the Construction General Permit, it would
not be subject to preparation and implementation of a SWPPP including BMPs for
materials and waste management and handling, as well as work over water BMPs.
However, the Project and Expanded Project construction would require compliance
with the 401 Certification, 404 Corps Permit, BCDC Major Permit, and the EPP.
These regulatory requirements will establish BMPs designed to protect water quality
for all construction activities, including work over water. Consequently, potential
violation of water discharge requirements and water quality standards during
construction would be less than significant.
Post‐Construction. During operation of the Project and Expanded Project, the major
sources of pollution in stormwater runoff would be contaminants that have
accumulated on rooftops, pier decks, and pedestrian walkways. Rainfall washes the
accumulated pollutants off surfaces and carries them directly into the Central Bay.
Pollutants associated with the operational phase of the Project and the Expanded
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Project would potentially include nutrients, oil and grease, metals, organics,
pesticides, and gross pollutants (including bacteria).

Oil and grease can enter

stormwater from vehicle leaks, traffic, and maintenance activities. Metals can collect
on impervious surfaces through atmospheric deposition and machine (e.g., cars)
wear, which are then washed off to the storm drain system during storm events.
Metals can also enter stormwater runoff if there is a direct interaction between bare
metal surfaces and stormwater (e.g., metal roofs or siding). Pesticides can enter
stormwater after application on landscaping areas at the Project Site and are often
toxic to aquatic organisms; some pesticides can bioaccumulate in larger species such
as birds and fish. Gross pollutants, such as trash and debris and pathogens, are
primarily associated with greater human activities and could increase with
development of the Project or Expanded Project. The Central Bay is currently listed
as impaired by legacy pesticides, certain heavy metals, and other pollutants.
The applicable waste discharge requirements during operation of the Project and
Expanded Project are the Municipal Phase II General Permit, the Southeast Water
Pollution Control Treatment Plant NPDES Permit, and the NPDES required for
water discharge from the heating and cooling system. The Port’s 2003‐2004 Storm
Water Management Plan SWMP and the Stormwater Guidelines list specific
requirements for compliance with the Phase II General Permit. The SWMP describes
the Port’s plan to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the Port’s municipal
separate storm sewer system (MS4) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP).
Policies D.2.e.1 through D.2.e.4, which addresses post‐construction stormwater
management in redevelopment areas, set forth guidelines to protect water quality
during operation of the Project and Expanded Project, including implementation of
structural stormwater quality BMPs. The Port would require the Project to integrate
these policies into the site and building design. These policies are not prescriptive,
although they do function as a regulatory framework for ensuring water quality
protection during the planning and design of the Project Site. While implementation
of certain structural BMPs may be constrained by site characteristics, because
traditional structural BMPs are used on land‐based developments and where
stormwater runoff is conveyed in discrete conveyances, the Project and Expanded
Project would have to comply with the policies set forth in the Stormwater Guidelines.
The Project and Expanded Project would have to adhere to the San Francisco
Stormwater Design Guidelines and Building Codes in order to obtain a building
permit. The Stormwater Guidelines require preparation and implementation of a SCP,
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including identification of source controls, location and size of stormwater quality
BMPs, and a comparison against design goals to meet water quality standards and
criteria. The Stormwater Guidelines also require review and approval of the SCP by a
licensed landscape architect, architect, or registered engineer. Consequently, the
Project and Expanded Project would have to implement appropriate post‐
construction stormwater quality BMPs that would minimize the potential for
increased pollutant loads to the Central Bay. Furthermore, the SWMP also includes
education and BMPs for minimizing pesticides and fertilizers in runoff, as well as
other constituents of concern.
The Stormwater Guidelines include both traditional and Low Impact Design (LID)
stormwater control measures for piers over water that are aimed at improving water
quality. Development on piers over water includes a wide variety of land uses, such
as commercial, recreational, industrial, and maritime uses. Because runoff from
piers over water often flows directly to the Central Bay without the benefit of
dedicated conveyance structures, stormwater management on piers over water may
require creative infrastructure solutions. Some of the LID measures included in the
Stormwater Guidelines are rain gardens, large scale cisterns for water reuse, vegetated
pontoons for water quality treatment, above‐ground planters for biofiltration (flow‐
through planters), trench drains for conveyance, and water quality inlets.
Incorporation of LID measures into the Project or Expanded Project design would be
recommended to reduce pollutants in runoff and as potential methods of compliance
with the post‐construction stormwater control requirements.
The San Francisco DBI and the Port’s Building Department have Codes that include
provisions for managing drainage for new construction. The Project and Expanded
Project drainage would have to be approved prior to receiving a building permit.
There would be no stormwater runoff from the Project Site to the combined sewer
system; all stormwater runoff would be directly discharged off the piers into the
Central Bay.
There are two 12‐inch sanitary sewer stubs through the seawall, one for each pier
that would convey sanitary wastewater from the Project Site for treatment at the
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into the Central Bay.
These are sewer connections that would be connected to the system once the Project
and Expanded Project are implemented. These stubs were installed in the early
1990’s and they connect to a 14‐foot wide box sewer located in The Embarcadero.
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Project‐related wastewater flowing into the combined sewer system would be
treated to standards contained in the City’s NPDES Permit for the Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into the Central Bay. The Project and
Expanded Project would not be expected to contribute a substantial amount of
wastewater to the combined sewer system such that the rate of CSO events would be
increased or that the quality of CSO water would be substantially more polluted.
Implementation of San Francisco DBI and the Port’s Building Department Codes, as
required by both the City and the Port, would further help minimize impacts from
post‐construction wastewater. As such, impacts related to wastewater flow and
waste discharge requirements would be less‐than‐significant.
Additionally, operation of the Project would entail a Bay Water pumping system,
which would be installed in the building (on Pier 15) in order to maintain and run
the cooling system. For its operations, bay water would be used as the free cooling
source whenever the bay water temperature is below 59ºF. The bay water would not
be used directly in the building system but would pass indirectly through a pair of
titanium heat exchangers after passing through a filtration and UV sterilization
system. The Bay Water pumping system would be operated whenever there is a
building demand for heating or chilled water. Once used, the filtered bay water
would be gravity‐drained into a 4,000 gallon concrete tank suspended below the pier
deck. Water would then be filtered through a single UV sterilizer and heat
exchangers before the water returns directly to the bay. No chemical treatment of
any kind are allowed nor used on this system so as to protect the San Francisco Bay
environment.
The system would be designed in accordance with state and federal regulations, and
the Project Sponsor would obtain permits, such as the NPDES for discharge of
heating/cooling water from the RWQCB. These requirements would include limits
on the screen size to reduce entrainment and maintain intake velocities, methods for
cleaning the intake to insure that the velocities remain constant, and provisions to
ensure that the discharged water would not substantially raise water temperatures.
Therefore, in accordance with permit requirements, the Bay Water pumping system
is not expected to pose a significant impact on water quality nor is it expected to
violate any water quality standards. Impacts would be less than significant.
Operation of the Project and Expanded Project would also have to comply with any
existing TMDLs, which includes the Regional Mercury TMDL. The Project and
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Expanded Project would have to comply with other TDMLs as they are developed
and impairments are identified.

Compliance with these TMDLs would further

reduce the potential for post‐construction activities to violate water quality
standards.
Adherence to existing requirements for an SCP and stormwater quality BMPs, such
as implementation of large scale cisterns for water reuse, above‐ground planters for
biofiltration, trench drains for conveyance, water quality inlets, among others, would
ensure compliance with the Phase II General Permit waste discharge requirements.
Additionally, the Project and Expanded Project would not contribute substantial
wastewater loads to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant. The Phase II
General Permit, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant NDPES permit, the TMDLs,
and the project‐specific NPDES for discharge of heating/cooling water are designed
to be protective of water quality. Therefore, potential violation of waste discharge
requirements and water quality standards during operation of the Project and
Expanded Project would be less than significant.
HY‐2.

Dredging activities associated with the Project and the Expanded Project would not
substantially degrade water quality and/or violate water quality standards.

(Less than

Significant)
The Project would require dredging between Piers 17 and 19 to support Baydelta
Maritime’s tugboat operations that would be relocated with redevelopment of Pier

●

15. It is estimated that approximately up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged materials
would need to be excavated to accomplish the necessary depth of 22 feet between
Piers 17 and 19 in order to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats. Dredging
activities between Pier 17 and Pier 19 would disturb the mud and sediment resulting
in turbidity and resuspension of potentially contaminated sediment, all of which

●

would degrade the water quality of the Central Bay near the Project Site. Excavating
up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged materials would also transport potentially
contaminated sediment from its original location to the disposal site.
Increased turbidity could result from the required dredging and from the installation
of new vertical steel pipe pilings used to reinforce both Piers 15 and 17. Turbidity is
a condition in which the concentration of particles suspended in the water is
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increased, making the water appear cloudy. Turbidity has the potential for reducing
dissolved oxygen levels in water and decreasing light penetration into the water.
This could, in turn, affect certain beneficial uses and habitat for benthic organisms
(bottom dwellers), sessile organisms (organism attached to the benthic environment
such as sea anemones and sponges), and result in other effects on other species.
Dredging activities could resuspend contaminants if contamination is present in
dredged sediments. Metal and organic chemical contamination is widespread in Bay
sediments and at the Project Site. Dredging of contaminated sediments allows for
the potential release of contaminants to the water column and for uptake of
contaminants by organisms contacting the resuspended sediment material.
However, most contaminants in sediment are tightly bound and are not easily
released during short‐term resuspension. Resuspension would be temporary and
would not cause long‐term effects.35 Sediment sampling was completed by Anchor
Environmental36 in September 2006 to characterize the sediments between Piers 17
and 19. Test sampling concluded that the sediments at the Project Site contain
metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and butylins.
detected in this area.

No PCBs were

The Anchor Environmental study anticipated that the

sediments will be approved for in‐Bay disposal at the Alcatraz Disposal Site SF‐11
(the Alcatraz Site).
The Alcatraz Site is located approximately 0.3 miles south of Alcatraz Island
(approximately 2.2 miles northeast of the Project Site) in shallow, estuarine waters.
As with any in‐Bay disposal site, disposing of the dredged material at the Alcatraz
Site could result in adverse effects on water quality.

Water quality parameters

identified as having a potential for adverse effects include dissolved oxygen,
dissolved pollutants levels, ammonia and sulfides, and suspended solids/turbidity.
At the Alcatraz Site, subsequent resuspension of fine particles of dredged material
from the site can continue to affect water quality after the initial disposal event,
incrementally increasing the overall suspended solid concentrations elsewhere in the
embayment. However, adverse changes to any of these water quality parameters
tends to be restricted to the immediate vicinity of the disposal plume, and once the

35

36

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (SFBCDC), Long‐Term Management
Strategy for Bay Area Dredged Material, Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report, August 1998.
Anchor Environmental CA, L.P. Memorandum – Review of Sediment Chemistry within Piers 17/19
Berth Area along San Francisco waterfront, September 19, 2006.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

III.I‐30

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

III. Environmental Setting and Impacts
I. Hydrology and Water Quality

plume has dissipated to background levels, immediate adverse water quality affects
generally no longer exit.37
At the Project Site, dredging would be conducted by using mechanical equipment
(clamshell dredging).

Clamshell dredges remove bottom sediment through the

direct application of mechanical force to dislodge and excavate the material at almost
in situ densities.

With this technique, the dredged material descends rapidly

through the water column to the bottom, and only a small amount of material
remains suspended, causing minimal turbidity impacts.
The Project would be required to adhere to policies and requirements set forth by
BCDC in order to obtain a BCDC joint permit to conduct construction and dredge
and fill operations within BCDC’s jurisdiction. By adhering to Dredging Policy 2 (as
described in the Regulatory Setting), effects on water quality and the water column
would be reduced. Additionally, the DMMO requires one application to obtain all
of the pertinent dredging permits, except the BCDC Major Permit. These permits
allow dredging and/or temporary impacts to water quality but include requirements
to ensure that potential effects are not substantial. This permit application and
review process requires an identification of dredge operations, including equipment
type and dredge amounts, sediment characteristics, BMPs to minimize turbidity,
suspended sediment, and transport away from the dredge areas, as well as disposal
locations/operations of the dredged materials. The Corps, BCDC, RWQCB, and SLC
all review the permit application to ensure that dredge operations would have a
minimal effect on water quality and habitat. Therefore, with implementation of
existing regulatory requirements, potential impacts of the Project dredging and
sediment disposal operations on water quality would be less than significant
HY‐3

The Project and Expanded Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam. (Less than Significant)
Because FEMA has not previously published a FIRM for the City and County of San
Francisco, there are no officially identified SFHAs within San Franciscoʹs geographic
boundaries. FEMA has completed the initial phases of a study of the San Francisco
Bay. On September 21, 2007, FEMA issued a preliminary FIRM of San Francisco for

37

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (SFBCDC), Long‐Term Management
Strategy for Bay Area Dredged Material, Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report, August 1998.
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review and comment by the City. FEMA has tentatively identified SFHAs along the
City’s shoreline, including along the Project Site, and along the San Francisco Bay
consisting of Zone A (in areas subject to inundation by tidal surge) and Zone V
(areas of coastal flooding subject to wave hazards).38 The City has submitted
comments on the preliminary FIRM to FEMA, which questions, among other things,
the inclusion of the Project Site within a SFHA.

FEMA will publish a revised

preliminary FIRM after completing the more detailed analysis that Port and City
staff requested in 2007.

After reviewing comments and appeals related to the

revised preliminary FIRM, FEMA will finalize the FIRM and publish it for flood
insurance and floodplain management purposes.
In August 2008, the City and County of San Francisco enacted the Floodplain
Management Ordinance, which required the City to publish floodplain maps. The
City has published floodplain maps. These floodplain maps are based on data
compiled by the Port’s Chief Harbor Engineer and the Department of Public Works.
The Project Site is not within any designated flood zones on the City’s floodplain
maps. The City’s floodplain maps will remain in effect until FEMA publishes its
final FIRM. Because the FEMA maps are not final, any projects within the City and
County of San Francisco would adhere to the Floodplain Management Ordinance
and associated floodplain maps.
The Port calculated projections for total water levels (TWL) during a 100‐year event
for both Piers 15 and 17. The TWL is 9.6 feet in elevation (NAVD8839).40 The top
surface of the pier deck elevations of Piers 15 and 17 are 12.5 feet and 12.7 feet,
respectively (NAVD88).41 Therefore, as projected, there would be a 2.8 to 3.0 feet (33
to 36 inches) elevation difference between the projected TWL and the actual
38

39

40

41

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance
Program Flood Sheet, Available at: http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/
factsheet.pdf, Accessed: November 12, 2007.
North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) is the official vertical datum used for the primary
geodetic network in North America. This is the base level above which all other elevations are
measured. A geodetic vertical datum takes some specific zero point, and computes elevations based
on the geodetic model being used, without further reference to sea levels. Usually, the starting
reference point is a tide gauge, so at that point the geodetic and tidal datums might match, but due to
sea level variations, the two scales may not match elsewhere. In the San Francisco Bay, the mean sea
level corresponds to 3.1 feet above mean sea level.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Presentation to the San Francisco Port Commission on
National Flood Insurance Program and Flood Insurance Rate Map, October 23, 2007.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Presentation to the San Francisco Port Commission on
National Flood Insurance Program and Flood Insurance Rate Map, October 23, 2007.
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elevations of the top surface of the piers, which would minimize the risk of potential
flooding that could occur from wave hazard.42
Modeled scenarios of sea level rise indicate that there is a 50 percent chance that
mean sea level will increase by about 0.6 ft and a 10 percent chance that it will
increase by 1 ft by 2050.43 By 2100, there is a 50 percent chance that mean sea level
will increase by about 1.3 feet and a 10 percent chance that mean sea level will
increase by 2.7 feet.44 Newer model runs have predicted a sea level rise of 28 inches
under a worst‐case climate change scenario.45 Therefore, even if mean sea level rises
by the extreme rate of 1 ft by 2050, the Pier decks would still be above the TWL by
about 1.8 to 2 feet. AB 32 and Executive Order (EO) S‐3‐05 set forth standards in
California to reduce CO2 emissions to 1990 levels statewide by 2020, and additional
80 percent of 1990 levels by 2050.46 Compliance with AB 32 and EO S‐3‐05 would
help decrease the probability of accelerated sea level rise, making the probability of
sea level rise less likely to occur. If existing natural trends continue, a 2‐ to 4‐inch sea
level increase would still occur in the next fifty years.47 Because there is an elevation
difference of 33 to 36 inches between the TWL and the elevation of the top surface of
the piers, a 2‐ to 4‐inch increase would not be substantial. Therefore, impacts from
flood hazards as a result of potential sea level rise would be less than significant at
the Project Site.
Furthermore, the Project Site is not located within a dam failure inundation area or
area protected by levees. Therefore, no impacts associated with dam failure or levee
failure would occur related to the Project and or the Expanded Project.
42

43

44

45

46

47

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Presentation to the San Francisco Port Commission on
National Flood Insurance Program and Flood Insurance Rate Map, October 23, 2007.
Titus, J. G. and V. Narayanan, The Risk of Sea Level Rise: Table V. Estimating Sea Level Rise At a
Specific Location – Normalized Sea Level Projections Compared with 1990 Levels (cm). Climatic
Change 33: 151‐212, 1996. Available at: http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming.nsf/content/
ResourceCenterPublicationsRisk_of_rise.html, Accessed: November 12, 2007.
Titus, J. G. and V. Narayanan, The Risk of Sea Level Rise: Table V. Estimating Sea Level Rise At a
Specific Location – Normalized Sea Level Projections Compared with 1990 Levels (cm), Climatic
Change 33: 151‐212. 1996. Available at: http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming.nsf/content/
ResourceCenterPublicationsRisk_of_rise.html, Accessed: November 12, 2007.
Cayan, D., P. Bromirski, K Hayhoe, M Tyree, M. Dettinger, and R. Flick, Projecting Future Sea
Level. A Report From the California Climate Change Center CEC‐500‐2005‐202‐SF, March 2006.
Association of California Water Agencies Fall Conference, AB32, CEQA and Water Agencies.
Conference held in Indian Wells, CA, November 29, 2007.
Cayan, D., P. Bromirski, K Hayhoe, M Tyree, M. Dettinger, and R. Flick, Projecting Future Sea Level,
A Report From the California Climate Change Center CEC‐500‐2005‐202‐SF, March 2006.
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Because the Project Site is not located within a flood zone, the risk associated with
flood hazards and sea level rise is very small.

Consequently, the Project or

Expanded Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam. Impacts would be less than significant.
HY‐4

The Project and Expanded Project would not expose people and property to a 100‐year flood
hazard that would impede or redirect flow. (Less than Significant)
Please see discussion under HY‐3. In accordance with the City’s floodplain maps,
the Project Site is not located within a flood zone. Accordingly, risks associated with
flood hazards and sea level rise are very small.

Consequently, the Project and

Expanded Project would not expose people and or property to a 100‐year flood
and/or flood hazards. Potential flood hazard impacts would be less than significant.
Cumulative Water Quality Impacts
The context for the analysis of cumulative surface water quality and hydrology impacts is the
area of San Francisco and the San Francisco Port that drains to the Central San Francisco Bay
and for groundwater quality and hydrology impacts, the Downtown San Francisco
Groundwater Basin, including all cumulative growth therein.
HY‐CU‐5 The Project and Expanded Project, in combination with other foreseeable projects, would not
cumulatively violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. (Less
than Significant)
During construction, all projects on a land surface greater than one acre would be
subject to the Construction General Permit.

The Construction General Permit

requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP describes
BMPs that the contractor shall adhere to in order to reduce discharge of sediment
and other pollutants from a project site during construction activities. In addition to
BMPs, the SWPPP requires construction site inspection prior to an anticipated storm
and after an actual storm.

The construction site inspection would determine

whether procedures described in the SWPPP are adequate and properly
implemented and the SWPPP would be amended accordingly. While the Project and
Expanded Project would not disturb more than one acre of land (and therefore
would not be subject to the construction general permit), it would adhere to the
measures in the EPP, as described above.
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The City of San Francisco and Port of San Francisco also include requirements in
their codes for compliance with the SWPPP.

Other requirements for other

foreseeable projects, including the Project and Expanded Project, could include
compliance with the 404 and 401 permits, the BCDC permit, and preparation of an
EPP.

Additionally, new development and redevelopment projects would be

required to undergo the environmental review process that would identify project‐
specific potential impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. Therefore, existing
requirements would ensure that violation of waste discharge requirements or water
quality standards by potential construction activities within the City or Port of San
Francisco is not cumulatively substantial.
The Project and Expanded Project impacts on violation of waste discharge
requirements and water quality standards would be less than significant because the
Project Sponsor is required to develop and implement an EPP, including water
quality BMPs for work over water, and obtain a 401 Certification and 404 Permit
(Expanded Project). Therefore, the Project and the Expanded Project would not
contribute considerably to cumulative impacts or cumulative violation of waste
discharge requirements, and water quality standards during construction would be
less than significant.
New development and redevelopment within the City and Port of San Francisco
would be subject to the Basin Plan requirements, the Port’s SWMP or Southeast
Water Pollution Control Treatment Plant NPDES Permit (San Francisco combined
sewer system drainage areas). Projects in the vicinity of the Project Site are also
subject to the Stormwater Guidelines and building codes. The Stormwater Guidelines
require a SCP, which would identify source controls, location and size of BMPs, and
comparison against design goals (post construction) to meet water quality standards
and criteria. The Stormwater Guidelines would also require the review and approval
of a licensed landscape architect, architect, and/or registered engineer to ensure
appropriate BMPs protective of water quality. These existing regulations, along with
associated municipal code, require implementation of post‐construction stormwater
quality BMPs for projects within the City or Port of San Francisco that might have a
substantial effect on water quality.

Additionally, new development and

redevelopment within the City and Port of San Francisco would have to undergo the
environmental review process. This process would identify project‐specific potential
impacts and appropriate mitigation measures to minimize potential risks to
hydrology and water quality. Furthermore, all development within the City and
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Port of San Francisco that discharges to the Central Bay would be subject to any
existing TMDLs for the Central Bay, designed to ensure that water quality standards
are not violated.

Therefore, potential cumulative effects of the Project and the

Expanded Project on water quality from post‐construction activities would not be
substantial.
The Project and Expanded Project would be required to comply with Building Codes
and the Stormwater Guidelines, including preparation and implementation of a SCP
including post‐construction stormwater quality BMPs. Additionally, the Project and
Expanded Project would not contribute substantial additional sources of wastewater
or contribute to additional CSO events. Consequently, the Project and Expanded
Project violation of waste discharge requirements and water quality standards
would be less than significant and the Project and Expanded Project would not
contribute considerably to cumulative impacts.

Therefore, cumulative impacts

associated with violation of waste discharge requirements and water quality
standards during operational activities would be less than significant.
HY‐CU‐6 Dredging activities associated with the Project, in combination with other foreseeable
projects, would not cumulatively degrade water quality. (Less than Significant)
The Project could have potential impacts on water quality as a result of dredging
activities. Other foreseeable projects that have a dredging component also would
have similar effects on water quality from the dredging activities.
Dredging will resuspend contaminants if contamination is present in the surface
sediments.

Metal and organic chemical contamination is widespread in San

Francisco Bay sediments and at the Project Site.

Dredging of contaminated

sediments does present the potential for release of contaminants to the water column
and for uptake of contaminants by organisms contacting resuspended sediment
material.

However, most contaminants in sediment are tightly bound in the

sediments and are not easily released during short‐term resuspension. Additionally,
resuspension is temporary and would not cause long‐term effects.
All dredging activities within the Central Bay are subject to the BCDC and DMMO
permit application and review process. BCDC’s Policy 2 ensures that potential water
quality and water column impacts from dredging operations are minimized by
regulating where dredging occurs within the Bay. These agencies and their partners
review permit applications for dredging operations to ensure that potential effects of
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these operations are minimized and temporary. Additionally, a permit would not be
granted without an approved disposal site. Therefore, potential cumulative effects
of dredging and fill operations associated with the Project would not be substantial.
At the Project Site, dredging would be conducted by using mechanical equipment
(clamshell dredging).

Clamshell dredges remove bottom sediment through the

direct application of mechanical force to dislodge and excavate the material at almost
in situ densities.

With this technique, the dredged material descends rapidly

through the water column to the bottom, and only a small amount of material
remains suspended, causing minimal turbidity impacts. Additionally, the Project is
subject to the same existing regulatory requirements that would serve to reduce
potential effects of dredging operations and disposal to less than significant levels.
There will be no dredging activities under the Expanded Project. Therefore the
Project and Expanded Project would not contribute considerably to cumulative
impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
HY‐CU‐7 The Project and Expanded Project, in combination with other foreseeable projects, would not
place people and property in floodplains nor cause significant cumulative flooding impacts
that could expose people and property to flood hazards. (Less than Significant)
Please see discussion under HY‐3. The Project Site is not within any designated flood
zones. The City’s floodplain maps will remain in effect until FEMA publishes its
final FIRM. Furthermore, accelerated sea level rise has only a 10 percent probability
(or a 10 percent chance) that mean sea level would be raised by one foot by 2050.
However, even with sea level rise, the Project Site would remain above the TWL
such that potential flood effects would be less than significant and the Project and
Expanded Project would not contribute considerably to cumulative risk for people
and structures. Therefore, cumulative impacts associated with flooding would be
less than significant.

●

Bridge Building Variant
Construction and operation of the Variant is substantially similar to the Bridge
Building proposed in the Project.

Any potential violation of water discharge

requirements and water quality standards during construction would be less than
significant because construction of the Variant would be required to comply with the
same regulatory requirements as the Project. Operational‐related affects such as
wastewater flows and stormwater contamination would also be subject to the same
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regulatory requirements as the Project and related impacts would be less than
significant. The regulatory requirements would establish BMPs designed to protect
water quality for construction and operation activities. In addition, the Variant
building would not expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam.

Conclusions for hydrology and water quality impacts associated with

construction and operation the Variant would be substantially the same as those for
the Project.
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IV. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
A.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR should discuss “…the ways in
which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Growth can
be induced in a number of ways, including through the elimination of obstacles to growth,
through the stimulation of economic activity within the region, or through precedent‐setting
action. CEQA requires a discussion of how a project could increase population, employment, or
housing in the areas surrounding the project as well as an analysis of the infrastructure and
planning changes that would be necessary to implement the project.

The Initial Study

(Appendix A) states that the Project and the Expanded Project would not result in substantial
increases in population or housing demand by displacing housing or residents or by creating a
substantial increase in employment.
The Exploratorium, a not‐for‐profit organization that provides science, art, and human
perception exhibits, is proposing to relocate from the Palace of Fine Arts, at 3601 Lyon Street in
San Francisco, to Piers 15/17, along The Embarcadero. Under the Project, the Exploratorium
would occupy Pier 15, the Valley portions of the Project Site, the new Bridge Building and a
small area within the Pier 17 Shed. Under the Expanded Project, the Exploratorium would
occupy the entire Pier 17 Shed area. No new buildings would be constructed outside of the
existing Pier 17 Shed under the Expanded Project, and the only new construction would be a
bridge connecting the Bridge Building to Pier 17. The Project and Expanded Project do not
include construction of housing and the Project Site is not currently used for housing.
Therefore, implementation of the Project and the Expanded Project would not displace any
residential units.
Project construction would require approximately 150 workers at the Project Site. Construction
of the Expanded Project would require a similar number of employees. These workers are
anticipated to come from the local workforce and would therefore not induce growth.1 It is
anticipated that construction would meet its needs for labor within the regional labor market
for construction projects in San Francisco without attracting construction labor from areas
beyond the region’s borders.

1

Mazzetti, Joe, Nibbi Brothers, e‐mail communication with James Suh, Project Manager, Wilson Meany
Sullivan, June 11, 2007.
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The proposed space for the Exploratorium at Pier 15 and the Bridge Building would support a
total of approximately 330 full‐time employees. The Expanded Project would support a total of
approximately 440 employees, 110 additional full‐time employees. The existing Exploratorium
has approximately 290 full‐time employees.

The Project would result in an increase of

approximately 40 employees and the Expanded Project would result in an increase of about 150
employees. Employment at the Exploratorium under the Project and Expanded Project would
be expected to be met by existing Exploratorium staff and other local Bay Area residents. This
potential increase in employment would be small in the context of total employment in San
Francisco. As a result, neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would increase demand for
housing.
Under the Project, the Exploratorium anticipates that stabilized annual visitorship would be
800,000 compared to the annual visitorship at the Exploratorium’s current location of 544,000.2
If The Exploratorium expands into Pier 17, the expectation is that the Expanded Project
would see a total stabilized annual visitorship of approximately 850,000.

Increased

visitorship would be due to the increased accessibility and visibility of the museum resulting
from its new location. Therefore, the increased visitorship would not likely result in growth
inducement.
In summary, the Project and Expanded Project would not result in significant adverse growth
inducement.

B.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE
AVOIDED IF THE PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT ARE
IMPLEMENTED

In accordance with Section 21100 (b)(2)(A) and 21100.1(a) of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this
chapter is to identify significant impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an
insignificant level by implementing mitigation measures included as part of the project or by
other mitigation measures that could be implemented, identified in Chapter III, Environmental
Setting and Impacts.
The findings of significant impacts are subject to final determination by the Planning
Commission as part of its certification process for the EIR. This chapter in the Final EIR will be

2

Brown, Mike and Ray Wright, Exploratorium Staff, Information for Adavant Consulting, Responses
to questions posed by Jose Farran, 2007.
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revised, if necessary, to reflect the Planning Commission’s findings. The Project and Expanded
Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable effects.

C.

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
THAT WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROJECT AND
EXPANDED PROJECT SHOULD THEY BE IMPLEMENTED

In accordance with Section 21100(b)(2)(B) of CEQA, and Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA
Guidelines, an EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could
result from implementation of the proposed project. This may include current or future uses of
non‐renewable resources, and secondary or growth‐inducing impacts that commit future uses
of non‐renewable resources, and secondary or growth‐inducing impacts that commit future
generations to similar uses. According to the CEQA Guidelines, irretrievable commitments of
resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.
The Project and Expanded Project would intensify development at the Project Site consistent
with development in San Francisco’s urban environment. Although not irreversible, the effects
of this development would be difficult to change in the short‐run. The Project and Expanded
Project would commit future generations to an irreversible commitment of energy resources,
primarily in the form of fossil fuels, automobiles, and during demolition and construction and
ongoing use of the site.

Because the Project and Expanded Project would comply with

California Code of Regulations Title 24 and would be LEED Silver certified, it would not use
energy in a wasteful manner. The consumption of other non‐renewable or slowly renewable
resources would also occur during construction, occupancy and use of the site. These resources
include, but are not limited to: lumber, concrete, sand and gravel, asphalt, masonry, metals,
and water. The Project and Expanded Project would also irreversibly use water and solid waste
landfill resources.

However, the Project and Expanded Project would not involve a large

commitment of those resources relative to supply, nor would it consume any of those resources
wastefully.
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V.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

As stated in Section 15126.6 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
This section identifies potentially feasible alternatives to the Project and Expanded Project and
discusses potential environmental impacts associated with these alternatives. Project decision
makers could approve an alternative instead of the proposed project, if that alternative would
substantially reduce or eliminate significant impacts of the project and is determined feasible.
The determination of feasibility will be made by project decision makers on the basis of
substantial evidence in the record, which shall include, but not be limited to, information
presented in the EIR and in comments received on the Draft EIR.
Three alternatives are evaluated in this section: Alternative A: No Project; Alternative B: Plan
Consistent/Reduced Program; and Alternative C: Pier 70.

Alternatives B and C could be

implemented under City controls and would require many of the same approvals as the Project
and Expanded Project.

Table V‐1, summarizes the significant effects of the Project and

Expanded Project and Alternatives B and C. The No Project Alternative is not included in this
table.

ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED
Prior to selecting the Project Site, the Project Sponsor considered and ultimately rejected several
other sites. The Project Sponsor considered the Baker Hamilton Building at 601 Townsend
Street in the South of Market Area, but ultimately rejected the site after determining that the
building would require major reconstruction in order to make the structural upgrades necessary
to meet public assembly occupancy and egress requirements. The Francisco Bay Office Park,
located at 1700/1800 Montgomery Street and 50 Francisco Street, was also considered, but was
rejected for several reasons, including that the floor heights could not provide the tall clear
areas necessary for the Exploratoriumʹs museum programs and the presence of existing office
tenants with leases.
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TABLE V-1
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT TO ALTERNATIVES B AND C
Project and Expanded Project
Description

Project
181,740 gsf‐ museum uses
19,850 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
32,246 gsf‐ office uses
20,000 gsf‐ Exploratorium only outdoor
exhibit space
30,000 gsf‐ publicly accessible courtyard
Expanded Project (gsf in addition to
Project)
94,830 gsf‐ museum and museum‐related
uses
3,000 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
7,600 gsf‐ office

Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative
Pier 15 Occupation
141,740 gsf‐ museum uses
15,850 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
32,246 gsf‐ office uses
No Exploratorium‐only outdoor exhibit
space
No publicly‐accessible courtyard
Pier 17 Expansion—impractical due to
lack of connectivity
64,430 gsf‐ museum and museum‐related
uses
3,000 gsf‐ restaurant/retail uses
7,600 gsf‐ office

Pier 70 Alternative
Existing Buildings
157,922 gsf
Potential Buildout
222,964 gsf
Other Program Elements (gsf is not
defined, but would be similar to Project
and Expanded Project)
Event space
Café
Retail store
Offices and administration support space
Classrooms
Outdoor exhibit space could be constructed
Direct waterfront access would be limited

Impacts
Land Use

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Aesthetics

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Cultural
Resources

CP‐1: The Expanded Project could result in a
potentially significant adverse impact on Pier
17 as a historic resource. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1.

CP‐1: Expansion into Pier 17 could result
in a potentially significant adverse impact
on Pier 17 as a historic resource. Avoidable
with Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1.

CP‐1: The Pier 70 Alternative could result in
potentially significant adverse impacts to
structures in Block 4 of the site as historic
resources. Avoidable with mitigation
measure to comply with standards..

CP‐2: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project could potentially damage
or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2.

CP‐2: Construction could potentially
damage or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2.

CP‐2: Construction could potentially
damage or disturb unknown subsurface
archaeological resources. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

New trips along 3rd Street traveling to the
Pier 70 site could represent a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

Transportation
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TABLE V-1
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT AND EXPANDED PROJECT TO ALTERNATIVES B AND C
Project and Expanded Project

Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative

Pier 70 Alternative

Air Quality

AQ‐1: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would result in temporary
construction‐related air quality impacts from
diesel emissions. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measure M‐AQ‐1.

AQ‐1: Construction would result in
temporary construction‐related air quality
impacts from diesel emissions. Avoidable
with Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1.

AQ‐1: Construction would result in
temporary construction‐related air quality
impacts from diesel emissions. Avoidable
with Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1.

Noise

NO‐1: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project would result in temporary
pile driving noise impacts. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measure M‐NO‐1.

NO‐1: Construction would result in
temporary pile driving noise impacts.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measure M‐
NO‐1.

No significant effects.

Biological
Resources

BI‐5: Construction of the Project and
BI‐5: Construction could impede the
Expanded Project could impede the nesting nesting of Western gulls. Avoidable with
of Western gulls. Avoidable with Mitigation Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐1.
Measures M‐BI‐1.

BI‐5: Construction could impede the
nesting of Western gulls. Avoidable with
Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐1.

BI‐7: Construction of the Project and
Expanded Project could create sound waves
that affect fish and marine mammals.
Avoidable with Mitigation Measures M‐BI‐2.

BI‐7: Construction could create sound
waves that affect fish and marine
mammals. Avoidable with Mitigation
Measures M‐BI‐2.

BI‐7: No dredging or water construction
would occur. No significant effects.

Hydrology

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Geology and
Soils

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Hazards and
No significant effects.
Hazardous
Materials
_______________________

No significant effects.

No significant effects.

Source:

PBS&J, 2008.
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ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT
The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to include a No Project Alternative for the purpose of
allowing decision‐makers to compare the effects of the proposed project with the effects of not
approving a project (“in this case, the Project and Expanded Project”).
Description
The No Project Alternative would entail no physical land use changes at the Project Site. Piers
15/17 would not be converted, no rehabilitation work would be completed, and the
Exploratorium would not move from its current location at the Palace of Fine Arts to Piers
15/17. This alternative would not preclude future proposals for redevelopment of the Project
Site, including other development envisioned in the City of San Francisco Northeast Waterfront
Area Plan and the Port of San Francisco Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP) as well as uses
permitted in the M‐1 (Light Industrial) District, the Northern Waterfront Special Use District
(SUD) No. 1 and the 40‐X Height and Bulk District.
For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the existing structures and uses on the
Project Site would not change.
Impacts
If the No Project Alternative were implemented, none of the impacts or the benefits associated
with the Project and Expanded Project would occur. The Project and Expanded Project’s less‐
than‐significant (with mitigation) potential cultural resources, noise, air quality, and biological
resource impacts would not occur. The Projectʹs less‐than‐significant aesthetic (visual character
and views from public areas and light and glare), transportation, land use (land use character
and plan consistency), and construction and operational noise and air quality impacts would
also not occur under this alternative.
The other less‐than‐significant effects of the Project and Expanded Project described in the
Initial Study (see Appendix A) would not occur with this alternative, and no mitigation
measures would be required.

These other less‐than‐significant effects include: land use

(physical division of an established community or impact on existing character); visual quality
(scenic vistas and scenic resources); population and housing; wind and shadow; recreation;
utilities and service systems; public services; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous
materials; mineral and energy resources; and agricultural resources.
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●

In addition, the Port does not have sufficient funds to repair or rehabilitate all of the piers in the
Historic District. As a result, the No Project Alternative would increase the likelihood that Piers
15/17 would deteriorate over time and ultimately become unusable. This would be inconsistent
with the Port’s goal of maintaining its historic resources and the National Register listing of the
Historic District.
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Conclusion
The No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior over the near term because it
would not result in any significant impacts at the Project Site or vicinity. However, the No
Project Alternative would not meet any of the Exploratoriumʹs objectives.

If the decision

makers selected this alternative and a different proposal were submitted at a later date for
development of all or part of the Project Site, that proposal would be subject to a separate
project‐specific CEQA environmental review.
ALTERNATIVE B: PLAN CONSISTENT/REDUCED PROGRAM
Description
This alternative would be consistent with the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and Design and
Access Element, and BCDC’s Special Area Plan (SAP). This alternative would not include any
connection over the Bay between Piers 15 and 17 because the entire Valley would be
demolished. The freestanding shack and Connector Building would be completely removed
and no new Bridge Building would be built. The non‐historic shed additions added to the Piers
15/17 sheds in the 1950s also would be removed. Baydelta Maritime would remain at the
Project Site with the potential to be relocated from the south apron of Pier 15 to the north apron
of Pier 17. If Baydelta Maritime were relocated to Pier 17, dredging would be required between
Piers 17 and 19.

Pier aprons and supporting structures would be rehabilitated requiring

construction efforts similar to what is proposed under the Project and Expanded Project. New
public access would be provided on the pier aprons with access prohibited on the apron where
Baydelta Maritime would operate, either at Pier 15 or Pier 17.

●

If Baydelta Maritime’s tug and tow operation were relocated from the Pier 15 south apron to the
Pier 17 north apron, new maritime activities also could be conducted along the south apron of
Pier 15, similar to what is proposed under the Project and Expanded Project.
This alternative would include two phases, similar to what is proposed under the Project and
Expanded Project. The Exploratorium could expand the museum into Pier 17 in future years.
The total program space of this alternative compared to what is proposed under the Project and
Expanded Project would be reduced because no new Bridge Building would be constructed, the
pier sheds would be reduced in size, and less publicly‐accessible space would be created. As a
result, this alternative would essentially be a reduced‐program alternative. The program space
of this alternative compared to the Project and Expanded Project would be reduced as follows:


Program space included in the initial occupation of Pier 15 would be reduced by
approximately 43,000 gsf because the new Bridge Building would not be constructed
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and the Pier 15 non‐historic shed additions would be removed. Program space under
the expansion into Pier 17 would be reduced by 30,400 gsf because the non‐historic shed
addition would be removed.


The Exploratorium would have no outdoor exhibit space. The 16‐foot‐wide aprons
would be publicly‐accessible and could not be restricted to an entirely private use. This
would result in a loss of approximately 20,000 gsf of outdoor program space compared
to the Project.



Publicly‐accessible space would be limited to the north and south aprons of Pier 15 and
the south apron loading dock of Pier 17. Compared to the Project and Expanded Project,
approximately 30,000 gsf of publicly accessible space would not be created because the
courtyard would not be constructed and the east apron would not be expanded. If
Baydelta Maritime did not relocate to Pier 17, less public space would be available
because access to the south apron of Pier 15 would be limited or prohibited.

Impacts
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would be consistent with the provisions of
the BCDC SAP, as well as with the City of San Francisco Northeast Waterfront Area Plan, the
Port’s WLUP (including the Design and Access Element), and applicable zoning regulations. This
alternative would have characteristics and potential environmental effects similar to those of the
Project and Expanded Project, as described in Section III, Environmental Setting and Impacts,
and the Initial Study, Appendix A. Exceptions to these potential effects are summarized below.
Land Use
The inconsistency of the Project and the Expanded Project with the Port’s WLUP and BCDC’s
SAP was determined to be a less‐than‐significant impact because the subject policies, standards,
and criteria were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect,
but rather to open up new view corridors towards the Bay and to provide new opportunities for
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public access. This alternative would create a larger view corridor toward the Bay between
Piers 15/17 when compared to the Project and the Expanded Project.
The Port’s WLUP and BCDC’s SAP contain several policies requiring new view corridors or
new public access areas on existing piers to the maximum extent feasible. While this alternative
would be consistent with the policies calling for removal of non‐historic structures, it would
provide a substantially lesser amount of publicly‐accessible space when compared to the Project
and Expanded Project.

The courtyard between Piers 15/17 would not be constructed and

publicly‐accessible space would be limited to the pier aprons. Public access to the south apron
of Pier 15 would continue to be prohibited if Baydelta Maritime remained at Pier 15.
The Plan Consistent/ Reduced Program Alternative would result in similar less‐than‐significant
impacts as the Project and Expanded Project.
Aesthetics
Views of the Project Site would be similar to those of the Project and Expanded Project. A
larger view corridor toward the Bay would be created between Piers 15/17 when compared to
the Project and the Expanded Project because the Bridge Building would not be constructed.
Building materials and lighting would be similar to the Project and Expanded Project and
would not result in light and glare impacts. The materials and design would comply with
Planning Commission Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass.
Therefore, the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in less‐than‐
significant impacts to aesthetics.
Cultural
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would have similar impacts with regards to
cultural resources as compared to the Project. Significant character‐defining features, such as
the north façade of Pier 15, would be rehabilitated under this alternative. Impacts to the area
between Piers 15 and 17 would be reduced by the removal of the valley with no new Bridge
Building component. In the City’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response (December 2008) it
was noted that the reintroduction of “open water between the piers in effect reinforces the
historic relationship of the structures as maritime facilities and on the spatial relation and
pattern of the piers throughout the historic district.” It was determined for the Project that
while the new Bridge Building would not be consistent with Secretary’s Standards, it would
nevertheless have a minimal impact on the historic buildings. The removal of this element in
this alternative would reduce this impact further by not constructing the Bridge Building. The
second phase of this alternative would result in similar significant but mitigable historic
resources impacts as the Expanded Project. This alternative would require soil disturbance to
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accommodate new piles and therefore, archaeological impacts would be less‐than‐significant
with mitigation as under the Project and Expanded Project.
Transportation and Circulation
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in a less intense use of the
Project Site than either the Project or the Expanded Project. As such, fewer employee and
visitor trips would be generated, which would reduce the demand for vehicle parking, bicycle
parking, pedestrian space, and on and off‐street freight loading/unloading. This Alternative
would also result in a reduced affect on traffic along The Embarcadero. Similar to the Project
and Expanded Project the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would extend the
curbs indents in front of Piers 15/17 and increase visitorship to the Project Site and would
implement design features to minimize potential hazardous conditions for bicyclists. Therefore,
the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in less‐than‐significant
transportation impacts.
Air Quality
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in construction‐related air
impacts similar to those of the Project and Expanded Project. Construction activities such as
building construction and demolition, pile driving, and dredging would occur under this
alternative. As with the Project and Expanded Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M‐AQ‐1 would decrease construction‐related diesel emissions to a less‐than‐significant level.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would not result in any traffic‐related
operational impact to air quality, similar to the Project and Expanded Project. Program space
would be reduced and visitorship to the Exploratorium under this alternative would be less
than the Project and Expanded Project. As a result, automobile and bus trips would be reduced
and traffic‐related air quality effects would be less than the Project and Expanded Project.
Noise
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in potential construction‐
related noise impacts similar to those of the Project and Expanded Project. Construction noise is
regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The ordinance requires that noise levels from
individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools, such as jackhammers and impact wrenches,
must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department
of Public Works (DPW). Section 2908 of the Noise Ordinance prohibits construction work
between 8:00 pm and 7:00 am, if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the
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Project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of DPW. Temporary
demolition and construction activities at the Project Site could expose nearby off-site sensitive
receptors (e.g., residential uses and hotels) to elevated levels of ground borne vibration.
However, compliance with the Noise Ordinance would prevent construction activities from
occurring during designated sleeping hours, and due to the temporary nature of the
construction activities, potential construction noise and vibration impacts would be reduced to
a less‐than‐significant level.

Pile driving activities would also result in temporary noise

impacts. However, as with the Proposed and Expanded Project, implementation of Mitigation
Measure M‐NO‐1 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
Traffic‐related noise impacts were determined to be less than significant for the Project and
Expanded Project. Program space would be reduced and visitorship to the Exploratorium
As a result,

under this alternative would be less than the Project and Expanded Project.

automobile trips would be reduced and traffic noise would be less than with the Project and
Expanded Project.
Biology
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in potential impacts similar to
those of the Project and Expanded Project. Construction activities such as building construction
and demolition, pile driving and dredging would occur under this alternative. These activities
could result in similar potentially significant impacts to waters of the U.S., western gulls, Pacific
Herring and other aquatic species as compared to the Project and Expanded Project. Mitigation
Measures M‐BI‐1 and M‐BI‐2 required for the Project and Expanded Project would be
implemented for this alternative and would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to
less‐than‐significant levels.
Hydrology
Similar to the Project and Expanded Project, the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative
would not have any significant or potentially significant hydrology impacts. Construction
activities such as building construction and demolition, sub‐structure repairs, pile driving and
dredging would occur under this alternative. The construction activities for this alternative
would be subject to the same water quality protective requirements (EPP, 401 Certification, 404
Permit, and BCDC Major Permit) as the Project and Expanded Project.

Consequently,

construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be less than significant.
Exploratorium operations under this alternative would also have to comply with any existing
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), similar to the Project and Expanded Project. Compliance
with these TMDLs would further reduce the potential for operational activities to violate water
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quality standards. Adherence to existing requirements for an Stormwater Control Plan (SCP)
and stormwater quality best management practices (BMP) would ensure compliance with the
Phase II General Permit waste discharge requirements for stormwater. Additionally, as the
program space is reduced compared to the Project and Expanded Project this alternative would
contribute less wastewater loads to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant than the Project
and Expanded Project. The Phase II General Permit, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, and TMDLs have been
designed to be protective of water quality. Thus, hydrology impacts would be essentially the
same with this alternative as with the Project and Expanded Project and would be less than
significant.
Conclusion
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in impacts similar to the
Project and Expanded Project. Table V‐1, p. V‐2, presents a comparison of significant effects of
the Project and Expanded Project and this alternative. Potential impacts to historic resources
would be reduced when compared to the Project and Expanded Project because non‐historic
structure would be removed and the Bridge Building would not be constructed. The second
phase of this alternative would result in similar significant but mitigable historic resources
impacts to Pier 17 as identified for the Expanded Project. Archaeological impacts would be less‐
than‐significant with mitigation as under the Project and Expanded Project.
No significant transportation impacts were identified for the Project and Expanded Project and
the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips to Pier
15/17 site. As a result, traffic‐related air quality and noise effects would also be less than the
Project and Expanded Project. Construction‐related air quality, noise, and biological impacts
for this alternative would be similar to those identified for the Project and Expanded Project and
recommended mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts to less‐than‐
significant levels.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would limit the ability of the Project Sponsor
to meet many of the project objectives with regard to program space. These objectives include:
total program space, the ability of the Exploratorium to accommodate future growth, the ability
to meet needs for efficient administrative and support facilities, the ability to develop revenue
generating uses, and provision of outdoor exhibit space for bay‐oriented learning.
This alternative would limit the ability of the Exploratorium to meet the objective to secure a
200,000 sf museum facility that requires approximately half of this space to have the
characteristics necessary for museum exhibit space. The objective also intends an additional
Case No. 2006.1073E
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approximately 100,000 sf of connected space with similar characteristics to accommodate the
museumʹs future growth. Museum space within Pier 15 would be reduced by approximately
40,000 gsf compared to occupation of the Bridge Building under the Project. Compared to the
Expanded Project, museum space within Pier 17 would be reduced approximately 30,000 gsf.
Therefore, the total reduction in the amount of museum space would be approximately 70,000
gsf under this Alternative. The reduction of adequate museum space within Piers 15/17 would
limit the ability of the Exploratorium to accommodate future growth.

The Plan

Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would not include construction of the Bridge Building
and the pedestrian bridge connecting Piers 15 and 17. As a result, the Exploratorium would not
be able to provide connected museum space between the piers.
In addition, the ability of the Exploratorium to meet the objective to provide a multi‐purpose
rental event space with a minimum of approximately 10,000 sf and museum café of at least
approximately 5,000 sf would be limited. The Project would include construction of the Bridge
Building intended to include space for revenue‐generating facilities such as a multi‐purpose
rental event space and café. The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would not
include construction of the Bridge Building. Another objective of the Exploratorium is to utilize
a location that offers an opportunity for at least approximately 20,000 sf of outdoor space
adjacent to the museum and water suitable for installation of an ʺOutdoor Exploratorium.ʺ The
Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would not include an Exploratorium‐only
outdoor area and the amount of publically‐accessible outdoor space would be substantially
reduced.
ALTERNATIVE C: PIER 70
Description
The Pier 70 Alternative would locate the proposed Exploratorium program at an alternative
site. Pier 70, an approximately 65‐acre Port‐owned site, is located on San Francisco’s Central
Waterfront generally between 18th and 22nd Streets, east of Illinois Street (see Figure V‐1, Pier
70 Alternative Location, p. V‐14). The site is composed of 30 buildings of varying sizes, ages,
uses, and quality. The site would be accessed from 20th Street. The Pier 70 Alternative is
analyzed in this EIR to provide decision makers with information regarding the potential
impacts of an alternative waterfront location for the Exploratoriumʹs program.
In 2007, the Port of San Francisco commenced a public planning process to develop a Preferred
Master Plan for the Pier 70 area. The process is ongoing. The Pier 70 Alternative assumes that
the Exploratorium would be located at a location within the Pier 70 area that is designated for
development, and would be the most likely to meet the Exploratoriumʹs objectives. Block 4,
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composed of Buildings 113, 114, 115, 116, 14, and 21, are considered in this Alternative because
of the aesthetic uniqueness and generally open warehouse features of these buildings, both of
which characteristics are similar to Piers 15/17 and are consistent with one of the Project
objectives. The Block 4 buildings are considered to be historically significant, and the Port is in
the process of nominating them for placement on the National Register of Historic Places as part
of a new historic district.
The total area of the above six buildings is approximately 157,922 sf. According to the Port’s
July 17, 2008 Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan, 222,964 sf could be built out, which would
accommodate the Exploratorium’s initial program needs. Additional space would have to be
found in other buildings at Pier 70 for the museum’s future expansion. Buildings 113, 114, 115,
and 116 are physically adjacent to each other, but in order to form contiguous internal space it is
likely that penetrations through the adjoining party walls would be necessary. The outdoor
exhibit space would be constructed in the exterior courtyard formed between the buildings.
Building 113, the largest of the six buildings, would be considered the main museum exhibit
hall with the 20th Street façade the logical main entry to the museum. Additional floors would
be built in the smaller Building 116 to house the museum’s administration support spaces and
classrooms. The stand‐alone Buildings 14 and 21 would be used for the event space, café, and
retail store.

However, a connection to the main body of buildings would need to be

constructed.
Impacts
This alternative would have characteristics and potential environmental effects similar to those
of the Project and Expanded Project. However, due to the location of the Pier 70 Alternative,
the existing settings for many of the environmental effects analyzed for the Project and
Expanded Project in the EIR and Initial Study would be different. Final construction and design
details for this alternative are not defined and would require future analysis to identify specific
impacts. This alternative would have characteristics and potential environmental effects similar
to those of the Project and Expanded Project, as described in Section III, Environmental Setting
and Impacts, and the Initial Study (see Appendix A). A general comparison of the potential
effects of the Pier 70 Alternative compared to the Project and Expanded Project is provided
below. Geologic and hazardous materials conditions at the Pier 70 site are substantially
different compared to the Piers 15/17 site and are also discussed below.
Land Use
Similar to the Project and Expanded Project, the Pier 70 Alternative would not divide an
established community because the site is primarily surrounded by industrial uses and it is in
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THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

V‐13

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

V. Alternatives
close proximity to the Bay. The industrial character of the area would not be substantially
impacted by the introduction of an institutional/educational use such as the Exploratorium.
The Block 4 Buildings of the Pier 70 Alternative are outside of the BCDC jurisdiction, and an
amendment to the SAP would not be required.
The location of the Pier 70 Alternative is within an area of the Port’s WLUP designated as
“Other Maritime.” This land use category does not permit academic institutions such as the
Exploratorium. An amendment to the WLUP would be required to extend the “Waterfront
Mixed Use Opportunity Area” to include this site. The Waterfront Mixed Use Opportunity
Area allows academic institutions. As noted above, the Port is undertaking a public planning
process to develop a Preferred Master Plan for the Pier 70 area, which would encompass the
Block 4 Buildings.

The Plan will make recommendations regarding required WLUP

amendments. The Pier 70 Alternative would not obviously or substantially conflict with any
plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purposes of mitigating an environmental effect
and therefore would result in a less‐than‐significant land use impact. This alternative would not
divide an established community or have a substantial impact on the character of the vicinity.
Aesthetics
The Pier 70 Alternative would reuse existing buildings and would require modifications to
those buildings.

As such, the existing visual character of the site would likely change.

However, the changes would not be anticipated to substantially degrade the character and
quality of the site or its surroundings. Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative would result in less‐
than‐significant impacts to scenic resources including features of the built or natural
environment that contribute to a scenic public setting.
Similar to the Project and Expanded Project, the Pier 70 Alternative would not result in light
and glare impacts.

The materials and design would comply with Planning Commission

Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass. Therefore, the Pier 70
Alternative would result in less‐than‐significant impacts resulting from new sources of light
and glare. In light of the above, this alternative would result in less‐than‐significant aesthetic
impacts.
Cultural
Similar to the Project and Expanded Project, the Pier 70 Alternative could result in a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. The Pier 70 Alternative would
include occupation of buildings within Block 4 including Buildings 113, 114, 115, 116, 14, and
21. The Block 4 buildings are considered historically significant, and the Port is in the process of
nominating them for placement on the National Register of Historic Places as part of a new
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historic district. These buildings are physically adjacent to each other, but may not all have
adequate internal connections.

To create functional museum space, penetrations through

certain adjoining party walls of these buildings would be anticipated.

The 2008 Pier 70

Preferred Master Plan identifies potential construction of additional space. This could include
construction of additional space for the Exploratorium.
Potential alterations to existing structures and construction of new buildings could result in a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. While specific design details, the extent of potential alterations
to existing structures, and the relationship of potential new structures to existing structures are
not known at this time, this alternative would have to comply with the Secretary’s Standards.
Thus, in order to provide a conservative analysis, this FEIR assumes that historical resource
impacts could be potentially significant and, similarly to the Project and Expanded Project,
would require implementation of mitigation measures.
Construction of new buildings to accommodate the Exploratorium would likely require
excavation or other construction activities that disturb soils at the site. The site of the Pier 70
Alternative is located on fill material. Although the site is on fill, soil disturbing activities could
potentially result in a significant archaeological resources impact and, as with the Project and
Expanded Project, would require implementation of mitigation measures.
Transportation and Circulation
The Pier 70 Alternative could result in transportation impacts that would not occur under the
Project and Expanded Project. The Pier 70 Alternative is located in the Central Waterfront and
the primary arterial roadways near the Pier 70 site include 3rd Street, Cesar Chavez Street, and
20th Street. The majority of traffic generated by the Exploratorium would access the Pier 70 site
via these three streets.

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR determined that the intersection of

3rd Street and Cesar Chavez Street would operate at LOS F in 2025 under cumulative conditions.
Other intersections with 3rd Street, including 25th Street and 16th Street, Mariposa Street/280 on‐
ramp, and 3rd Street and Mariposa would operate at LOS D in 2025 under cumulative
conditions.1 All intersections (per Eastern Neighborhoods 2025) with the exception of 3rd Street
and Cesar Chavez Street would operate at acceptable levels of service under cumulative
conditions. New trips along 3rd Street utilizing the intersection of 3rd Street and Cesar Chavez

1

City and County of San Francisco, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Project Final EIR, San
Francisco, CA, August 7, 2008. A copy of this report is on file as part of Case No. 2004.0160E and
available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400.
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Street could represent a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant.
The San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project would involve the installation of Class II bicycle lanes
along Illinois Street between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The Pier 70 site would be accessed
from 20th Street. No new curb indents or extensions would be required along Illinois Street and
trips to the site would cross the Illinois Street bicycle lanes at controlled intersections.
Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative is not likely to result in potential conflicts with bicycles.
The Pier 70 Alternative would not result in any obvious or substantial impacts to emergency
access, parking, or pedestrian circulation. This alternative would also not obviously conflict
with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.
Air Quality
The Pier 70 Alternative could result in construction‐related air impacts similar to those of the
Project and Expanded Project.

Construction activities such as building construction and

demolition could occur under this alternative and would be subject to the San Francisco
Construction Dust Control Ordinance.

As with the Project and Expanded Project,

implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 would decrease construction‐related diesel
emissions to a less than significant level. Therefore, construction air quality impacts resulting
from this alternative would be less than significant.
Traffic‐related air quality impacts were determined to be less than significant for the Project and
Expanded Project. Program space and visitorship to the Exploratorium under this alternative
would be similar to the Project and Expanded Project. Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative is not
likely to result significant transportation‐related air quality impacts compared to the Project and
Expanded Project.
Noise
The Pier 70 Alternative would result in potential construction‐related noise impacts similar to
those of the Project and Expanded Project. Construction activities would be subject to the noise
ordinance as described in Chapter III, Section F of this FEIR above for the Plan
Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative. The Exploratorium would occupy existing buildings
at the Pier 70 site. The Pier 70 Alternative would reuse existing buildings and would require
modifications to those buildings. It is not likely that pile driving would be required to construct
these new buildings. Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative would result in less‐than‐significant
noise impacts from pile driving activities.
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Traffic‐related noise impacts were determined to be less than significant for the Project and
Expanded Project. Program space and visitorship to the Exploratorium under this alternative
would be similar to the Project and Expanded Project. Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative is not
likely to result significant transportation‐related noise impacts compared to the Project and
Expanded Project.
Biology
The Pier 70 Alternative would result in fewer potential impacts compared to the Project and
Expanded Project. Construction activities such as building construction and demolition would
likely occur under this alternative. Dredging and pile‐driving activities within the Bay would
not occur and all impacts to aquatic species identified for the Project and Expanded Project
would be avoided. Building construction and demolition could result in similar potentially‐
significant impacts to western gulls. Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1 required for the Project and
Expanded Project would be implemented for this alternative and would reduce potential
impacts to western gulls to a less‐than‐significant level.
The Pier 70 Alternative would not obviously conflict with any policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation
plan, or other approved conservation plans.
Geology and Soils
The San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Element contains maps that show the areas in
the City subject to Geologic Hazards. The Pier 70 site is located in an area subject to moderate
ground shaking from earthquakes along the San Andreas and Northern Hayward Faults and
other faults in the San Francisco Bay Area (Maps 2 and 3). The Pier 70 site is also in an area
with liquefaction potential (Map 4). Many of the buildings that would be occupied by the
Exploratorium at Pier 70 consist of unreinforced masonry structures. These buildings perform
poorly in earthquakes and would require retrofitting to be seismically safe. A site‐specific
geotechnical investigation would be required to recommend geotechnical‐related design criteria
for development of the Pier 70 site. All building permit applications would be reviewed by the
Port’s Building Department and would be subject to the 2008 Port of San Francisco Building
Code. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the Pier 70 site
would be less than significant.
Hydrology
The Pier 70 Alternative would not have any significant or potentially‐significant hydrology
impacts because the museum would not be located over the water. Construction and operation
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of the Pier 70 Alternative would be subject to similar stormwater and wastewater requirements
as for the Project and Expanded Project. This alternative would not be subject to the BCDC
Major Permit because it is outside of BCDC jurisdiction. Additionally, this alternative would
not involve dredging or construction work in or over the Bay. This alternative would therefore,
result in similar less‐than‐significant impacts as the Project and Expanded Project.
Currently, the City of San Francisco does not participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program and no Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) have been published by FEMA for the
City and County of San Francisco. However, FEMA is preparing FIRMs for the City and
County of San Francisco for the first time. Because FEMA has not previously published a FIRM
for the City and County of San Francisco, there are no identified special flood hazard areas
(SFHAs) within San Franciscoʹs geographic boundaries. FEMA has completed the initial phases
of a study of the San Francisco Bay. On September 21, 2007, FEMA issued a preliminary FIRM
of San Francisco for review and comment by the City. The City has submitted comments on the
preliminary FIRM to FEMA, which questions the inclusion of areas along the San Francisco
waterfront designated within a SFHA. FEMA will publish a revised preliminary FIRM after
completing the more detailed analysis that Port and City staff requested in 2007.

After

reviewing comments and appeals related to the revised preliminary FIRM, FEMA will finalize
the FIRM and publish it for flood insurance and floodplain management purposes. If the Pier
70 site is in an area defined as a SFHA on the final FIRM, and the final FIRMs are published
prior to development, the Pier 70 Alternative would be subject to applicable FEMA floodplain
development regulations and would therefore result in similar less‐than‐significant impacts as
the Project and Expanded Project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Although the environmental conditions in and beneath the buildings considered as a potential
Pier 70 Alternative location have not been thoroughly characterized, rehabilitation of any of the
buildings would require identification and abatement of lead‐based paint, asbestos, and other
potentially hazardous materials.

Additionally, rehabilitation of existing structures or new

construction would likely require disturbance of potentially contaminated soil and/or
groundwater. Identification and mitigation of such potential hazards would be required as part
of the construction permitting process. Project construction and on‐going operations would be
subject to existing regulations regarding management of hazardous materials in demolition,
maintenance and new construction, as well as project‐specific permit requirements.
Consequently, the potential impacts of hazardous materials would be less than significant.
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Conclusion
The Pier 70 Alternative would result in some impacts similar to the Project and Expanded
Project. The alternative location and upland setting would avoid some impacts and result in
different impacts compared to the Project and Expanded Project. Table V‐1, p. V‐2, presents a
comparison of significant effects of the Project and Expanded Project and this alternative. The
Pier 70 Alternative could result in potentially‐significant adverse impacts to structures in Block
4 of the site as historic resources. Archaeological impacts would be less‐than‐significant with
mitigation as under the Project and Expanded Project.
The Pier 70 Alternative could result in transportation impacts that would not occur under the
Project and Expanded Project. New trips along 3rd Street utilizing the intersection of 3rd Street
and Cesar Chavez Street could represent a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact. This alternative is not likely to result significant transportation‐related noise or air
quality impacts compared to the Project and Expanded Project.
Construction‐related air quality and biological impacts for this alternative would be similar to
those identified for the Project and Expanded Project and recommended mitigation measures
would be implemented to reduce impacts to less‐than‐significant levels. It is not likely that pile
driving would be required.

Therefore, the Pier 70 Alternative would result in less‐than‐

significant noise impacts from pile driving activities.

Dredging and pile‐driving activities

within the Bay would not occur and all impacts to aquatic species identified for the Project and
Expanded Project would be avoided.
This alternative would limit the ability of the Project Sponsor to meet several of the project
objectives.

These objectives include: total program space and opportunity for expansion;

appropriate museum exhibit space with a continuous floor plan; a highly visible location close
to other San Francisco attractions and landmarks and close to a transportation hub with
multiple sources of public transit (local and regional); provision of outdoor exhibit space for
Bay‐oriented learning; and environmental remediation constraints.
The Pier 70 Alternative would limit the ability of the Exploratorium to meet the objective to
secure a 200,000‐sf museum facility and to secure a site that has approximately 100,000 gsf of
additional space to accommodate future growth of museum space. The existing buildings at the
Pier 70 site consist of approximately 157,922 gsf and could be expanded to approximately
222,964 gsf. While the total area building could accommodate the museum space contemplated
under the Project, it would not allow for museum expansion contemplated by the Expanded
Project. The total developable area available at the Pier 70 site would be substantially less than
the objectives for program space (a shortfall of approximately 77,000 gsf).
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The Pier 70 site would limit the ability of the Exploratorium to locate on a site that is highly
visible and close to other San Francisco attractions and landmarks to draw from existing and
regular foot traffic and to ensure an active environment for both daytime and nighttime
operations. The Pier 70 Alternative would not be in a highly visible location and is not close to
other San Francisco attractions and landmarks compared to the location of the Project and
Expanded Project.
The existing Muni T‐Third Street, 22‐Fillmore, and 48‐Mission‐Van Ness lines would all serve
the Pier 70 site. However, these lines would not meet the Exploratorium objective to locate in
close proximity to as many varied public transportation sources with sufficient capacity to
accommodate the Exploratorium’s expected local and regional visitorship.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
Section III, Environmental Setting and Impacts, and the Initial Study, Appendix A, determined
that impacts in the following issue areas would be less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation: aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality,
wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards/hazardous materials, mineral/energy
resources, and agricultural resources. Impacts in those issue areas would also be less than
significant with implementation of the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative, because
this alternative would result in reduced visitorship and employment activity at the Project Site.
Many of the potentially significant impacts identified in this EIR would result from construction
activities. These include impacts to archaeological resources, biological resources, air quality
and noise. All of these construction‐related impacts would be mitigated to less‐than‐significant
levels under the Project and Expanded Project and under the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative. Similar to the Expanded Project, the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative
could potentially result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of Pier 17 as a
historical resource.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would result in less visitorship than the
Project and Expanded Project. Therefore, increases in automobile and bus trips to the Project
Site would be less than the Project and Expanded Project. As a result, traffic‐related air quality
and noise effects of this alternative would be less than the Project and Expanded Project. Based
on this analysis, the environmentally superior alternative would be the Plan Consistent/
Reduced Program Alternative.
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VI.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

INTRODUCTION
This section contains Master Responses to address similar comments that were raised in more
than one letter and to provide information in a comprehensive, easily‐located discussion that
clarifies and elaborates upon the analyses in the DEIR. The Master Responses address the
following topics:


Master Response 1:

Description and Analysis of the Expanded Project



Master Response 2:

Consistency with Plans and Policies



Master Response 3:

Analysis of the Project According to Secretary of the Interior’s
Standard for Rehabilitation #9



Master Response 4:

Refinement of Material Palette and Compatibility of Glass and
Steel with Historic Resource

MASTER RESPONSES
Master Response 1: Description and Analysis of the Expanded Project
This Master Response addresses Comments 1.4, 2.9, and 5.7.
This Master Response provides a combined response to several comments stating that the DEIR
lacked information and did not sufficiently describe or analyze the impacts to Pier 17 resulting
from the Expanded Project.

The comments suggest that if the DEIR is to serve as the

environmental document for the possible expansion of the Exploratorium into Pier 17, that it
should include more detailed information about Pier 17 and the Expanded Project.

The

comments also suggest that the analysis of the Project and Expanded Project are inadequate for
CEQA purposes because the two project components were being ʺpiece‐mealedʺ and analysis of
the Expanded Project was being deferred.
The DEIR evaluated the potential impacts of the Expanded Project at an equal level of detail as
the Project. The Project Description in the DEIR includes substantial details on the proposed
improvements and future use of Pier 17. These details include: projected visitorship; building
program space; improvements to the structure’s exterior and roof; freight unloading; and
construction and rehabilitation details. Specifically, Table II‐5 on p. II‐19 of the DEIR presents
the uses anticipated under the Expanded Project and assigns specific square footages to those
uses. The DEIR fully describes the proposed changes to the building, such as removal of the
two bays from the 1950s addition to the south façade of Pier 17, installation of photovoltaic
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panels, and replacement of light fixtures.

The visual simulations presented in Section C,

Aesthetics, of Chapter III of the DEIR, include the Expanded Project and show a substantial
level of detail with respect to the Pier 17 exterior modifications. For example, DEIR Figure
III.C‐5, p. III‐C‐13, shows the proposed glazed storefront system and new monitor roof
windows on the south façade as well as the proposed glazed entrance and rehabilitation of the
historic wood doors on the west façade. Figures III.C‐1 and III.C‐2, pp. III.C‐6 and III.C‐7 of the
DEIR, depict the removal of the two west bays from the 1950s addition and the associated new
glazing as well as the proposed changes to the roof monitor windows.
Furthermore, Section D, Transportation and Circulation, of Chapter III of the DEIR fully
analyzes the impacts of expanding the museum into Pier 17 with respect to traffic, transit,
pedestrian, bicycle and loading operations. The DEIR also provides analysis of the Expanded
Project with respect to Land Use, Noise, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Hydrology and
Water Quality. While the DEIR provides a substantial level of detail about the Expanded
Project, certain aspects of the design, such as specific materials to be used and minor design
elements including paint and material colors, interior partition layout and landscaping, have yet
to be determined. Because Pier 17 is a contributing resource to the National Register Historic
District, this level of detail is necessary to make a determination under the topic of Cultural
Resources of whether the Expanded Project would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards for Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards). However, because Pier 17 is a known historic
resource and there is ample documentation identifying its character‐defining features, and
because the approach to development of Pier 17 would be similar to that for Pier 15, it is
possible to identify a set of performance criteria, implementation of which would ensure that
changes to Pier 17 would not result in an adverse impact to an historic resource.
Information and analysis of the Expanded Project was presented throughout the DEIR in all
sections of Chapter III. Environmental Setting and Impacts as follows:
Topic

DEIR Page #

Plans and Policies

III.A‐1 to III.A‐19

Land Use

III.B‐2 to III.B‐5

Aesthetics

III.C‐17 to III.C‐24

Cultural Resources

III.D‐28, III.D‐30 to III.D‐48

Transportation

III.E‐19 to III.E‐53

Noise

III.F‐5 to III.F‐8

Air Quality

III.G‐18 to III.G‐25

Biological Resources

III.H‐21 to III.H‐28

Hydrology and Water Quality

III.I‐23 to III.I‐37
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As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor is proposing to lease Pier 17 along with Pier 15, and
would occupy at least a portion of Pier 17 from the outset for exhibit fabrication, loading and
receiving, and other uses. There would be construction on Pier 17 during the Project that would
include utility infrastructure upgrades, repair of the north apron (or replacement if repair is not
feasible), and reconstruction of the south east wall of the non‐historic shed addition after the
Connector Building is demolished. Additionally, the Project would involve interior tenant
improvement work in Pier 17, including subdivision of a portion of the pier shed for maritime
warehouse and office space to accommodate the relocation of Baydelta Maritime, a loading and
receiving area, bicycle storage, showers, and lockers, trash/recycling room and golf cart storage.
ʺPiece‐mealingʺ under CEQA means that a project inappropriately defers future analysis and in
the process fails to consider the combined or cumulative impacts of present and future
activities. The commentor’s concern about deferred analysis relates to the potential impacts of
the Expanded Project on the significance of Pier 17 as a historic resource and the adequacy of
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, p. III.D‐34. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with Section
15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that a project EIR “shall examine all phases of the
project including planning, construction, and operation.” Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines
defines a cumulative impact as “the change in the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.”

The Expanded Project is reasonably

foreseeable because it is a known undertaking of the Project Sponsor and is subject to the
conditions set forth in the 66‐year lease (Lease). Analysis and conclusions are presented in the
DEIR at an equal level of detail for all phases of the Project and Expanded Project, and includes
analysis of the combined impacts of the Project and the Expanded Project on Piers 15 and 17
and the Historic District. The DEIR concludes that the Expanded Project could result in a
substantial adverse change in the significance of Pier 17.

However, implementation of

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 would ensure that impacts to Pier 17 and the Historic District
would be less‐than‐significant.
When the precise details of certain aspects of a project cannot be identified at the time a project
is approved, the EIR for a project may rely upon mitigation measures that include future
analysis of those unknown details, and may rely upon future studies or regulatory approvals to
direct the future mitigation, provided that (1) the EIR does not defer a determination of whether
the project would have a significant impact, (2) the EIR provides substantial evidence as to why
the mitigation would reduce the potentially significant impact to a less‐than‐significant level; (3)
the agency and project sponsor have committed to implementing the mitigation measure; (4)
the mitigation measure include identifiable standards or specific performance criteria; and (5)
the element of the mitigation measure that relies upon as yet undetermined project details and
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is subject to deferred measure includes an enforcement mechanism to ensure that mitigation is
achieved. (See generally California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172
Cal.App.4th 603.)
Pages III.D‐30 through III.D‐32 of the DEIR clearly outline all of the known design details for
Pier 17 as proposed under the Expanded Project. The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed
design does not include the level of detail necessary to determine whether the Expanded Project
would or would not be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. While the DEIR provides
substantial detail about the Expanded Project, certain aspects of the design, such as minor
architectural details and specifications (i.e., a new metal and glass storefront), have yet to be
determined. Because Pier 17 is a known historic resource and there is ample documentation
identifying its character‐defining features, it is possible to identify a set of performance criteria,
implementation of which would ensure that changes to Pier 17 would not result in an adverse
impact on an historic resource. The text of the DEIR has been modified to clarify this fact, as
shown in Section D. DEIR Revisions, p. C&R‐110, of this Comments and Responses document.
Page III.D‐32 of the DEIR states that “because …additional information is required to support a
determination as to their consistency with the Secretary’s Standards, these improvements have
the potential to impact Pier 17 and its character‐defining features.”
The Project Sponsorʹs decision whether to implement the Expanded Project is dependent on the
success of the Project. This success would be measured in a number of ways including the
growth in scope and influence of educational programs and exhibits, increasing attendance
figures, and meeting revenue projections. The Project Sponsor would reassess the long‐term
strategic goals of the Exploratorium at that future time and gauge the ability to finance the
Expanded Project. The Project Sponsor would then implement a similar process of design and
regulatory approvals to determine the feasibility of building the Expanded Project. The Project
Sponsor has not developed complete full design details for the Expanded Project because of the
need to balance the cost of full design with the uncertainty regarding implementation of the
Expanded Project, and to confirm programmatic details based upon experience with the Project.
Instead, the Project Sponsor developed the project description for the Expanded Project at a
level of detail sufficient to evaluate the potential for significant impacts under CEQA (including
but not limited to historical resource impacts) and at a level that supports implementation of
detailed mitigation measures, consistent with CEQA. This statement explains the reason why
future additional analysis of the Expanded Project would be required.
The lack of full design specifications for the Expanded Project results in a DEIR finding that the
Expanded Project has the potential to result in a significant impact to a historical resource,
pending determination of final project design details. Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 addresses
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the uncertainty caused by lack of complete design information by requiring the final design of
the Expanded Project to conform to detailed performance criteria and by creating a future
evaluation and enforcement mechanism. The performance criteria address each of the historic
character defining features of Pier 17 and mandate minimum design and construction
requirements to prevent significant impacts from occurring to such features.

In addition,

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 requires that, prior to implementing the Expanded Project and
upon completion of project design, the Project Sponsor must submit additional design
information to multiple enforcement agencies for subsequent review and approval.
Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that if “maintenance, repair, stabilization,
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of the historical resource
would be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interiorʹs Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), then the projectʹs impact on the historical resource shall
generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not significant.”
Page III.D‐35 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, states that at a minimum, the Expanded
Project shall incorporate specific performance criteria into the design for Pier 17. The design of
the Expanded Project may also pursue alternative approaches that minimize the potential to
cause adverse changes in Pier 17’s character-defining features and historic character. Mitigation
Measure M‐CP‐1, p III.D‐35, includes a specific set of performance criteria addressing 11 overall
design considerations for the Expanded Project. The performance criteria address interior and
exterior design elements throughout the entirety of Pier 17 under the Expanded Project. These
performance criteria would be reviewed by Port staff when it reviews the schematic drawings
and construction drawings for the Expanded Project. In addition, as part of the Port building
permit process, the Exploratorium would be required to prepare and submit an Amended
Historic Resources Evaluation Report by a qualified historic preservation architect to Port for
Port review. The Planning Department Environmental Review Officer’s (ERO) concurrence that
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 has been satisfied is a pre‐requisite to the Port’s issuance of the
building permit.
Section 15126.4(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “mitigation measures must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.”
Specific enforcement protocol for the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 is included
within the mitigation measure. Page III.D‐47 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, states
“the Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall be responsible for
monitoring the Project Sponsor’s compliance with this Mitigation Measure. Because the Port is
the property owner and the City agency with jurisdiction to issue building permits for
construction on the waterfront, the ERO shall consult with the Port prior to making a
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determination that the Expanded Project has complied with this mitigation measure. The
Project Sponsor shall initiate consultation with the Port prior to making application for a
building permit to execute the Expanded Project scope of work, which is the subject of this
Mitigation Measure.”
The main enforcement mechanism to ensure that Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 is implemented is
the Port’s building permit process, as well as the Lease for the rehabilitation and use of Piers 15
and 17. The Lease grants the Exploratorium the right to construct the Expanded Project, as
described in the DEIR Project Description, p. II‐8, subject to the conditions set forth in the Lease.
These conditions ensure that the Expanded Project cannot be built until there has been review
and approval of the architectural plans by Port staff, the Planning Department’s ERO, the
Waterfront Design Advisory Committee (WDAC), and the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and the National Park Service (NPS).
Before commencing any new construction, the Exploratorium would be required to notify the
Port of such planned construction and submit schematic drawings for the proposed
improvements. In addition, under the Lease, the Expanded Project would be subject to the
design review process set forth in Section 240 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The Lease
further provides that all improvements constructed on the premises must comply with the
Secretary’s Standards as applied by SHPO and NPS. Improvements also must comply with the
Port’s Historic Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures.
In conclusion, the DEIR provides the necessary level of detail to analyze the Expanded Project,
and meets the criteria for relying on a mitigation measure that includes additional future
analysis. Therefore, the DEIR does not piece‐meal or improperly defer analysis to the future.
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Master Response 2: Consistency with Plans and Policies
This Master Response addresses Comments 3.2 and 3.3.
This Master Response provides a combined response to comments stating that the
inconsistencies of the Project and Expanded Project with the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan
(WLUP) and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) Special Area Plan
(SAP) should be considered a potentially significant impact. The comments also suggest that
where inconsistencies with plans and policies related to aesthetics, visual character and public
view corridors have been identified, the inconsistencies should be deemed significant effects.
Within the CEQA context, impacts associated with consistency of a project with applicable land
use plans and policies are evaluated within a very explicit framework, as set forth under
significance criterion “b” of the Land Use and Land Use Planning section of the CEQA
checklist. 1 Specifically, the significance criterion asks whether a project would ”conflict with
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.” Given this
threshold, CEQA analysis necessarily focuses on determining whether the applicable plans and
policies were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact and if
yes, whether the project is in conflict with such plans and policies. A conflict with applicable
plans and policies is not, in itself, deemed a significant effect under CEQA, unless that conflict
results in an adverse physical impact relative to baseline conditions. (Effects analyzed under
CEQA must be related to a physical change, according to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA
Guidelines). The question of whether a particular project conflicts with applicable plans and
policies that were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
impact is considered by the decision makers outside the CEQA analysis, as part of their decision
whether to approve or disapprove a project. The Port Commission will consider whether to
approve the Project and Expanded Project. The Port Commission and BCDC will determine if
the Project and Expanded Project, on balance, would be consistent with the applicable objectives
and policies of the WLUP and SAP.
The principle goals and objectives of the WLUP and SAP address improvements to the San
Francisco Waterfront. These plans have not been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

The policies adopted within both plans encourage

continued maritime uses while allowing a diversity of other non‐maritime uses consistent with
1

All the significance criteria used to evaluate land Use and Land Use Planning impacts are described
on page 23 of the Exploratorium Relocation Project Initial Study, which is attached to the DEIR as
Appendix A.
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the Public Trust. WLUP and SAP polices also promote improved visual and physical public
access to the Bay and preservation and rehabilitation of historic structures. Page III.B‐4 of the
DEIR states that 1) the Port’s WLUP including the Waterfront Design and Access Element, and 2)
BCDC’s SAP policies “were not adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, but rather to open new view corridors towards the Bay, remove fill, and
provide new opportunities for public access.” The Valley, Connector Building, and non‐historic
shed additions were constructed well before the WLUP and SAP were adopted. Both plans
were intended to improve existing conditions along the San Francisco Waterfront, not as
policies to be implemented on a newly proposed project for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect that could potentially result from the project. Therefore, the
DEIR properly concludes that the inconsistency of the Project and Expanded Project with Port
and BCDC policies and standards is not a significant impact under CEQA.
Decision‐making bodies, such as the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Port Commission,
and BCDC, are responsible for reviewing the consistency of proposed projects with the
applicable land use policy documents. As discussed above, a decision‐makerʹs consistency
review occurs as part of the project approval process. Decision‐makersʹ consistency review
occurs independently and separately from CEQA analysis, except in cases where the plan or
policy was adopted for the purpose of preventing or mitigating project‐specific impacts to the
physical environment. Land use plans and policies such as the WLUP and SAP reflect broad
and sometimes competing planning policies that decision‐makers must evaluate and balance
when considering whether to approve a proposed project. While the Proposed and Expanded
Project would be inconsistent with several discreet policies in the WLUP (DEIR p. III.A‐9) and
SAP (DEIR p. III.A‐16), they would nonetheless be consistent with other WLUP and SAP
policies that call for continued maritime uses along the waterfront, increased public access to
the waterfront, improvement of existing and creation of new visual access to the Bay, and
preservation and rehabilitation of historic structures along the waterfront.
The Project Sponsor is seeking amendments to the WLUP and SAP as part of the project
approval process. Certification of the EIR is required before the Port Commission and BCDC
could approve amendments to their respective policy documents. Once the EIR is certified,
decision‐makers will determine whether the plan amendments proposed by the Project Sponsor
are appropriate and consistent with the broader planning objectives of the WLUP and SAP. If
the amendments are not approved, then the Project and the Expanded Project cannot move
forward. This is a standard approach regarding the timing of environmental review vis‐à‐vis
proposed land use plan amendments, and is consistent with past practice of the City and
County of San Francisco and BCDC on other projects.
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The DEIR acknowledges that the policies in question relate to visual and aesthetic resources.
Page III.B‐2 of the DEIR states “the Project and Expanded Project are not consistent with the
Port’s WLUP, Waterfront Design and Access Element and BCDC’s SAP policies that call for removal
of the Valley, Connector Building and non-historic shed additions at the Project Site.ʺ These
polices are intended to support creation of new view corridors of the Bay from The
Embarcadero and Herb Caen Way.

Prioritization of the creation of new view corridors,

however, should not be conflated with CEQAʹs analysis of environmental impacts relative to
existing physical conditions.

The DEIR evaluates the latter, as required under CEQA, by

analyzing potential effects to aesthetic resources in Section III.C, Aesthetics. On p. III.C‐22, the
DEIR concludes that the Project and Expanded Project “would not have significant adverse
impacts on publicly‐accessible scenic vistas, nor would the Project or the Expanded Project
damage scenic resources or other features that contribute to the scenic public setting.” This
conclusion is based on the fact that the Project and Expanded Project would be creating a new
view corridor between Pier 17 and the proposed Bridge Building and would not significantly
alter the profile of the historic Piers 15 and 17. Additionally, the Project and Expanded Project
would create new public access to the apron areas resulting in new views from the Project Site
towards the East Bay, Treasure Island, the Bay Bridge, and Downtown San Francisco.
In conclusion, the applicable WLUP and SAP policies were not adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact and therefore, the DEIR determined that the
Project’s and Expanded Project’s inconsistencies with applicable policies of the WLUP and SAP
policies would not result in a significant CEQA impact. Furthermore, while the Project and the
Expanded Project are inconsistent with certain WLUP and SAP policies, they further other
WLUP and SAP policies. Finally, the Project and Expanded Project’s inconsistency with certain
of the WLUP and SAP policies would not result in an adverse physical impact, as discussed in
Section III.C, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. Therefore, the inconsistency in itself is not deemed to be a
significant effect under CEQA.
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Master Response 3: Analysis of the Project According to Secretary of the Interior’s
Standard for Rehabilitation #9
This Master Response addresses Comments 5.3, 5.5, and 5.15.
This Master Response addresses comments regarding the relationship of the proposed Bridge
Building to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standard for Rehabilitation #9.

The analysis and

conclusions of the DEIR (see DEIR pp. III.D‐23 through III.D‐49) were based on Page &
Turnbull’s Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) and the Historic Resource Evaluation
Response (HRE Response) prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department. The HRER
provides an analysis of the Project pursuant to each of the Rehabilitation Standards for
construction of the new Bridge Building and its compatibility with the adjacent Pier 15 and
surrounding Port of San Francisco Embarcadero Historic District (Historic District) (see HRER,
pp. 76 to 102). Specifically, the HRER conducted an analysis of the Project pursuant to
Rehabilitation Standard #9 (see HRER, pp. 94 to 101) and DEIR, p. III.D‐30.
Page III.D‐23 of the DEIR presented the following significance threshold for impacts on historic
resources:
The Project and Expanded Project would result in significant adverse cultural resource impacts if
it would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, including those structures listed in Article 10 or Article
11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
Page 76 of the HRER provides an explanation of a “substantial adverse change” as follows:
According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.” 2

Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction,

relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance
of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” 3

The significance of an historical

resource is materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance” and that justify or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the
California Register. 4 Thus, a project may cause a substantial change in an historical resource but
still not have a significant adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, so long as the
2
3
4

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2).
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impact of the change on the historical resource is determined to be less‐than‐significant,
negligible, neutral or even beneficial.
As discussed on pp. III.D‐19 through III.D‐20 of the DEIR, the Secretary’s Standards “are the
benchmark by which federal agencies and many local government bodies evaluate
rehabilitative work on historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards are a useful analytic tool for
understanding and describing the potential impacts of substantial changes to historic resources.
Compliance with the Secretary’s Standards does not determine whether a project would cause a
substantial adverse change to the significance of an historic resource. Rather, projects that
comply with the Secretary’s Standards benefit from a regulatory presumption that they would
have a less‐than‐significant adverse impact on an historic resource. Projects that do not comply
with the Secretary’s Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change to the
significance of an historic resource.”
Further, the Secretary’s Standards state that:
The Standards are neither technical nor prescriptive, but are intended to promote responsible
preservation practices that help protect our Nation’s irreplaceable cultural resources. For
example, they cannot, in and of themselves, be used to make essential decisions about which
features of the historic building should be saved and which can be changed. But once a treatment
is selected, the Standards provide a philosophical consistency to the work. 5
In evaluating significant adverse impacts on historic resources, it is important that a property’s
integrity (or the property’s ability to convey its historical significance) be maintained and that a
property retains its justification for eligibility on national and state historical registers. The
determination of whether a project would result in a significant impact on an historical resource
is based on whether a proposed project would alter a resource such that it no longer would
retain sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance.

The significance threshold,

therefore, allows for a situation where a project could result in changes to an historical resource,
but because these changes would not affect the overall integrity of a property or its justification
for inclusion in an historical register, the impact would be considered less than significant.
As stated and interpreted, the Secretary’s Standards are meant to be a guide and an overall
philosophy, and a project may or may not fully meet all of the Standards, depending on its
specific circumstances. Every project is examined individually in the context of the resources
and its significance and review is tailored to the specific needs of the resource. The Standards

5

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Building, p. 1.
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for Rehabilitation include the “opportunity to make possible an efficient contemporary use and
rehabilitation through alterations and additions.” 6
Of the ten rehabilitation standards, Rehabilitation Standard #9 provides an approach to the
design of new additions and exterior alterations. Rehabilitation Standard #9 states:
“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall
be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size,
scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and environment.”
Rehabilitation Standard #9 provides only a limited definition of the term “compatible.”
However, the NPS illustrated guidelines for rehabilitating historic buildings provide
interpretations of the Secretary’s Standards.

In recognition of the unique nature of each

rehabilitation project, the guidelines are general, but focus on retention of historic character‐
defining features and discourage replicas of historic features for additions.

The

“recommended” and “not recommended” rehabilitation guidelines for new additions to historic
buildings state the following:

Recommended


Placing functions and services required for the new use in non‐character‐defining interior spaces
rather than constructing a new addition.



Constructing a new addition so that there is the least possible loss of historic materials and so
that character‐defining features are not obscured, damaged, or destroyed.



Designing a new addition in a manner that makes clear what is historic and what is new.



Considering the design for an attached exterior addition in terms of its relationship to the historic
building as well as the historic district or neighborhood. Design for the new work may be
contemporary or may reference design motifs from the historic building. In either case, it should
always be clearly differentiated from the historic building and be compatible in terms of mass,
materials, relationships of solids to voids, and color.



Placing a new addition on a non‐character‐defining elevation and limiting the size and scale in
relationship to the historic building.



Designing a rooftop addition when required for the new use, that is set back from the wall plane
and as inconspicuous as possible when viewed from the street.

6

Ibid., p. 61
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Not Recommended


Expanding the size of the historic building by constructing a new addition when the new use
could be met by altering non‐character‐defining interior space.



Attaching a new addition so that the character‐defining features of the historic building are
obscured, damaged, or destroyed.



Designing a new addition so that its size and scale in relation to the historic building are out of
proportion, thus diminishing the historic character.



Duplicating the exact form, material, style, and detailing of the historic building in the new
addition so that the new work appears to be part of the historic building.



Imitating a historic style or period of architecture in new additions, especially for contemporary
uses such as drive‐in banks or garages.



Designing and constructing new additions that result in the diminution or loss of the historic
character of the resource, including its design, materials, workmanship, location, or setting.



Using the same wall plane, roof line, cornice height, materials, siding lap or window type to make
additions appear to be a part of the historic building.



Designing new additions such as multi‐story greenhouse additions that obscure, damage, or
destroy character‐defining features of the historic building.



Constructing additional stories so that the historic appearance of the building is radically
changed.

The following section describes the relationship of the Bridge Building to the historic character‐
defining features of Pier 15.
Compatibility of the Bridge Building with Historic Resources
In keeping with the Standards for Rehabilitation, the design of the new Bridge Building would
follow the recommended guidelines for “New Additions to Historic Buildings” as provided in
the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Specifically, the new Bridge Building
would:


Minimize the loss of historic fabric because it would be located on the footprint of the
existing non‐contributing Connector Building; remove three out of 151 contributing steel
trusses (or two percent of the contributing trusses) within Pier 15 and a relatively small
amount of roof deck when compared to the entire expanse of roof; use the existing
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building interface between Pier 15 and the Connector Building and thus would maintain
the relationship between the historic and non‐historic structures;


Be designed with a contemporary architectural vocabulary that would distinguish the
new construction from the historic structures, and would have compatible massing,
materials, relationship of solids to voids, and color, as discussed further below;



Maintain the current level of visibility of the street front and Bay front façades of the
historic buildings;



Place functions and services required for the new use in non‐character‐defining interior
spaces.

For example, all mechanical services would be placed in centralized units

adjacent to Pier 15 or within the service core of the new Bridge Building (both of which
are non‐character‐defining spaces) rather than being located on the rooftop as is
commonly found in many other buildings;
Massing
Relative to the overall architectural design and massing, the new Bridge Building would be
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. Page 95 of the HRER states:
Two National Park Service bulletins address new additions to mid‐size historic buildings.
According to Interpreting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (ITS) #18:
New Additions to Mid‐Size Historic Buildings, additions are required to be compatible with the
historic building yet differentiated from it, and the overall character of the property should be
preserved. Further information is provided in ITS #3: New Additions to Mid‐Size Historic
Buildings, whereby a new addition is found to meet the Standards if: 1) it is located at the rear, or
on another secondary and inconspicuous elevation; 2) its size and scale are limited and
appropriate for the historic building; 3) the new addition does not obscure character‐defining
features; 4) the new addition is designed in such a way that clearly differentiates the new from the
old; and 5) should it be removed in the future, the essential form of the historic structure would
not be impaired.
The bulletins offer case‐studies and technical advice for interpreting the Secretary’s Standards.
The key concepts relayed by both bulletins are 1) retention of historic character; 2) compatible
new additions/alterations; 3) reversibility of new additions/alterations; and 4) minimization of
visual impacts by selecting secondary, less prominent locations. The NPS acknowledges that
each rehabilitation project presents a unique scenario, and that new additions must respond to a
unique set of circumstances and the subject historic setting.
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Pages 95 through 97 of the HRER provide further detail on the compatibility of the new Bridge
Building’s massing:
The proposed Bridge Building would be located within a smaller footprint as the non‐
contributing Connector Building. Currently, the end bay of the north façade of the Pier 15
Transit Shed is obscured from the Embarcadero by the existing Connector Building. In the
Proposed Project, this area of the north façade would remain obscured by the new Bridge
Building. . .
The size and the scale of the proposed new Bridge Building currently meet the height of the Pier
15 roof monitor. Generally, a new addition or structure should not be taller than the historic
building, especially if the new building is sited adjacent to the building. The building scale and
height appear appropriate, because the new building is the same height as the historic building’s
roof monitor. The building reads as even with the east portion of the east. From the east façade,
the overall massing, building size and scale appear largely appropriate, because the new Bridge
Building is set back from the east façade of Pier 15 and does not compete with the reading of this
portion of the building. From the west façade, the overall massing of the new Bridge Building
overlaps portions of the historic building, and alters the existing building’s roof profile. This
aspect of the design is analyzed as part of Rehabilitation Standards #2, and was found to not have
a negative impact on the overall expression of the roof profile. The proposed design provides for
“passive”‐colored glazing along the majority of the east façade of the new Bridge Building, and
for a 12‐ft separation between the Bridge Building and the existing roof monitor, thus providing
for a separation between the two elements. The proposed design of the new Bridge Building has
been detailed in a manner that provides for a clear separation between the old and new.
Overall, the Bridge Building’s height and bulk are within the acceptable zoning limits for the
Project Site (40 ft), and the building is an improvement when compared to the existing Connector
Building. The footprint of the new Bridge Building currently occupied would occupy 8,850 sq.
ft., which is 57% smaller than the existing Connector Building, which occupies 15,580 sq. ft. In
contrast to the existing Connector Building, measuring 143 ft long and featuring a continuous
solid massing on the main public façade, the Bridge Building measures approximately 83 ft long,
and provides for a 60 ft wide corridor to the Bay. Currently, the existing Connector Building
obscures visual access to the Bay from the Embarcadero. The new Bridge Building design allows
for a drastic improvement in the visual connectivity between the Embarcadero and the Bay, and
also decreases the mass of the non‐contributing elements.

The Bridge Building’s design

incorporates elements to further reduce the overall sense of mass and bulk, including a 10‐ft
setback on the ground floor from the east façade, which assists in emphasizing the horizontality of
the new building and in breaking the solid massing of the west wall. In addition, the Bridge
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Building’s massing is further broken down on the north façade where the wall surface transitions
into an open air slatted wall, which reveals a stair to the roof. The materiality of the Bridge
Building also softens the bulk with the use of floor to ceiling vision glass. In terms of the
building’s height, the Bridge Building’s roof height is 32 ft tall, which is only 1’‐5” higher than
the existing peak of the Connector Building (30’‐5”) and 2’‐2” lower than the roof of the Pier 15
roof monitor (33’‐0”). Furthermore, the Bridge Building is 4’‐8” lower than the east façade of
Pier 15 (35’‐6”), 12 ft lower than the Pier 15 Bulkhead Building (43’‐10”) and 13’‐4” lower than
the Pier 17 roof monitor (45’‐2”). Overall, the Bridge Building’s height is comparable or lower
than the majority of the adjacent historic features. To further minimize the height, the glass
parapet of the new Bridge Building is designed to purposefully be minimalist in character with
almost 10 percent transparency.
In terms of the relative heights of new and old construction, the new Bridge Building includes
design motifs, such as the glass railings, which would reinforce its transparent character in
manner that would allow the Bridge Building to recede visually from the street. The relatively
transparent character of the Bridge Building would also be apparent when viewed from the
Bay. By increasing the building’s transparency, the new Bridge Building is minimizing its
perceived height in relation to the existing Pier 15. Table C&R‐1, below, presents the heights of
the various building elements.
TABLE C&R-1
SUMMARY OF BUILDING HEIGHTS
Connector
Building

Pier 15

Bridge Building

Pier 17

Bulkhead

Roof
Monitor

East
Façade

Transit
Shed
Addition

Roof

Roof
Deck

Glass
Railing

Elevator
Penthouse

Roof
Monitor

43 ft, 10 in

33 ft, 0 in

35 ft, 6 in

24 ft, 2 in

30 ft, 5 in

31 ft, 10 in

35 ft, 4 in

46 ft, 10 in

45 ft, 2 in

____________________________
Source: EHDD, 2009.

As depicted in Figures C&R‐3 through C&R‐10, pp. C&R‐31 through C&R‐38, the elevator
penthouse on the Bridge Building roof would be set back from the building edge and would be
south of the main view corridor from the courtyard. This would reduce its visibility from the
street, even though the penthouse is taller than the existing Pier 15 bulkhead building and
transit shed by 3 feet and 10.8 feet, respectively. Pages 95 through 97 of the HRER discuss the
bulk and mass of the new Bridge Building. Furthermore, the rectilinear massing of the new
Bridge Building would be consistent with the rectilinear massing of the transit shed. The new
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Bridge Building would not introduce new architectural forms, but would reference forms
within the Historic District. For example, a curved building would not be an appropriate shape
for the new Bridge Building, since the nearby buildings in the Historic District do not possess
this form. The overall scale and proportion of the new Bridge Building would be smaller than
either Piers 15 or Pier 17, and would not significantly detract from the overall perception of
these contributing resources.
Overall, the massing of the new Bridge Building would be considered a compatible new
addition to an historic building.
Materials
The design and materials of the Bridge Building would be appropriate for a contemporary
addition to the historic setting and materials found at Piers 15/17 and in the Historic District.
An analysis of the compatibility of the new Bridge Building’s material palette relative to historic
resources present on the Project Site is included in Master Response 4, p. C&R‐19.
Color
The materials proposed for the new Bridge Building, include precast concrete, glass, and steel,
colored with a similar tone and hue as the materials found on the adjacent Pier 15, which is
largely composed of a grayish hue concrete with clear glass windows and steel roll‐up doors.
The preliminary palette would be consistent with the color palette found on the existing historic
resources, and the final palette would be reviewed by the historic preservation architect and the
Port prior to construction.
Additional Illustrations/Vantage Points
Simulations of the Project and Expanded Project depict the Bridge Building in context with Piers
15 and 17 as viewed from Herb Caen Way and San Francisco Bay. Additional photos of existing
conditions and visual simulations from these viewpoints are presented in Figures C&R‐12 and
C&R‐13 on pp. C&R‐40 and C&R‐41 of this Comments and Responses document.
Summary
Piers 15/17 were classified as contributing resources and nominated to the National Register as
part of the Historic District even though they were altered in the late 1950’s by the construction
of the non‐contributing Connector Building.

The replacement of the existing Connector

Building with the new Bridge Building would not adversely affect the status of Pier 15 as a
contributor to the Historic District. Pier 15 would maintain its integrity of location, feeling and
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association. The proposed Project would result in some impact, but substantially less than
significant, to the resource’s integrity of setting, design, workmanship and materials.
As discussed within the HRER, the compatibility of new Bridge Building would be achieved
through its location on the site of a non‐contributing addition, its size and scale that are
comparable to the existing non‐contributing addition, by the fact that it does not obscure the
majority of the character‐defining features, and its design, which is differentiated yet
compatible with the historic building. If the new Bridge Building were placed anywhere else on
the Project Site, it would likely cause greater impacts to the historic character of Pier 15.
Alternate placement of the Bridge Building would disrupt the existing relationship between
historic and non‐historic elements of the resource and could result in the partial or complete
loss of character defining features, which could potentially affect the resource’s integrity.
The HRE Response and Page & Turnbull’s HRER found that the Project and the Expanded
Project would be largely consistent with Rehabilitation Standard #9 and that the Project and the
Expended Project would not affect the overall integrity of the contributory buildings on the
Project Site, nor the Historic District as a whole. The Project and the Expanded Project would
substantially maintain the character‐defining features of Piers 15/17 and the Historic District
(see HRER, pp. 56‐58 for a definition of character‐defining features of the buildings).
Furthermore, the Project and the Expanded Project would not materially alter Pier 15 or Pier 17
in a manner that would affect the resourcesʹ listing in the National Register of Historic Places or
the California Register of Historical Resources.
This conclusion is supported by the DEIR, which acknowledges that portions of the Project
would not be fully consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.

These portions include the

rehabilitation of the Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures, the removal of the Pier 17 Pre‐1929
Office Addition, and the experience of the new Bridge Building relative to the existing pier,
which would interrupt the expression of the historic roof decking, roof monitor, and
unobstructed sight lines. The DEIR concludes that the Project would have localized impacts on
historic materials, design and spatial relationships that characterize the property; but, despite
these inconsistencies, when viewed in relation to the scale of the resources (both the individual
buildings and the Historic District as a whole), the Project would not cause a significant adverse
impact to a historic resource, and that with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1
(Performance Criteria for the Expanded Project), the Expanded Project would not cause a
significant adverse effect upon the historic resources present on the Project Site.
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Master Response 4: Refinement of Material Palette and Compatibility of Glass and Steel
with Historic Resource
This Master Response addresses Comments 4.6, 5.2, 5.4, 5.6, and 5.13.
This Master Response provides a combined response to comments stating that the use of glass
and steel‐frame wall materials in the Project’s new Bridge Building would not be compatible
with the historic buildings of Piers 15/17, and that the use of Cor‐ten steel would not be
compatible with the historic resource. In addition, comments requested information regarding
where materials and design elements for the proposed Bridge Building are currently found
within the Historic District.
The Project Sponsor no longer proposes to use Cor‐ten steel for the north wall and service core
of the Bridge Building. Precast concrete would replace Cor‐ten steel as an exterior material.
The discussion below reviews the compatibility of the materials used in the Bridge Building
design with the existing Piers 15/17 and with the Historic District.
The NPS provides several technical preservation documents, one of which is the Secretary‘s
Standards. The Secretary’s Standards provide guidance for evaluation of new construction or
additions within historic districts. The Secretary’s Standards are described in detail in the HRER.
The analysis and conclusions of the DEIR were based on the HRER and the HRE Response (see
DEIR pp. III.D‐23 through III.D‐49).

Master Response 3, p. C&R‐10, provides additional

information on the interpretation of the Secretary’s Standards.
The Project Site is one of four sites within the Historic District (along with Piers 19‐23, Piers 29‐
31, and Pier 48) that feature a connector building addition between two piers. The new Bridge
Building would replace the existing non‐historic Connector Building with a new Bridge
Building the design and material palette of which would be contemporary, but intended to be
compatible in terms of mass, scale, materials and transparent color. The Bridge Building would
have precast concrete walls with relatively large glass openings. The design would provide
transparency relative to the existing buildings at the Project Site, allowing the existing historic
buildings to remain as dominant features. The glass openings would contrast with the solid
character of Pier 15, while referencing historic features, such as extensive glazing in Pier 15’s
ribbon windows and the steel structural system.
The Project and the Expanded Project would incorporate materials distinguishing new elements
from the old, compatible with materials used during the period of significance as well as
recently completed rehabilitation projects within the Historic District. The precast concrete and
glass material palette of the Bridge Building would reference the concrete exterior and glazing
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(as seen in the ribbon windows and roof monitor) of Pier 15, while providing a contemporary
design adjacent to a historic building.
The use of concrete and glass would also be consistent with material types found in the Historic
District. According to the National Register nomination form, the transit sheds commonly
featured concrete, steel, and glass. As described in the nomination:
“…the majority of transit sheds have steel frames and walls of reinforced concrete. Of
these, the older transit sheds may have concrete walls that were poured in place. The
more recently built sheds – i.e., those from the late 1920s and the 1930s – have walls of
pre‐fabricated concrete panels that were lifted onto their frames by cranes” (National
Register Form, p. 83).
“In all cases, transit shed roofs are supported by systems of trusses…In most transit
sheds trusses are steel and are supported by steel I‐beams.” (National Register Form, pg.
84)
“Windows in the transit shed walls and monitors usually have steel sashes but are
occasionally wood. Glass is variously wire glass and plate glass” (National Register
Form, pg. 85)
While the exterior walls of the transit sheds are not primarily characterized by steel and glass,
the two materials are often historically found within the building type. The transit sheds
feature glazing, as seen in the steel‐framed ribbon windows and the roof monitor, as well as
steel‐frame structural systems, which are highly visible within the interior of Piers 15/17. The
presence of steel and glass in other building in the Historic District reinforces the compatibility
of these materials.
In terms of compatibility of proposed Bridge Building materials with Piers 15/17 and the
Historic District, there are several examples of recently completed rehabilitation projects
featuring glass‐and‐steel materials alongside and/or attached to contributing historic resources
in the Historic District. The Port of San Francisco completed four major historic rehabilitation
projects in the Historic District: Pier 1, the Ferry Building, Pier 3, and Pier 5, all of which feature
contemporary additions or alterations designed with glass and steel elements. Figures C&R‐1
and C&R‐2, pp. C&R‐22 and C&R‐23 illustrate the following projects:


Pier 1 rehabilitation included the use of glazing and steel sash to outfit cargo openings
to function as windows and person doors;
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At the Ferry Building, a contemporary porch was added along the entire Bayside façade
of the building. This addition of steel and glass is colored similar to the adjacent brick
façade, and is clearly distinguished from the historic fabric of the rest of the building;



At Pier 3, an entirely new addition was constructed and attached to the existing historic
bulkhead building. This new addition features a glass and steel raised clerestory with a
pitched roof (similar to Pier 5), as well as repetitive bays of industrial sash windows; and



At Pier 5, a contemporary glass and steel wall was attached to the entire middle bay of
the bulkhead building. This glass and steel wall features a gable roof, and is clearly
distinguished from the adjacent historic building.

All three projects were reviewed and approved by the SHPO and the NPS and received Federal
Historic Preservation Tax Credits after review for compliance with the Secretary’s Standards. In
each instance, the materials were found to be compatible with the adjacent historic fabric
because the materials were clearly distinguished from the adjacent historic fabric, yet achieved
an appropriate level of compatibility with the industrial character, and did not detract from the
overall integrity of the individual properties or the Historic District.
Therefore, the design and materials of the proposed Bridge Building would be appropriate for a
contemporary addition to the historic setting and materials found at Piers 15/17 and in the
Historic District. The Bridge Building would not have an adverse effect on Piers 15/17 as
historic resources, or on the character of the Historic District; therefore, the findings of the
DEIR, pp. III.D‐23 through III.D‐30 remain applicable.
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a. View of Ferry Building Addition

b. View of Ferry Building Addition from the Bay
SOURCE: Page & Turnbull, 2009.
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FIGURE C&R 1: COMPARABLE DESIGNS ALONG THE SAN FRANCISCO WATERFRONT

C&R-22

Addition

a. View of Pier 3 Addition

b. Detail of Pier 3 Addition

Addition

c. View of Pier 5 Addition
SOURCE: Page & Turnbull, 2009.
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1.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comments on the Merits of the Project and Expanded Project
Comment 1.1
Good afternoon, Commissioners, my name is Ernestine Weiss and I have been involved with
this Exploratorium move from the get‐go, and I’m very excited about this. It will make such a
difference in the waterfront. We are really fortunate to have them come here, because we need
that, really.
The piers — I donʹt have to tell you what shape theyʹre in. This is a welcome addition to the
waterfront; just another jewel in the necklace, and Iʹm so proud. I liked what I saw from the
beginning.
They are very anxious to cooperate and smooth everything out, and I am sure they will because,
knowing their reputation, I have every confidence in them. So letʹs go ahead with it, and I
would like to see that happen as soon as possible. (Earnest Weiss, March 5, 2009)
And I have actually seen the drawings for the building of Pier 15, and I think the building looks
very good, I think it meets all the objections that I have heard about and certainly will be an
addition to the city. I urge you to lend your support to this project. Thanks. (Bob Middlestar,
March 5, 2009)
Good afternoon, Commissioners. Iʹm Peter Winkelstein, and Iʹm here to represent SPUR, San
Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association.
This project has come before our committee that reviews projects, and Iʹm a member of that
committee, so we are very familiar with the proposal, and we are very supportive of the project.
I understand that thereʹs some concerns about the connector building being changed to a
conservatory building, and we looked at that and felt that it did not have any negative impacts
on the area, on the neighborhood. And particularly there were concerns about material, which
you have already heard have been changed.
There is also concerns about the elevator shaft, which has now been moved out of the view
corridor. So we feel that we donʹt see any negative impacts, based on the current design. So we
feel itʹs a good project and support that. Thank you very much. (Peter Winkelstein, March 5,
2009)
But I donʹt have an issue with how they designed Pier 15 out there. In some ways I like it. And
we have been criticized by the Mayor for not thinking outside the box in architecture. Maybe
this will fit in.
I havenʹt seen design. The EIR does not talk about the design itself, nor should it.
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Regarding other areas, the EIR is very consistent legally with all the other EIRs. I have taken the
opportunity to look at other EIRs. As a matter of fact, I think we have looked at a lot more
detail, maybe because you are in the Bay Area, because you need to do that.
Otherwise, I donʹt see, on my personal view, how this issue comes at all with the draft EIR.
(Commissioner Lee, March 5, 2009)
Response 1.1
The commentors express support for the Project. These comments concern the merits of
the Project and do not concern the adequacy of the DEIR. Accordingly, no further
response is necessary.
Comment 1.2
Regarding the other issues — noise, air, and biological issues ‐‐ the noise and air, youʹre going
to have it anyway. But my sense is itʹs more of an EPA. There are mitigation issues required by
OSHA. (Commissioner Lee, March 5, 2009)
Response 1.2
The commentor notes noise, air, and biological issues associated with the Project. The
air, noise, and biological impacts identified on pp III.E‐5, III.G‐18, and III.H‐24 of the
DEIR would all be mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels with implementation of
Mitigation Measures M‐NO‐1, M‐AQ‐1, M‐BI‐1, and M‐BI‐2.
Comment 1.3
Why does the mechanical apparatus room need to be in the Bridge Building, thereby forcing the
building to be even larger and extend further north into the view corridor between the piers?
(Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Weʹre also concerned, about the height and bulk of the bridge building. We wanted to
understand why the mechanical apparatus room needs to be in the bridge building, causing it
to extend further north, into the view corridor between the piers. (Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
Response 1.3
The commentors question the proposed location of the mechanical apparatus room in
the design of the Bridge Building. The northern portion of the Bridge Building, which
the commentors refer to as the “mechanical apparatus room,” houses the secondary
egress stair, a service elevator, and a kitchen and service area for the café and event
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space. Even with this space, the Project would create a new 60‐foot wide view corridor
to the Bay where one does not exist today. Building and fire codes require stairways
and dictate their locations. In addition, the kitchen and service elevator need to be in
proximity to Pier 17, which is the access point for catering trucks. Relocation of the
service core would not decrease the length of the Bridge Building because it would
require trading for equal space elsewhere to maintain program area. If the service core
were relocated without being traded for equal space, the program space would be
reduced.
CEQA Process
Comment 1.4
Impacts to Piers 15 and 17 must be considered as a single project under CEQA.
Although the DEIR describes the project as being comprised of both Pier 15 and Pier 17, it fails
to consider the changes to these historic resources as a single project as required under CEQA.
The possible expansion of the Exploratorium into Pier 17 is identified as the “Expanded Project”
in the DEIR, but the document contains no specific plans for the resulting modifications to Pier
17, the third oldest Pier on the San Francisco Waterfront. As stated in the DEIR at page III.D‐32,
the project description for Pier 17 is currently at the conceptual level and “does not provide the
level of detail necessary to determine whether the Expanded Project is or is not consistent with
the Secretary’s Standards. Because the proposed improvements that comprise the future
Expanded Project at Pier 17 remain conceptual and additional information is required to
support a determination as to their consistency with the Secretary’s Standards, these
improvements have the potential to impact Pier 17 and character defining features.”
Both Piers must be considered as a single project for purposes of CEQA. Otherwise, it is not
possible for the public or decision‐makers to properly analyze the impacts of the project in
making the decision on whether to approve the project. The intended future uses and detailed
plans for the inclusion of Pier 17 must be included and studied in the EIR.
Without considering the impacts of potential changes to Pier 17, the project is being piece‐
mealed in conflict with the requirements of CEQA. As described further below, the DEIR’s
deferral of consideration of the whole project’s potentially significant impacts to a future date is
in violation of CEQA and does not properly mitigate such impacts. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
And I also, as the last speaker commented on, have a great deal of problem in my mind when
we deal with an environmental impact report on something that may not even come to fruition
for 15 years or more. And that is Pier 17.
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That may be a lot longer in the future than anyone presumes. And I have seen situations in the
past where portions have been taken care of on something that has gone through an
environmental impact report; other portions were held in abeyance for a number of reasons,
and many years down the line, when they came up, circumstances had totally changed, and the
cumulative effects of what had happened in the interim around that particular location were
totally different than they had been at the time of the environmental impact report.
And that can primarily have to do with transportation, but perhaps many other things. So I
have a problem with the Pier 17 situation in there when I have no concept whatsoever, nor do I
think others do, as to when that may come into play. (President Miguel, March 5, 2009)
Iʹm sure this has been analyzed already in terms of Pier 17, and why itʹs included, and the level
to which the analysis has taken place. Iʹm a little uncomfortable with it, but on the other hand, I
would think if the development of 17 is way down the road, there will be another kind of tiered
environmental report, or something of that nature, I would expect...Viktoriya Wise – Especially if
circumstances have changed surrounding the projects…Exactly. (Commissioner Sugaya, March 5,
2009)
Response 1.4
The commentors believe the DEIR lacks information and did not sufficiently analyze the
impacts to Pier 17 that would result from the Expanded Project. The commentors also
assert that the impacts to potential changes at Pier 17 under the Expanded Project should
be included in the EIR for it not to be considered piece‐mealing. These comments are
addressed in Master Response 1, p. C&R‐1, which explains the level of information
currently available for the Expanded Project, and why the DEIR provides adequate
information for conclusions on the environmental effects of the Expanded Project.
The commentors also express concern that environmental conditions may change by the
time the Expanded Project is implemented and the cumulative effects may be different
than what was evaluated in the DEIR. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with
Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that a project EIR “shall examine all
phases of the project including planning, construction, and operation.” Analysis and
conclusions are presented in the DEIR at an equal level for all phases of the Project and
Expanded Project. As noted in Master Response 1, p. C&R‐1, the Exploratorium would
lease Pier 17 at the outset of the lease term, and has developed substantial information
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about the Expanded Project.

The Expanded Project is therefore a ʺreasonably

foreseeableʺ project.
Master Response 1, p. C&R‐1 describes the process included in Mitigation Measure
M‐CP‐1 that the Project Sponsor would be required to follow in order to construct the
Expanded Project.

Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 requires the final design of the

Expanded Project to conform to detailed performance criteria and creates a future
evaluation and enforcement mechanism.

In addition, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1

requires that, prior to implementing the Expanded Project and upon completion of
project design, the Project Sponsor must submit additional design information to
multiple responsible agencies for subsequent review and approval.
As part of the subsequent review required by Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, and prior to
issuing any approvals, the Port would be required to comply with CEQA Section 21166,
Subsequent or Supplemental Environmental Impact Reports. The Port could not rely on
the FEIR alone without supplemental analysis if: (1) Substantial changes are proposed in
the project which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report; (2)
Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
being undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact
report; or (3) New information, which was not known and could not have been known
at the time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes
available.
If, for example, at the time that the Project Sponsor was to request approval to proceed
with the Expanded Project, there were changes in transportation patterns or volumes
that might impact the accuracy of the prior analysis, then additional analysis would
need to be conducted in this subject matter area, and based on that analysis, subsequent
environmental review might be required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
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2.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Comment 2.1
The proposed new Bridge Building is not adequately depicted nor fully described in the DEIR.
The Draft EIR fails to adequately describe and depict the proposed new Bridge Building. There
are no detailed drawings of this proposed new structure in the DEIR clearly showing the
materials, architectural details or scaled height measurements in comparison to the existing
historic sheds. The elevations are so pale as to not be readable (Figure 5) or they specifically
state that the elevations are “not to scale” (Figure II‐15). The photomontages contained at
III.C‐15 do not adequately show the proposed new Bridge Building and, because of the wide‐
angle lenses used for the basic image, these images are misleading and not at all informative.
This appears to be a serious inadequacy of the DEIR. Without separate detailed presentations,
there is no way the public or decision‐makers could understand the potential impacts that the
design of this building could have on historic resources and the aesthetics of our Waterfront.
(Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, February 25, 2009)
For the proposed new bridge building, there are no detailed drawings in the DEIR which clearly
show the architectural detail or scaled height measurements in comparison to proposed sheds.
(Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
Just to comment, I think the DEIR itself is woefully inadequate in terms of its graphics. How we
can make a conclusion that the connector building is sort of okay and arrive at some mitigation
measures, at least on whatʹs on the published document, I donʹt see how we can reach those
conclusions. And perhaps some better graphics would assist the public in doing so.
(Commissioner Sugaya, March 5, 2009)
Response 2.1
The commentors believe that the DEIR does not contain adequate graphics that
accurately depict components of the Project and Expanded Project.

The Project

Description graphics have been revised to present details of the Project and Expanded
Project more clearly. Additional graphics have also been included to illustrate the floor
plans and building elevations for the Project and Expanded Project. The revised Project
Description graphics are presented in Figures C&R‐3 through C&R‐10 on pp. C&R‐31
through C&R‐38

of this Comments and Responses document.

These Figures will

replace Figure II‐3 through II‐5 of the DEIR. Additional simulations of the Project and
Expanded Project have been prepared to depict the Bridge Building as viewed from
Herb Caen Way and the San Francisco Bay. Figure C&R‐11, p. C&R‐39 illustrates the
locations of the new viewpoints and replaces Figure III.C‐1, p. III.C‐4 of the DEIR.
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Visual simulations from these new viewpoints are presented in Figures C&R‐12 and
C&R‐13 on pp. C&R‐40 and C&R‐41 of this Comments and Responses document. The
new simulations will be added to the DEIR as Figures III.C‐7 and III.C‐8 and will be
inserted after Figure III.C‐6, p. III.C‐16.
The Project and Expanded Project would change views of the site from Herb Caen Way
and the San Francisco Bay. Text will be added to the DEIR to describe views of the
Project and Expanded Project from the new viewpoints. Page III.C‐21 of the DEIR, will
be modified to add the following paragraphs after paragraph 3:
View east from Herb Caen Way
Figure III.C‐7, illustrates the view of the Project Site from Herb Caen Way
adjacent to the Project Site. The most prominent change in this view resulting
from the Project would be the replacement of the existing Connector Building
with the new Bridge Building and removal of a substantial portion of the Valley
with the associated improvements. The Project opens up a new view corridor
between the new Bridge Building and Pier 17. The view corridor would be
60-feet-wide, providing a view of the Bay and the East Bay Hills. Improvements
to the Pier 15 Shed structure would also be visible. The photovoltaic panels on
the roof of the Pier 15 Shed would not be visible.
Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west
façade that would be cut back. The photovoltaic panels on the roof of the Pier 17
Shed would be partially visible.
View west from San Francisco Bay
Figure III.C‐8, illustrates the view of the Project Site from a location on the San
Francisco Bay to the northeast of the Project Site. The most prominent change in
this view resulting from the Project would be the replacement of the existing
Connector Building with the new Bridge Building. The north and east façades of
the Bridge Building would be fully visible. Improvements to the east and north
façades of the Pier 15 Shed also would be visible, along with improvements to
the east aprons of Piers 15 and 17. Several structures along the east edge of the
Financial District would also be more visible.
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Figure C&R‐3

Project Site Plan Ground Floor

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐3 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐3 on
p. II‐10.
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Figure C&R‐4

Project Site Plan Second Floor

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐4 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐4 on
p. II‐11.
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Figure C&R‐5

Expanded Project Site Plan Ground Floor

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐5 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐5 on
p. II ‐11a.
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Figure C&R‐6

Expanded Project Site Plan Second Floor

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐6 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐5 on
p. II‐11b.
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Figure C&R‐7

Project ‐ East and West Elevations (11x17)

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐7 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐7 on
p. II‐15.
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Figure C&R‐8

Project ‐ North and South Elevations (11x17)

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐8 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐8 on
p. II‐16a.
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Figure C&R‐9

Expanded Project ‐ East and West Elevations (11x17)

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐9 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐9 on
p. II‐16c.
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Figure C&R‐10

Expanded Project ‐ North and South Elevations (11x17)

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐10 is included in the FEIR as Figure II‐10 on
p. II‐16e.
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Figure C&R‐11

(Revised Figure III.C‐1): Viewpoint Locations

Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐11 is included in the FEIR as Figure III.C‐1 on
p. III‐C‐4.
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Figure C&R‐12
(New DEIR Figure III.C‐7): Viewpoint 6 ‐ View East From Herb
Caen Way (11x17)
Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐12 is included in the FEIR as Figure III.C‐7 on
p. III‐C‐16a.
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Figure C&R‐13
(New DEIR Figure III.C‐8): Viewpoint 7 ‐ View West from San
Francisco Bay (11x17)
Comments and Responses Figure C&R‐13 is included in the FEIR as Figure III.C‐8 on
p. III‐C‐16c.
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Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the north, south and east façades of the Pier 17 Shed structure, as
well as improvements to the south loading dock of Pier 17.
The Project and Expanded Project as viewed from these locations would change the
character of the Project Site; however, the existing visual quality of the Project Site and
vicinity would not be degraded. Therefore, inclusion of the new simulations does not
change any conclusion reached in the DEIR.
The note “not to scale” is a standard architectural term to alert the viewer that a physical
architectural ruler (or scale) may not be used to measure building dimensions.
However, the figures are accurately depicted relative to other elements within the
drawing. The additional and revised graphics have clearer elevation marks depicting
heights.
A wide‐angle lens was not used to take the base photos. A 50 mm lens was used, which
most closely mimics the experience of the human eye. Two photos are then spliced
together to create a panoramic shot.

This is standard practice to provide a

photosimulation of the Project Site within a larger context.
Comment 2.3
What objectives would be fulfilled by the observation deck? How often will it be utilized? Will
it be open to the public or as a space to entertain donors? (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers,
March 5, 2009)
Response 2.3
The commentor requests details on the proposed observation deck. As stated on p. II‐3
of the DEIR, the rooftop observation deck would provide a location adjacent to the Bay
to support education about the science of the Bay and its natural conditions. The roof
would be available at all times to ticketed visitors during standard museum hours. At
other times, it could be used as part of special events.

The observation deck is

envisioned to be a continuation of the exhibit experience within Pier 15, providing
specialized learning to take advantage of the views to the City, the Bay, and the access to
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wind and sun. The Project Sponsor is currently in discussions with BCDC staff to
identify selected hours and procedures for access to the observation deck by the public
and visitors.
Comment 2.4
The project is proposing two cafes in Pier 15 – a small take out cafe at the front end
Embarcadero side that would be essentially walk through and a larger cafe that would occupy
the ground floor of the connector building. What are the seating capacities of the two proposed
cafes? Are two cafes actually necessary? Perhaps the proposed connector building could be
reduced in height and mass if the second café was eliminated, particularly since a third café is
anticipated to be included later within Pier 17. Why are 3 restaurants/cafes (a total of 17, 000 sq
feet) necessary for the project? (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Also, thereʹs the potential for three restaurants and cafes totaling 17,000 square feet within Piers
15 and 17, which could be consolidated and located so as to reduce the mass and the height of
the bridge building. (Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
Response 2.4
The commentors question whether the two proposed cafes (three with the Expanded
Project) are necessary for the Project, and whether they could be modified or eliminated.
The Project Sponsor believes that the overall café capacity would be necessary to
adequately serve all ticketed and non‐ticketed visitors. To provide a waterfront amenity
and draw additional visitors to the waterfront and the Project Site, the cafes would be
accessible to the non‐ticketed public. As illustrated in Figures C&R‐3 through C&R‐6,
pp. C&R‐31 and C&R‐34, the cafes would be separated by nearly 800 feet of pier and
would allow options for museum visitors as well as convenient proximity to the
museum space.
The Pier 17 café would be part of the Expanded Project and would be intended to
provide food services associated with that future build out and seismic upgrade of that
pier.
Comment 2.5
We note that the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is not included in the list of required
regulatory review of this project. No mention is made of the requirement for HPC review and
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approval of this project. Please explain the reason for this oversight. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 2.5
The commentor requests an explanation of why the Historic Preservation Commission
(HPC) was not listed in the Project Description as an approval body with required
regulatory review. The HPC was not listed in DEIR Table II‐8, Project Approvals,
p. II‐30 because the HPC has no jurisdiction over the Project and Expanded Project
beyond commenting on the DEIR.
The HPC held a hearing on the DEIR on February 18, 2009, during which members of
the HPC as well as the general public offered comments on the historic resource analysis
presented in the DEIR. The HPC submitted an official comment letter on the DEIR,
which is incorporated and addressed herein (see comments 5.3 and 5.10, p. C&R‐63 and
C&R‐72).
Comment 2.6
Exactly how many square feet of the total of 98,350 square feet of the valley between Piers 15
and 17 will be returned to open water? What percentage of the opening between the Piers will
be blocked by the Bridge Building? We urge consideration in the final EIR of an alternative
project that would decrease the percentage of proposed new physical structures and
obstructions within the valley between the two piers. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March
5, 2009)
Response 2.6
The commentor requests more information on how much of the Valley would be
removed by the Project and what percentage of the opening between Piers 15/17 would
be blocked by the Bridge Building. The DEIR describes these two elements of the Project
in Chapter II, Project Description, p. II‐14. The Bridge Building would extend
approximately 83 feet north from Pier 15 and a 60‐foot‐wide corridor would remain
open between the Bridge Building and Pier 17. The total distance between Piers 15 and
17 is approximately 143 feet and the Bridge Building would cover approximately 58
percent of this distance. Page II‐17 of the DEIR states that the approximately 35,000 gsf
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of the 98,350‐gsf paved asphalt Valley decking would be removed to expose the Bay
thus, about 36 percent of the Valley would be returned to open water.
The commentor also requests that an alternative be evaluated that decreases the
percentage of new physical structures and obstructions within the Valley and between
the piers.

Alternative B, the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative was

evaluated in the DEIR on p. V‐5. This alternative did not include any connection over
the Bay between Piers 15 and 17 because the entire Valley would be demolished. Under
this alternative, the Connector Building would be completely removed and no new
Bridge Building would be constructed in its place. In addition, the non‐historic shed
additions (added to the Piers 15/17 sheds in the 1950s) would also be removed.
Therefore, the DEIR did consider an alternative that would have no new structures
within the Valley.
Comment 2.7
One of the reasons the THD had been excited and supportive of this project from the beginning
was because the Exploratorium was going to remove the valley floor in its entirety – quite
literally connecting residents to their waterfront. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5,
2009)
Response 2.7
The commentor suggests that initial support from the Telegraph Hill Dwellers for the
Project was partially based on the idea that the Valley would be entirely removed. The
Project Sponsor indicates that it has never presented a plan with removal of the Valley in
its entirety. While the Project and Expanded Project would not result in removal of the
entire Valley, it would in fact, provide more public access to the water than exists today.
Comment 2.8
Bay Fill. The EIR should include more information on the physical structure of the proposed
water taxi landing along the south apron of Pier 15 and more specifically, the size and amount
of fill (floating, pile‐supported, or solid) that is required to construct the landing. (Ming Yeung,
BCDC, March 16, 2009)
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Response 2.8
The commentor requests more information on the proposed water taxi landing
structure. A description of the water taxi landing is provided on p. II‐21 of the DEIR,
with additional detail provided below.
The Pier 15 boat landing would provide a facility for passenger boats, including a water
taxi service, as well as a potential landing for recreational boating use. The dock and
access ramps have not been designed yet, but the initial concept is that the facility would
be positioned at an angle to the Pier 15 apron to provide mooring on both sides while
maximizing the open water and approaches. The access ramps would comply with
ADA guidelines of a 12:1 (Horizontal:Vertical) slope, making the facility compliant with
the Americans with Disabilities Act during 95 percent of the tidal range. The ramp
dimensions are estimated at 80 feet long and 5 feet wide. A portion of the ramp length
would overlay the dock, to minimize the span over open water. The dock would be
constructed of concrete‐encapsulated polystyrene. The final dimensions of the dock
would be confirmed by the Port at a later date but is anticipated that the outer
dimensions would range from 75 feet to 125 feet in length and 20 feet to 25 feet in width.
The dock freeboard (deck height above the water line) would range from 18 inches to 28
inches, similar to the water taxi landing at Pier 1½. The dock would be positioned by
collars around a group (minimum of four) of 24‐inch diameter steel guide piles driven
into the Bay floor using best management practices. The height of the piles above the
high water range of the dock would be limited to what the design engineers determine is
the minimal safe height. Suitable anti‐corrosion coatings would be provided on the
exterior of the piles above the mud line, and the piles would have caps. The finishes and
lighting have not been selected but would be subject to approval by the Port and would
be consistent with the character of the surrounding area.

Appropriate signage, as

required by the Port, also would be installed.
Comment 2.9
If this DEIR is also intended to serve as the environmental document for the possible expansion
of the Exploratorium into Pier 17, the EIR should include more specificity on the work that is
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proposed in Phase II, such as the proposed substructure and internal work at Pier 17, the
proposed bridge connection at the Observatory Building and the proposed expanded public
access deck along the south apron of Pier 17. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Currently we are concerned, as you will hear from others that there is no plan for Pier 17.
(Gerry Crowley, March 5, 2009)
Secondly, Piers 15 and 17, this is being proposed as a single project, and the DEIR doesnʹt
require that they be analyzed as a single project, under CEQA.
The fully fleshed‐out details, or at least a more fully formed proposal of Pier 17 should be
considered rather than what effectively can become piecemeal of the project by giving it
approval now and studying the effects later.
The proposal that the mitigation measure, by hinging future compliance of the project with
design and performance criteria that will be reviewed later by other agencies, I submit, does not
comply with the CEQA requirement to analyze the project in detailed phases, and do it fully.
Thank you for your time. (Jon Golinger, March 5, 2009)
Generally, I would agree with the comment President Miguel made. I am concerned that the
quantitative and qualitative aspects of Pier 17 are not described. They are addressed in some
generic form.
I would like to fully support what Commissioner Miguel said, and I would rather like to either
have more disclosure or take 17 out of this particular approval process. Thank you.
(Commissioner Moore, March 5, 2009)
Yes. I read the history, and other questions with regards to the connector bridge, I think itʹs
been analyzed correctly here. Thereʹs a difference in height of four feet between the existing
connector building and the proposed bridge.
I mean, I guess the question began to be raised, should you be analyzing Pier 17 at the same
time as Pier 15 if Pier 17 might not be utilized at the same time. We hear we have to do analysis
that is wider in scope, because of future development, although in doing that, we may analyze
something years before itʹs actually finished.
So it is kind of a quandary, but I think youʹre better to err to decide about the wider analysis
than a narrower analysis. (Commissioner Antonini, March 5, 2009)
Response 2.9
The commentors expressed concern that the DEIR did not fully outline the work
proposed for Pier 17 and discussed whether or not it’s appropriate to include the
Expanded Project in the subject EIR.

These comments are addressed in Master

Response 1, p. C&R‐1, which explains the level of information currently available for the
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Expanded Project, and why it is sufficient for purposes of CEQA. The DEIR evaluated
the potential impacts of the Expanded Project at an equal level of detail as the Project.
The Project Description in the DEIR includes substantial details on the proposed
improvements and future occupation of Pier 17.

These details include: projected

visitorship; building program space; improvements to the structure exterior and roof;
freight unloading; and construction and rehabilitation details. While the DEIR provides
a substantial level of detail about the Expanded Project, certain aspects of the design,
such as specific materials to be used and minor design elements such as paint and
material colors, interior partition layout and landscaping, have yet to be determined.
3.

LAND USE, POLICIES, AND PLANS

Comment 3.1
Policy 2.5 of the Urban Design Element of the General Plan requires that care be used in
remodeling of older buildings in order to enhance rather than weaken the original character of
such buildings. Please explain how the materials, design, size and form of the proposed new
Bridge Building (including the glass curtain‐wall system on the west and east façades, the large
areas of glazing, the glass bridge and the corten steel elements) comply this Urban Design
Element in relation to Piers 15 and 17. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 3.1
Per the significance criteria stated in the DEIR, the historic resource analysis focuses on
evaluating whether the Project and the Expanded Project would adversely affect the
piers such that they lose integrity or are no longer eligible for listing. It is beyond the
scope of an environmental document to analyze whether a project is consistent or not
with all the various policies of the General Plan (see Master Response 2, p. C&R‐7).
Master Response 4 on p. C&R‐19 of this Comments and Responses document presents a
detailed discussion of the choice of materials for the new Bridge Building.
Comment 3.2
The proposed project is not consistent with existing plans and policies.
As you know, there are several plans governing the type of development permissible along San
Francisco’s Waterfront. These include the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and the Waterfront
Design and Access Element and the Bay Conservation & Development Commission’s (BCDC)
Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

C&R‐48

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

VI. Comments and Responses
Special Area Plan. Each of these plans call for the complete removal of the valley between Piers
15 and 17 and the existing non‐historic connector building in order to open up the water and
thereby provide the public with visual and physical access to the Bay. The proposed Bridge
Building is inconsistent with these plans and cannot be built unless and until all of these plans
are formally amended. (pages III.B‐2 through 4). (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5,
2009)
The DEIR states that these plans and policies are not related to environmental impacts. On the
contrary, these plans and policies relate to aesthetics, the visual character of our waterfront,
public view corridors, and the enhancement and protection of San Francisco Bay. The proposed
project, including the construction of the new Bridge Building extending north 75 feet from the
Pier 15 Shed and 2 bridges spanning the valley between Piers 15 and 17, would impact public
view corridors and impede the restoration of the area to open bay water. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph
Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Removal of Structures. The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would be
inconsistent with the SAP policy requiring removal of the valley and the non‐historic shed
additions and would therefore require an amendment to the SAP in order to be approved. The
proposed project would leave a portion of the valley deck and non‐historic shed additions in
place and, according to the DEIR, would not offset the amount of fill left in place by removing
fill at another location. The DEIR identifies this inconsistency as ʺless than significantʺ because
it assumes that an amendment to the SAP will be approved. The EIR should instead identify
the inconsistency with the SAP as a potentially significant effect since no amendment has been
approved at this time and the EIR should analyze the potential effects of the project under the
current SAP policy. Since the removal of the deck and pilings that form the ʺvalleyʺ between
Piers 15 and 17 and non‐historic additions to the Pier 15 and 17 sheds were part of the public
benefits that the Commission deemed necessary for it to set aside the otherwise applicable use
restrictions of the McAteer‐Petris Act, this inconsistency constitutes a potentially significant
impact. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Let me speak to the two concerns I want to address with the DEIR. First and foremost, there is
not an adequate analysis of the inconsistencies between the project proposal and the waterfront
land‐use plan. There is a comprehensive land‐use plan in place, mandated by the voters by
Proposition H ‐‐ and it along with the Waterfront, Design and Access Element, and the BCDC;
all three call for the elimination of the existing building at the end of Piers 15 and 17 and
opening up of the middle area in a way that the project does not do.
In the DEIR, it sort of dismisses that conflict by stating that the visual concerns, the view
corridor, and the conflict with the land‐use plan are not environmental impacts for the purposes
of the DEIR. But I submit to you that the visual character of the waterfront, the esthetics, the
protection of our bay, of the waterfront plan, as mandated by the voters, are exactly
environmental impacts and need to be studied more carefully, or at least analyzed more
carefully than the DEIR gives them credit. (Jon Golinger, March 5, 2009)
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Response 3.2
The commentors express concerns that the inconsistencies of the Project and Expanded
Project with the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP) and Design and Access Element
and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s (BCDC) Special Area Plan
(SAP) should be considered a potentially‐significant impact.

These comments are

addressed in Master Response 2, p. C&R‐7.
Comment 3.3
The DEIR includes an appropriate discussion of BCDCʹs jurisdiction at this location and some of
the policies that apply to this project, based on our comments on the NOP. As indicated in the
DEIR, the majority of the Exploratorium relocation project will be within the Commissionʹs Bay
jurisdiction. The proposed project would involve extensive seismic repair or reconstruction of
existing piers within the boundaries of the existing pier footprint and fill within an open water
area. In order to authorize this project, the Commission will need to find that the activities are
consistent with the McAteer‐Petris Act, the policies and findings of the Bay Plan, and the
policies of the SAP. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
The EIR should discuss whether the proposed fill would be consistent with the Commissionʹs
SAP policies on fill in open water areas, as well as the fill policies in Section 66605 of the
McAteer‐Petris Act. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 3.3
The commentor states that because the Project is in the Commission’s Bay jurisdiction
that BCDC would have to find that the Project and Expanded Project are consistent with
the McAteer‐Petris Act, the polices and findings of the Bay Plan, and the polices of the
SAP. As discussed on p. III.B‐4 of the DEIR, the Project Sponsor has consulted with
BCDC staff throughout the design of the Project. Compliance with these plans is not a
CEQA issue; however, the Project Sponsor would continue to consult with the
Commission and BCDC to ensure compliance. An extensive discussion of the Project
and Expanded Project’s consistency with the SAP is presented in Master Response 2,
p. C&R‐7. For a response to the comments regarding Bay fill and consistency with the
McAteer‐Petris Act, please refer to Response to Comment 8.1, p. C&R‐90.
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Comment 3.4
Public Access. As stated in our comment letter to the NOP for the DEIR, Section 66602 of the
McAteer‐Petris Act states, ʺ ...that maximum feasible public access, consistent with a proposed
project, should be provided.ʺ The SAP further elaborates this requirement for projects along the
San Francisco waterfront by stating, ʺ[f]or a major development project occupying all or most of
a pier(s), a project that provides 35% of the project pier area for public access should be deemed
to provide maximum feasible public access ... ʺ Projects on finger piers where there is no change
to the pier shed footprint must provide, to the maximum extent feasible, public access on the
entire apron, a ʺBayside History Walkʺ, and an additional public access feature that is consistent
with the project, the size of the pier and with the Secretary of the Interiorʹs standards. According
to the SAP, public access should be provided free of charge to the public, be generally accessible
at any time, and emphasize passive recreation and focus on its proximity to the Bay and on the
views and unique experiences that nearness to the Bay affords.
More analysis on the projectʹs proposed public access is needed to determine whether the public
access meets the Commissionʹs laws and policies. Because the public access proposed to date
has been considerably less than the 35% of the project pier area, the staff has had several
discussions with the Exploratorium to assure that the public access provided is open, desirable,
and brings the public to obvious points of interest at the site. In this regard, the number of days
that ships will be berthed at the east end of the pier and alternative access routes for these times,
vehicle use on the pier aprons, possible public access on the Observatory Building rooftop,
public access provided in Phase II, including a Bayside History Walk in Pier 17, possible
impacts to public access and views from the construction of the Bridge Building, and
improvements along the Embarcadero promenade will all have a critical bearing on the
Commissionʹs evaluation of the proposed public access and should be thoroughly evaluated in
the EIR. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 3.4
The commentor states that the Project’s public access areas should be more thoroughly
evaluated in the DEIR to determine whether the public access meets the Commissionʹs
laws and policies. It is beyond the scope of an environmental document to analyze
whether a particular project is consistent with policies that were not adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact (see Master Response 2 on
p. C&R‐7). With respect to the SAP and other applicable BCDC laws and policies that
do not relate to physical environmental impacts, such as public access, the Commission
would rely on the consistency analysis presented in the BCDC staff report, rather than
the EIR, to form the basis for its decision. The following information about the project
description is intended to facilitate that analysis.
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The Project would provide approximately 20 percent of the Project Site as public access
and the Expanded Project would increase the public access to approximately 23 percent.
The publicly‐accessible perimeter edge would be 82 percent of the total perimeter (not
including Baydelta’s Pier 17 north apron), and would be approximately the same for
both the Project and Expanded Project. The Bayside History Walk would be located in
the public lobbies of Pier 15 and Pier 17, as described on p. II‐18 of the DEIR. The
additional public access features include the Exploratorium’s free science exhibits
located along the new pedestrian decks, pathways, and bridges creating a unique
waterfront attraction (e.g. tidal pool, seawall exhibit, water‐pile garden). In addition,
impacts to views from construction of the Bridge Building are discussed throughout
Section III.C Aesthetics, and two new visual simulations of the Bridge Building are
included on Figures C&R‐12 and C&R‐13, pp. C&R‐40 and C&R‐41, of this Comments
and Responses document.
As described on p. III.A‐18 of the DEIR, public access to all of Piers 15/17 apron areas is
currently prohibited. The Project and Expanded Project would provide a substantial
amount of new public access on the east and south aprons and provide a Bayside
History Walk inside Piers 15 and 17. The east apron would be closed to the public on
days when navy ships berth there. The public access proposed by the Project and
Expanded Project is the maximum amount feasible given the continued operation of
Baydelta Maritime and berthing of navy ships. Table II‐6 of the DEIR presents the lay
berthing activities at the Project Site for 2000 to 2007. The Port and BCDC are continuing
to discuss future berthing activities at the Project Site. It is anticipated that berthing
activities would continue as they have in the past. However, the Project and Expanded
Project would provide a substantial amount of new public access while ships are
berthed compared to the existing condition that prohibits public access on all pier
aprons at the Project Site. The final public access requirements during normal operation
and lay berthing activities are policy and permit compliance issues that remain to be
negotiated with BCDC.
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Comment 3.5
As stated in the DEIR, the lands that the project will occupy are legislatively granted sovereign
lands held by the City and County of San Francisco pursuant to Chapter 1333, Statutes of 1968,
and as amended with minerals reserved to the State. Any proposed uses involving granted
tidelands must be consistent with the common law Public Trust Doctrine and the applicable
granting statute(s). Acceptable trust uses include, but are not limited to, uses that promote
water‐oriented or water dependent recreation and commerce, navigation, fisheries, public
access, and the preservation of the land in its natural condition. Staff of the CSLC, the Port of
San Francisco and the Exploratorium have been, and will continue to be, involved in
discussions to determine the Projectʹs trust consistency with the Public Trust and the legislative
grants. We appreciate the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions concerning the
CSLCʹs jurisdiction, please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 574‐1227. Thank you. (Grace
Kato, Public Land Management Specialist, California State Lands Commission, March 10, 2009)
Response 3.5
The above comment is acknowledged and the Project Sponsor has indicated the desire to
continue to work with the above mentioned organizations to ensure that the Project and
Expanded Project are consistent with the Public Trust.
4.

AESTHETICS

Comment 4.1
We also disagree that the end of the Pier shed is the “rear” of the shed. These pier sheds are ‐‐
by their very nature ‐‐ viewed from the water, from above and from the land. The addition of
the Bridge Building will be highly visible from the water – from sailboats and cruise ships, etc.
(Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
First, we disagree that the end of the pier shed is the rear of the shed. These sheds are, by their
nature, due to the water from above and from the land. (Gerry Crowley, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.1
The commentors disagree with the description that the end of the pier shed is in the
“rear” of the Project Site. The DEIR describes the existing Connector Building and new
Bridge Building as being at the “eastern end” of the Project Site. This description of the
location is only used as a point of reference and is not used to describe the importance of
the pier shed’s location in relation to the rest of the Project Site. The Project Site can be
viewed from all sides and the pier sheds do not have “ends” or “rears.” Page III.C‐3,
paragraph 3 of the DEIR is modified as follows:
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The Project Site can be viewed to the north and south from public areas along The
Embarcadero, as well as from other areas including Telegraph Hill, Coit Tower, the
east view corridor along Green Street, and the Bay. Therefore, the Piers 15 and 17
structures do not have designated “fronts” or “rears.” The majority of the views
from the immediate vicinity are partially obstructed by physical objects including:
trees, signs, lamp posts, and pedestrian and transit facilities.
Figure C&R‐13, p. C&R‐41 presents a photosimulation of the Project Site as viewed from
the San Francisco Bay. A description of the changes to this view is provided in Response
to Comment 2.1, p. C&R‐29. The Project and Expanded Project as viewed from this
location would not degrade the visual character of the Project Site or vicinity. Therefore,
inclusion of the new simulations does not change any conclusion reached in the DEIR.
Comment 4.2
The DEIR does not adequately address the proposed impacts on aesthetics.
Photo voltaic units on pier shed roofs. We are very concerned about the aesthetic impact on
these historic structures of the photo voltaic units. Reflectivity could also be an issue with these
units. It is important for the Exploratorium to use the very latest and best technology to show
how photo voltaic units can be utilized without negative visual and aesthetic impacts. We
would like more information on the type of unit proposed, its reflectivity and the number of
square feet the units would take up on the rooftops – are the units only being proposed for Pier
15’s rooftop for the moment?
We thank you for your consideration of our comments and we look forward to your responses
with regard to the issues and questions we have raised in this letter. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.2
The commentor expresses concern about the aesthetic impact of the photovoltaic units
that would occupy the rooftops of the Project and Expanded Project. The commentor
also requests additional information concerning the photovoltaic units that would be
used, including the type of units proposed, their reflectivity, and the number of square
feet the units would occupy.

Figures III.C‐2 through III.C‐6 on pp. III.C‐5 through

III.C‐15 of the DEIR present photosimulations depicting the Project with photovoltaic
panels covering the entire Pier 15 roof minus walking paths for maintenance. The
figures also depict photovoltaic panels covering the south facing roof of Pier 17 under
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the Expanded Project minus necessary walking paths. The photovoltaic units would
have all black panes, matte finish, installed parallel with the slightly sloping roof and
would be slightly visible to ground‐level pedestrians on portions of Pier 17.

As

discussed on p. III.C‐23 of the DEIR, although the photovoltaic panels would be more
reflective than the existing roof, the panels are designed to absorb and capture sunlight
to avoid producing glare.

Photovoltaic panels incorporate design features such as

textured glass that further reduce reflectivity. Because the technology of photovoltaic
panels is rapidly evolving and systems are becoming more efficient, the Project Sponsor
has indicated that it would wait until the Project (and in the future the Expanded
Project) is out to bid to subcontractors before finalizing the specific type of panels and
manufacturer that would be used.
Comment 4.3
I also wanted to mention that I wanted to ask the question of how the proposed design of the
Bridge Building, including glass and steel materials, is necessary to meet the needs of the
Exploratorium. (Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.3
The program for the Bridge Building includes a public café on the first floor, an event
space on the second floor, and a rooftop exhibit area. Glass was utilized in the design of
the café and event space to create as much viewable area to the exterior as possible. In
addition, the use of full‐height glass also affords the possibility of some transparency
through the building in certain lighting conditions. Moreover, the Waterfront Design
Advisory Committee and BCDC’s Design Review Board requested glazing material for the
Bridge Building and recommended this material at their most recent joint meeting held
on March 9, 2009. The rooftop exhibit area’s guardrail is designed with transparent
fritted glass to decrease the apparent height of the building. Fritted glass is designed
with spaced ceramic enamel patterns that make the glass appear less transparent to
birds, while allowing building occupants to see out. As described in Master Response 4,
p. C&R‐19, the design of the Bridge Building would provide transparency relative to the
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existing buildings and allow the existing historic structures to remain the dominant
features of the Project Site.
The above information discusses why the proposed materials for the new Bridge
Building were selected. The question of how a proposed design meets the needs of any
particular project is beyond the scope of an environmental document because it concerns
the merits of the project. This issue may be considered by the Port Commission and
other decision‐making bodies as part of their deliberations on the Project and the
Expanded Project.
Comment 4.4
The addition of the bridge building will be highly visible from the water, from the sailboats,
from the cruise ships, and I suppose even people driving in from the East Bay, occasionally,
from the Bay Bridge. (Gerry Crowley, March 5, 2009)
I do feel that the view corridor, in my mind — and I often disagree with CEQA — in my mind is
an environmental concept that has to be looked at. (President Miguel, March 5, 2009)
To Commissioner Leeʹs point, though, there is the aesthetic section, which does treat views from
various places, from Telegraph Hill and the Embarcadero and what‐not, so views and aesthetics
are analyzed within the context of the EIR. (Commissioner Sugaya, March 5, 2009)
I want to make one more comment about the graphic depiction of some of the elements. I have
to say that the viewpoint analysis, 3C‐13, which is the volume depiction existing before, and
project and expand project, are somewhat insufficient because theyʹre taken from a viewpoint
that is so far away that I literally had to ask someone if they saw something new on the thing.
I think that does some injustice to what is really a change, and it should be depicted. If itʹs
really holding up to public scrutiny, you might as well be on this side of the street and look at it,
meaning the water side of the street. Itʹs impossible to discern. Why not move the viewpoint
up a little closer, with the computer. (Commissioner Moore, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.4
The commentors raise concerns about public views of the Project. Two new viewpoints
have been added to illustrate the Project and Expanded Project as viewed from the Bay
and Herb Caen Way. Photographs of the existing conditions from these viewpoints are
presented with simulations of the Project and Expanded Project in Figures C&R‐10 and
C&R‐11 on pp. C&R‐38 and C&R‐39 of this Comments and Responses document. The
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Project and Expanded Project as viewed from these locations would change the
character of the Project Site; however, the existing visual quality of the Project Site and
vicinity would not be degraded. Therefore, inclusion of the new simulations does not
change the conclusion reached in the DEIR that visual quality impacts of the Project and
the Expanded Project would be less than significant.
Commission President Miguel is correct in noting that a view corridor can be considered
an environmental concept provided that it’s viewed in the context of being substantially
degraded by a proposed project from a publicly accessible view point. To that end, the
DEIR includes an analysis of potential impacts to views and visual resources.

On

p. III.C‐22, the DIER concludes that the Project and Expanded “would not have
significant adverse impacts on publicly‐accessible scenic vistas, nor would the Project or
the Expanded Project damage scenic resources or other features that contribute to the
scenic public setting.”

This conclusion is based on the fact that the Project and

Expanded Project would not block publicly‐accessible views of the Bay or other scenic
areas (because there are none under existing conditions) and because a new view
corridor between Piers 15/17 to the Bay and East Bay Hills would be created. The Project
and the Expanded Project would also provide new public access to the Project Site,
including access to apron areas and the area between Piers 15/17. The new public access
areas would provide new views from the Project Site towards the East Bay, Treasure
Island, the Bay Bridge, and Downtown San Francisco.
Comment 4.5
I am not certain that, from my first review of it, that the concept of that much glass, as to impact
on birds, the Audubon Society is upset, as well as others — as well as additional light pollution
— totally works. (President Miguel, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.5
The commentor expresses concern for potential impacts to birds resulting from the use
of glass on the Bridge Building. A response to comments concerning potential impacts
to birds is addressed under Response to Comment 7.1, p. C&R‐87. The commentor also
expresses concern for additional light pollution resulting from the Project. Existing
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lighting condition in the vicinity of the Project Site, as described on p. III.C‐12 of the
DEIR, is a well‐lit urban environment during evening hours. The existing lighting on
the Project Site is industrial in nature and many of the light fixtures are not well‐
shielded. On p. III.C‐24 of the DEIR, it was concluded that the Project and Expanded
Project would not generate obtrusive light that would substantially affect other
properties because the exterior lighting at the Project Site would be consistent with
surrounding uses along the waterfront, would be positioned to minimize glare, and
would not be in excess of that commonly found in urban areas.
Comment 4.6
Regarding those four issues, I think the draft EIR is fine, I think it addresses it.
Regarding this whole view issue, my view on it is it is not required by CEQA. And if we take
views, you might as well get rid of the Planning Department and make sure we donʹt build
anything else in the city.
How can you discriminate between a court area versus the rest of the area weʹre going to build.
Are high‐rises going to block someoneʹs view?
If we take views as part of the CEQA process, which we have never done before, weʹre setting a
new standard here. If thatʹs the case, you say views, itʹs got to be a policy decision by the City,
and maybe by all the voters. If thatʹs the decision, youʹre going to block someoneʹs views.
(Commissioner Lee, March 5, 2009)
Response 4.6
The commentor states that the analysis of views is not a CEQA issue and should not be
considered as an environmental impact.

Commissioner Lee is generally correct

assuming he is referring to the protection of private views. Public views, on the other
hand, can be a CEQA issue. The significance criteria addressing views asks whether a
project can: a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or b) Substantially
damage scenic resources; or c) Substantially degrade the exiting visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings. In Section III.C Aesthetics, the DEIR provides
an analysis of the potential impacts the Project and Expanded Project would have on
views. The DEIR concludes that impacts on views would be less than significant. On
p. III.C‐22, the DEIR concludes that the Project and Expanded “would not have
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significant adverse impacts on publicly‐accessible scenic vistas, nor would the Project or
the Expanded Project damage scenic resources or other features that contribute to the
scenic public setting.”
5.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Comment 5.1
Significant adverse effects of proposed design of the Bridge Building on historic resources are
not adequately or accurately considered. We disagree with the conclusion contained in the
DEIR that the proposed new Bridge Building will not adversely impact the historic significance
of Piers 15 and 17 or the National Register District. On the contrary, we agree with the
comments made by the Historic Preservation Commission that the Bridge Building is
incompatible Piers 15 and 17, as well as contributory structures within the National Register
District, and would significantly and adversely destroy the historic resource. (Vedica Puri,
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.1
The DEIR’s conclusion about the Bridge Building is based on the HRER and the HRE
Response analysis, which establishes that the Project does not adversely impact the
historic significance of Piers 15/17 or the Historic District since the Project does not
significantly impact the historic character of the buildings or their justification for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.
With respect to the HPC, the Project Sponsor and City staff presented the Project and the
Expanded Project to the HPC on February 18, 2009. The HPC subsequently submitted a
comment letter on the DEIR, which stated the following:
The HPC recommends that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
provide a detailed discussion of the proposed project’s compliance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,
Rehabilitation Standard #9, as it pertains to the addition of the “Bridge
Building.” While the general size of the proposed addition was found to be
appropriate, there was not consensus among the HPC as to whether the
addition’s proposed steel and glass materials comply with Rehabilitation
Standard #9.
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This Comments and Responses document provides supplemental discussion of the
compatibility of the Project’s glass and steel materials in Master Response 4, on
p. C&R‐19, and the Project’s compliance with Secretary’s Standard #9 in Master
Response 3, on p. C&R‐10. The additional discussion does not change the conclusion
reached in the DEIR that the Project would not result in a significant historic resources
impact.
Comment 5.2
The proposed materials are incompatible Piers 15 and 17 and the other contributory structures
within the National Register District, including the glass curtain‐wall system on the east and
west façades, the glass bridges and the use of Cortend steel (which will streak and look rusty).
The scale, proportion and massing also appear incompatible with the historic resources.
The DEIR does not contain sufficient information to support its conclusion that Bridge Building
will not have a potentially significant adverse impact on these historic resources. In addition to
the measurements and drawings requested above as to the transit sheds in relation to the
proposed Bridge Building, the DEIR is inadequate in that it fails to answer the following
questions, which we request be addressed in the final EIR:
How is the glass curtain‐wall system consistent with the historic materials and elements of Piers
15 and 17? Where are such materials and design elements found on Piers 15 and 17?
How is the glass curtain‐wall system consistent with the historic materials and elements of
other contributing buildings within the NR Historic District? Where are such materials and
design elements found in the NR Historic District?
Although we see no reference to it in the DEIR, we understand that Cortend steel will be an
exterior design element, which will cause streaking and appear rusty. Where is Cortend steel
found within the NR Historic District and how is such material justified as being compatible
with the historic materials? What other materials are proposed to be used in the new Bridge
Building that are not disclosed or considered in the DEIR?
Questions concerning the need for the height and bulk of the Bridge Building: How is the
proposed height and bulk of the Bridge Building, including the proposed roof deck railings and
elevator penthouse compatible in size and scale with the pier sheds of Piers 15 and 17?
How are the proposed glass bridges compatible with the materials and elements of the National
Register District?
Glass railings will make the building taller and more out of scale with the historic pier sheds
and will require the higher elevator penthouse.
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How do the proposed materials for the Bridge Building meet the Secretary of Interior’s
Standard No 9, which specifically requires that the new work shall be “compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing” of Piers 15 and 17 as
required by Standard No. 9.
Please cite other examples of piers anywhere in the NR Historic District or elsewhere on the SF
Bay that have a sizeable new building constructed at the water’s edge (with an elevator
penthouse). Can you cite any examples of any other piers anywhere in the state that have a
sizeable building at the water’s edge? (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Some of the materials are incompatible with Piers 15 and 17 are on the National Register ‐‐ and
those include the glass bridges and the glass wall system. (Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.2
The commentors believe that the massing and materials of the Project’s new Bridge
Building are not compatible with the historic resources at the Project Site or in the
Historic District. These comments are addressed in Master Response 4, p. C&R‐19.
Responses to comments regarding compatibility of the Project with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Rehabilitation Standard #9 are addressed in Master Response 3, p. C&R‐10. All
materials relevant to the environmental analysis of the Project and Expanded Project are
described on pp. III.D‐24 through III.D‐31 of the DEIR. The Project no longer includes
Cor‐ten steel, and the Expanded Project no longer includes the second‐story glass bridge
connecting the Bridge Building with Pier 17. In addition, the Expanded Project no
longer includes a mezzanine level in Pier 17. The DEIR text and figures will be modified
to update these changes to the Project Description and subsequent references to the
second‐story bridge and Pier 17 mezzanine. Figures C&R‐5 and C&R‐6 illustrate the
Expanded Project with the second‐story bridge and mezzanine level in Pier 17 removed.
The revisions do not change any conclusions reached in the DEIR. In terms of the
Project’s potential to establish precedent within the Historic District, the construction of
the new Bridge Building is a unique response to the particular needs of this Project and
acceptable in this location due to the existing non‐contributing addition, which currently
exists between Piers 15/17. The new Bridge Building would maintain the relationship of
historic to non‐historic elements by limiting new construction to the previously altered
portions of the resource.
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Page II‐19 of the DEIR, paragraph 1 will be modified as follows:
Table II-5, Projected Pier 17 Building Program, shows the proposed Pier 17
program upon initial occupancy of the Project and under the Expanded Project,
which includes the Exploratorium occupation of Pier 15, the Valley, and Pier 17.
It is projected that if the Exploratorium expands the building program it would
occupy the entire Pier 17 Shed area, which is approximately 110,615 gsf. A
second-story bridge would be constructed from Pier 17 to the new Bridge
Building. On the exterior of Pier 17, the southern portion of the building’s west
façade that was part of the 1950s addition to the south façade would be cut back
by two bays in order to emphasize the original west façade. As part of the
Expanded Project, photovoltaic panels would be installed on the roof of the shed
structure. The Expanded Project would also remove all of the existing exterior
light fixtures on Pier 17 and add new light fixtures.
Page III.C‐18 of the DEIR, paragraph 2 will be modified as follows:
Under the Expanded Project, the Pier 17 Shed would be rehabilitated to maintain
its character-defining features, including the east, north, and south façades,
concrete exterior, doors and windows, and the south apron. The west end of the
south façade of Pier 17 would be cut back by two bays in order to emphasize the
original façade. A second-story bridge would be constructed from Pier 17 to the
new Bridge Building. The Expanded Project is currently at the master plan level
and some architectural details and characteristics have yet to be determined.
However, the Project Sponsor intends to treat Pier 17 in a similar manner to Pier
15, whereby character-defining features would be rehabilitated.
Page III.C‐21 of the DEIR, paragraphs 1 and 3 will be modified as follows:
Under the Expanded Project, the most prominent change in views would be the
rehabilitation of the Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west
façade that would be cut back. The second story bridge connecting Pier 17 to the
new Bridge Building would also be visible. The bridge would be constructed
with a transparent material to limit obstruction of the view corridor. The
photovoltaic panels on the south side of the Pier 17 Shed roof would be visible.
The most prominent change in views under the Expanded Project would be the
rehabilitation of Pier 17 Shed structure and the portion of Pier 17’s west façade
that would be cut back. The second-story bridge connecting Pier 17 to the new
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Bridge Building and photovoltaic panels on the Piers 15/17 Shed roofs would
also be visible.
Page III.D‐31 of the DEIR will be modified to delete bullet 5:
Construction of a new second floor bridge (of the same glass material as the
Bridge Building) between the new Bridge Building and the non-historic Pier 17
shed addition (south façade), leaving an opening on ground level to the Bay;
The Port of San Francisco and the San Francisco Planning Department are unaware of
other examples of piers elsewhere in the State with sizeable new buildings constructed
at the water’s edge. As specified by CEQA, the analysis of the Project and Expanded
Project need only address qualified historic resources impacted by the undertaking, in
this case Piers 15‐17 and the Port of San Francisco Embarcadero National Register
Historic District, as presented in Section D, Historic Resources of the DEIR.
Comment 5.3
We do not think this complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, in particular
Standard No. 9, which requires, not only that new construction be differentiated from the old,
but that all the new work shall be “compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale,
and proportion, and massing” of Piers 15 and 17. That is not the case with the proposed Bridge
Building with its large areas of glazing and glass bridges and it blocky form. The proposed
Bridge Building appears to be a rather large, square modern office building plunked down to
the end of the historic pier shed. It is our understanding that there are no other examples along
the California coastline where a building appears at the end of a pier. The Bridge Building
would therefore be a precedent‐setting development in California. The Bridge Building as
proposed would set a terrible precedent for future projects reusing the historic sheds along our
historic waterfront.
Improper Height & Massing. As to the size, scale and proportion and massing, the DEIR states
that proposed new 2‐story Bridge Building would be approximately 32 feet tall to the roof and
35 feet tall as measured to the top of the parapet, and the elevator penthouse would rise to 44 ft.
The Pier 15 pier shed to which it will connect is a double‐height, one story building capped by a
combination shed and monitor roof. The shed roofs are pitched away from the monitor roof.
Although the DEIR fails to provide the height of these existing transit shed features, the DEIR
does state (at pages III.D‐29 and ‐30) that the Bridge Building “would be larger and would not be
experienced as subordinate to the pier shed. The proposed Bridge Building visually competes with the
historic shed and interrupts the expression of the historic roof decking, roof monitor and unobstructed
sight lines…” and proceeds to acknowledge that this is not consistent Secretary’s Standard No. 9
because of the substantial change at the east end of the historic resource and setting. None of
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the plans contained in the DEIR show the profile of the existing transit shed features to the
proposed Bridge Building.
Please provide these plans as well as accurate height measurements of the pier sheds and
monitor roofs, not just to the highest point on the roof. How much “larger” will the Bridge
Building be than the transit shed? Without this information, there is no way to accurately assess
the scale and massing of the proposed new Bridge Building. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
The HPC recommends that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) provide a detailed
discussion of the proposed project’s compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties, Rehabilitation Standard #9, as it pertains to the
addition of the “Bridge Building.” While the general size of the proposed addition was found
to be appropriate, there was not a consensus among the HPC as to whether the addition’s
proposed steel and glass materials comply with Rehabilitation Standard #9. (Charles Chase,
Interim President, Historic Preservation Commission, March 5, 2009)
In regards to the new addition, we are enthusiastic about the idea of opening up the space to the
bay and bringing the tidal action into the courtyard. Our previous concerns regarding the
material choices of the bridge building have been appeased as we learned that the project
sponsor is replacing the steel with concrete. Nonetheless, the EIR should address the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standard No. 9 in terms of compatibility of the addition. If the design has
indeed been changed, the EIR should apply the Standards to the new design to assure its
compatibility. (Jack A. Gold, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, March 16, 2009)
Response 5.3
The commentors believe that additional analysis is needed to address the Project under
the Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standard #9.

These comments are

addressed in Master Response 3, p. C&R‐10. As discussed in Master Response 3, a
significant adverse impact is not determined by compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard #9. If a portion of a project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard #9, it
will not necessarily cause a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource.
New elevations and visual simulations of the Project and Expanded Project, including
more detailed information on the proposed Bridge Building, are included on Figures
C&R‐12 and C&R‐13, pp. C&R‐40 and C&R‐41, of this Comments and Responses
document. As specified by CEQA, the analysis of a project need only address qualified
historic resources impacted by the undertaking. Therefore, an examination of other

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

C&R‐64

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

VI. Comments and Responses
piers along the California coastline is unnecessary to identify potential impacts of the
Project and the Expanded Project and was not conducted as part of this study.
Comment 5.4
Contrary to the opinion of the developer’s preservation architect, we disagree that a glass
building is “massless.” In our opinion it could be even more visible than a solid material.
(Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.4
The commentor disagrees with the preservation architect’s opinion that the glass Bridge
Building would be “massless” and asserts that a glass building could be more visible
than a solid building. Neither the HRER, the HRE Response nor the DEIR states that the
Bridge Building is “massless.” It is assumed that the commentor’s statement that a glass
building could be more visible than a solid building is referring to the light and glare
that could be reflected from the glass and also because of the contrast with the existing
building. However, as discussed on p. III.C‐23 of the DEIR, all of the new glass that
would be used in the Project and Expanded Project would be non‐reflective and would
comply with the San Francisco Planning Commission’s Resolution 9212, which prohibits
the use of mirrored or reflective glass.

In addition, the Bridge Building would be

replacing the existing Connector Building and would therefore not obstruct views that
are not currently obstructed. Therefore, p. III.C‐17 of the DEIR concludes that aesthetics
impacts from the Project and Expanded Project would be less than significant.

In

addition, comments regarding materials of the Project and Bridge Building are
addressed in Master Response 4, p. C&R‐19.
The preservation architect conducting the analysis of the Project and Expanded Project is
a subconsultant of the environmental firm and the City. Their work is reviewed by
preservation staff from the Port of San Francisco and the San Francisco Planning
Department, as well as the San Francisco Planning Department’s Historic Preservation
Coordinator.

Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

C&R‐65

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

VI. Comments and Responses
Comment 5.5
How are each of the other Secretary of the Interior’s Standards met? As to whether the
Standards are met, the DEIR contains statements to the effect that the Standards can be met “on
balance” or that the project is “generally in compliance” with the Standards. We disagree with
this conclusion. Compliance with the Secretary’s Standards is not a balancing test. The project
must be carefully analyzed based on each of the individual Standards. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph
Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.5
The commentor asks how each of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards is met and
asserts that compliance with the Secretary’s Standards is not a balancing act. A detailed
analysis of the Project and its compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation is provided in the HRER on pp. 76 through 102 and in the Planning
Department’s HRE Response, which are both available for review upon request. These
comments are also addressed in Master Response 3, p. C&R‐10.
As discussed on p. 1 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic
Building in Choosing an Appropriate Treatment for the Historic Building:
The Standards are neither technical nor prescriptive, but are intended to promote
responsible preservation practices that help protect our Nation’s irreplaceable
cultural resources. For example, they cannot, in and of themselves, be used to
make essential decisions about which features of the historic building should be
saved and which can be changed. But once a treatment is selected, the Standards
provide a philosophical consistency to the work.
As stated and interpreted, the Secretary’s Standards are meant to be a guide and an
overall philosophy. Understanding that a philosophical framework is in place, a project
may or may not fully meet all of the Standards depending on the specific and individual
needs of a project. Every project is examined individually and review is tailored to the
specific needs of the resource. Page 61 of the Standards for Rehabilitation includes the
“opportunity to make possible an efficient contemporary use through alterations and
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additions.”

Ultimately, the Standards advocate for identifying, retaining, and

preserving those character‐defining features that define an historic property.
The Project and Expanded Project involve many different components that are evaluated
for consistency with the Secretary’s Standards. Some of the major components include
changes to the interior of the transit sheds, rehabilitation of the Pier 15 bulkhead,
rehabilitation of the monitor windows, changes to the historic substructure, changes to
the existing openings in Piers 15 and 17, demolition of a small 1929 office addition to
Pier 17, removal of some of the non‐historic additions, and construction of a New Bridge
Building. The HRER, the HRE Response and the DEIR analyze all of these components
for consistency with the Secretary’s Standards. The HRE Response explicitly states that
that the Project is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards; however, the Project
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such
that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. The decision of
whether the Project would result in a significant historic resource impact was not based
on whether the Project would “on balance” meet the Secretary’s Standards, but rather on
whether the proposed modifications to the historic resources and the Project Site would
make Piers 15 and 17 no longer eligible for listing. The DEIR acknowledges that some of
the components of the Project are not fully consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.
However, most of the work proposed by the Project is in fact consistent with the
Secretary’s Standards. Thus, the DEIR makes a conclusion that the Project would not
adversely impact the character defining features of the historic resources such that they
would no longer qualify for the listing.
Comment 5.6
As pointed out in the DEIR, the proposed Bridge Building would impact the original pier shed’s
clean unobstructed lines and the spatial qualities that characterize the pier shed. It would also
result in the removal of historic roof trusses inside Pier 15. Are these impacts really necessary in
order to accommodate the new proposed use of the piers for use by the Exploratorium? Why
can’t the new use be accommodated within a more compatible structure?
How is the proposed design of the Bridge Building, including the proposed glass and steel
materials, necessary to meet the needs of the Exploratorium? Why did the DEIR not consider
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alternative designs and materials that would be more consistent with the historic materials,
features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing of Piers 15 and 17? (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.6
The commentor believes that the new Bridge Building design would negatively impact
the Pier 15 shed and questions why the Exploratorium’s new uses cannot be
accommodated in a differently‐designed building. According to the Project Sponsor, the
spatial transition from the second floor of the Pier 15 shed to the second floor of the
Bridge Building requires head clearances that necessitate lifting a portion of the Pier 15
roof and removing trusses.

As stated in the DEIR on p. III.D‐26, a total of 12

non‐contributing roof trusses would be altered, and three contributing roof trusses out
of 151 would be removed in the Pier 15 Transit Shed as part of the construction of the
new Bridge Building. The amount of shed roof affected is less than 3 percent of the roof
area. Therefore, from a pedestrian perspective, the approximately 800 foot‐long roof
form of Pier 15 remains substantially intact when viewed from the west. The roof
overlap is also set back from the monitor and the east parapet of Pier 15 by
approximately twelve feet so that the monitor’s visual line is unobstructed and the
gabled profile of the shed is unaffected when viewed from the east. Response 2.4
explains the design of the Bridge Building in relation to the proposed uses. Comments
regarding massing and materials of the Project and Bridge Building are addressed in
Master Response 4, p. C&R‐19.
In addition, Section 15126.6 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires consideration of
alternatives that could avoid or substantially reduce any significant effects of the project.
No significant adverse effects were identified in the DEIR that could not be mitigated to
less‐than‐significant levels. Therefore, the analysis of alternative materials and massing
for the Bridge Building is not required.

Additionally, the DEIR did analyze an

alternative that did not propose the construction of the new Bridge Building (see
Response 10.1, p. C&R‐107).
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Comment 5.7
A finding of less than significant impact on historic resources cannot be based on future review.
Future Review of Impacts to Pier 17: As the “mitigation measure” for potentially significant
impacts to Pier 17, the DEIR improperly relies on future compliance of the project with “design
and performance criteria” to reduce the project to less than significant. According to the DEIR
(page S‐25), it will be the Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO) who will
be responsible for monitoring the project sponsor’s compliance with this mitigation measure.
Under this process, the ERO will be required to consult with the Port prior to making a
determination that the Expanded Project has complied with this mitigation measure and the
project sponsor will hire a preservation architect to prepare an amended historic resources
evaluation for the Port’s review as to compliance with the mitigation measure.
This proposed “mitigation measure” is not an adequate mitigation measure under CEQA for
potentially significant impacts to Pier 17, nor is it a substitute for the failure to consider the
impacts of the whole project in the DEIR. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.7
The commentor suggests that Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 is inadequate in terms of
CEQA because it defers analysis of the Expanded Project to future review.

This

comment is addressed in Master Response 1, p. C&R‐1.
Comment 5.8
Future Review of Impacts Caused by the Bridge Building: The DEIR improperly relies on future
regulatory review by the State Office of Historic Preservation, the National Park Service, Bay
Conservation & Development Commission’s (BCDC) and the Port’s Waterfront Design
Advisory Committee “to achieve greater consistency with the Secretary’s Standards” (page
III.D‐30) to reach its conclusion that the construction of the Bridge Building would result in a
less than significant impact on historic resources. Reliance on future regulatory procedures to
mitigate potentially significant impacts is not a substitute for environmental review under
CEQA. Please explain how this future regulatory review is relevant to the CEQA review of the
impacts caused by the project on historic resources? (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March
5, 2009)
Response 5.8
The commentor suggests that the DEIR improperly relies on future review by regulatory
agencies for the Project and Expanded Project to conclude that the Project would result
in a less‐than‐significant impact. While the DEIR discusses the additional anticipated
regulatory review by other agencies, it does not rely on that review to come to a
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conclusion of significance with respect to historic resources. The conclusions reached in
the DEIR relied solely on the analysis presented in the HRER as well as the Planning
Department’s HRE Response, which in this case found the project not consistent with
the Secretary’s Standards yet well below the significant impact threshold.
Comment 5.9
The HPC recommends that the FEIR require HABS‐level documentation of the pre‐1929
addition at the northwest corner of Pier 17 shed prior to its demolition as part of the Cultural
Resource Mitigation Measures. (Charles Chase, Interim President, Historic Preservation Commission,
March 5, 2009)
Response 5.9
At the recommendation of the Historic Preservation Commission, the EIR will add an
improvement measure to document the Pre‐1929 Office Addition at Pier 17.

The

measure is identified as an improvement measure because implementation is not
necessary to avoid or reduce a potentially significant impact. The Project Sponsor has
agreed to implement Improvement Measure I‐CP‐3, which also would be included in the
conditions of the Port lease.
Page III.D‐49 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following Improvement Measure
after paragraph 3:
IMPROVEMENT MEASURE
I‐CP‐3

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the Project Sponsor shall prepare
archival quality photographic documentation of the pre‐1929 Office Addition
at Pier 17. The documentation shall include the following elements and
create an archival record of the historic feature generally consistent with the
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) program:


Archival quality black and white photographs;



An architectural description of the feature; and



Preparation of measured drawings to document the existing condition of
the feature.
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The archival record shall be prepared by a qualified architectural historian in
consultation with the Port of San Francisco and the historic preservation staff
of the San Francisco Planning Department and shall be distributed to:


San Francisco Planning Department;



Port of San Francisco; and



San Francisco Main Public Library

Comment 5.10
The Heritage Issues Committee saw this project in September 2008. In general we are pleased
with the changes made to the previous design, as reflected in the DEIR. We understand that
there probably is no program that would allow for an open space floor plan, but we encourage
further study to explore and experiment with new alternatives for the interior ‐ in particular, the
approach and entry relationships to the interior volume. It would truly be a shame to lose the
spectacular open nave of the building, as the current design closes the perspective view, even
with the glass walls. There are many possible alternatives for this interior space. The EIR
should look at alternatives to minimize the bulk created by the clusters to allow for the view.
Perhaps the clusters could flank the north and south walls, to leave the center open. They could
then be connected with bridges or catwalks. Another option would be to extend the clusters in
length and mass them against the north wall in a one side lateral load, leaving the south side
open as a double‐height open run. There should be further experimentation with placement to
preserve perspective of space along the nave. Perhaps the creation of an elevated platform at
the entrance to enable the long perspective view would help. (Jack A. Gold, San Francisco
Architectural Heritage, March 16, 2009)
The Final EIR also must visually reflect these design changes, as there are no new drawings of
the proposed structure which clearly showed the architectural details or scale height
measurements in comparison to the historic areas. The DEIR in general lacks sufficient graphic
representation of the project, and its potential impact on viewpoints and approaches. We are in
support of the reuse of Piers 15 and 17 for the Exploratorium. It is our hope that the Final EIR
will take into account the compatibility of additions and alternative designs for the interior
spaces. (Jack A. Gold, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, March 16, 2009)
Because they could enter into some kind of complicated lease arrangement. In any case, thatʹs
neither here nor there. In my experience with view‐to‐view, if it does go through the National
Park Service, there was a huge amount of concern, which I believe the consultants to the
Exploratorium already know about, about how the interior spaces are viewed, and how much
of the interior spaces can be experienced as a volume, since the volume of the pier sheds are one
of the most important character‐defining features. (Commissioner Sugaya, March 5, 2009)
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Response 5.10
The commentors suggest that the EIR should include analysis of alternative interior
designs for Pier 15 and 17, and they also note that the DEIR lacks sufficient graphic
representation of the Project and Expanded Project.

Page III.D‐26 of the DEIR states that the interior character‐defining elements for Pier 15
include the steel‐frame structural system, steel trusses, wood roof decking, open interior
spatial character (large volume), and the amount of daylight in the interior. The DEIR
also states that the proposed interior elements would be contemporary in character with
materials, including glass and metal that would substantially preserve the open interior
special character and not create a false sense of history.
The Planning Department explored a range of alternatives for the Project and Expanded
Project in Chapter V of the DEIR, Alternatives, pp. V‐1 through V‐20. The interior
alternatives suggested by San Francisco Architectural Heritage were examined by the
Project Sponsor separate from the CEQA process as part of the design process and were
deemed to cause greater impact to the interior character‐defining features. Specifically,
these alternatives caused impacts to the north and south walls of the Pier 15 Transit
Shed because extensive physical connections to historic shed walls would be a necessary
part of the design. As proposed, the Project minimizes the alterations and connections
to the north and south walls of the Pier 15 Transit Shed, and allows for a clear
differentiation between new construction and the existing historic building. In addition,
the Project allows for a clear view corridor of the interior volume at the first and second
floors, particularly along the north and south walls. The interior cluster arrangement
allows for three areas of new construction, rather than an elongated arrangement of new
construction running the length of the building. As demonstrated by the proposed uses
for the middle cluster, which is intended to be open area laboratory space, the cluster
arrangement provides for a clear view of the second floor from the west to east façade.
The cluster arrangement allows for larger two‐story volumetric spaces, which preserves
this character‐defining feature of the resource.
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The Project Sponsor intends to treat the build‐out of the Pier 17 interior in a similar
manner to Pier 15, whereby character‐defining features would be rehabilitated based on
the detailed performance criteria set forth in Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 With regard to
the interior features of Pier 17, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1 would, at a minimum,
require that the Expanded Project preserve, rehabilitate, or restore the previously
identified character‐defining features of Pier 17 including: the transit shed wood‐frame
construction (stud‐frame walls, wood plank gable roof, and interior roof trusses) and
open interior volume and spatial character, including pier shed, exposed ceilings, wood
roof decking, wooden trusses, and structural columns.
Section 15126.6 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires consideration of alternatives that
could avoid or substantially reduce any significant effects of the project. The DEIR
concluded that the Project would result in a less‐than‐significant impact on historic
resources and the Expanded Project would result in a less‐than‐significant impact on
historic resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, and interior
character‐defining elements would be preserved. Therefore, the DEIR is not required to
evaluate alternative interior designs that would reduce or avoid a significant effect.
The Project Description graphics have been revised to present details of the Project and
Expanded Project more clearly. Additional graphics have also been included. The
revised Project Description graphics are presented on Figures C&R‐3 through C&R‐10,
pp. C&R‐31 and C&R‐38 of this Comments and Responses document.

Additional

simulations of the Project and Expanded Project have been prepared to more clearly
represent the Bridge Building as viewed from Herb Caen Way and the San Francisco
Bay. These simulations are presented Figures C&R‐12 and C&R‐13, pp. C&R‐40 and
C&R‐41, this Comments and Responses document.
Comment 5.11
Another issue is that there are no examples of piers anywhere in the National Register Historic
District, or elsewhere in the San Francisco Bay, that have a sizable new building constructed at
the waterʹs edge, with an elevator penthouse. It is also our understanding that there are no
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other examples on the California coastline where a building appears at the end of a pier. (Gerry
Crowley, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.11
The commentor suggests that there are no examples of piers anywhere in the National
Register Historic District or elsewhere along the San Francisco Bay that have a sizable
new building constructed at the waterʹs edge. There are piers with connector buildings
in the Historic District including Piers 19‐23, 27‐31, and 48. Also, as noted above, the
Historic District does possess an example of a new building constructed at the water’s
edge, as evidenced by Pier 3, which has a large new multi‐story addition (detailed in
Master Response 4). As specified by CEQA, the analysis of a project need only address
qualified historic resources impacted by the undertaking. Therefore, an examination of
other piers along the California coastline is unnecessary to identify potential impacts of
the Project and the Expanded Project and was not conducted as part of this study.
Comment 5.12
Viktoriya addressed four issues. Historical resource, I think the issue will be resolved by
historical preservation. (Commissioner Lee, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.12
The commentor appears to indicate that the historic preservation issues will be
addressed through the processes identified in the Section III‐D, Cultural Resources, of
the DEIR.
Comment 5.13
Itʹs not just two trains not meeting in the night, but indeed they will have to meet somewhere.
The one concern I would say, as weʹre making the building, moving it out of port and glass, it
still needs to have a transparency in order to allow views to the bay through the building, in
some form or another.
Itʹs a critical balance about an element which is more a materiality point of view, responding to
the pier buildings, but is also one which allows views or partial views through it or alongside it.
The fact that the elevator housing has been moved over brings that element more into the
massing of the overall. So many of the things are being addressed because the building is being
looked at by a number of competent people who are shaping it with public interest in mind.
(Commissioner Moore, March 5, 2009)
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Response 5.13
The commentor considers the design of the Bridge Building with regard to massing and
glazing and appears to generally support the design direction and process. Design and
materials for the proposed Bridge Building are discussed in Master Response 4 on
p. C&R‐19.
Comment 5.14
First a question. And I guess I read through the records, and weʹre talking about the façades,
and of course 15 has a neoclassic façade, and from what I can tell, 17 never did. Is that correct?
Right. Because where that is, the public would command the most of the façades that inter run
the Embarcadero. But as you described, that was not ever there, so thereʹs nothing to restore it
back to its original state. Although there were some changes that occurred to the front of that
pier over the years. (Commissioner Antonini, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.14
The commentor asks about the façades of Pier 15 and Pier 17. Pier 15 was constructed
with a neoclassical bulkhead building, which faces The Embarcadero, while Piers 17 and
36 are the only two piers within the Historic District constructed without bulkhead
buildings and have flat fronts that lack architectural ornamentation. Pier 17 features a
transit shed the east façade of which has been altered over time. Pier 17’s west façade
still possesses its historic wood doors. Piers 15/17 are both contributors to the Historic
District and additional information on the history and alterations to Piers 15 and 17 can
be found in the HRER, pp. 37‐53, 127‐129, and 137‐139.
Comment 5.15
And I think with respect to the design, just aside from the graphics, we are concerned about its
location within the National Register District, of course, and the adherence and compliance with
the Secretary of Interior Standards.
In this case, I would think it would be rehabilitation. And I assume thatʹs going to be ongoing,
because there will be, especially if the Port is going to follow its usual procedure of requiring
this to be submitted for, I think, I donʹt know, since this is a nonprofit, but submitted for tax
credits? Are they making them do that or not? Itʹs not a for‐profit developer. (Commissioner
Sugaya, March 5, 2009)
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Response 5.15
The commentor indicates that one method of ensuring compliance with the Secretary’s
Standards is through review associated with the historic preservation tax credit process
and asks whether the Project Sponsor will be applying for historic tax credits and
whether the Port will require application. Compliance of the Project and Expanded
Project with the Secretary’s Standards is discussed in the DEIR on p. III.D‐23. Additional
analysis of the Project under the Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standard #9 is
included in Master Response 3, p. C&R‐10.
The Port is requiring compliance with the Secretary’s Standards as part of the Lease and
LDDA agreements. Therefore, irrespective of whether the Project Sponsor applies and
receives tax credits based on compliance with the Secretary’s Standards, the analysis in
the DEIR of the Project and Expanded Project’s consistency with the Secretary’s Standards
would not change. The Port is not requiring the Project Sponsor to apply for tax credits.
However, the Project Sponsor has submitted an application for tax credits to the NPS.
Comment 5.16
So I can tell from, somewhat from the plans that are in the EIR, that there are large chunks of
open space in the pier sheds. But one of the concerns, I think, is the actual approach and entry
relationships to the interior volume. (Commissioner Sugaya, March 5, 2009)
Response 5.16
The commentor indicates that one of the preservation concerns is the relationship
between the entry into Pier 15 and its interior volume. The Project would not obscure
any of the entries into the Pier 15 Bulkhead Building or transit shed, nor the connection
between the bulkhead building and the transit shed. The Project features a clear glass
low interior partition between the bulkhead building and transit shed, thereby
maintaining visual access down the length of the transit shed. The Project maintains the
primary entrance at the bulkhead building, while also providing a secondary museum
entrance on the west façade of the transit shed adjacent to the Valley, with views into the
pier shed.
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As stated on p. III.D‐16 of the DEIR, the open interior spatial character and other interior
elements are character‐defining features of Pier 17. As stated in the DEIR on p. III.D‐31
rehabilitation and new construction within the interior of the Pier 17 Transit Shed would
include construction of interior partitions and similar tenant improvements as found in
the Project.

The Expanded Project would alter the interior spatial character of the

Transit Shed by constructing new interior partition walls. The existing non‐historic
interior office partitions would be demolished, and the historic office located at the west
end would be retained.
The character‐defining features of the interior of Pier 17 would be preserved with
adherence to performance criteria included required in Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1. In
particular, Performance Criteria No. 9, pp. III.D‐44 and III.D‐45, requires the Project
Sponsor to carefully consider the open interior spatial quality, amount of daylight, and
exposed structural system of the Pier 17 Transit Shed, which are all character‐defining
features of the Pier 17 interior. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐
1 would ensure that the approach and entry relationships to the interior volume that
contribute to the historic character of Pier 17 would be preserved.
Additional information may be obtained from the Project Description in the DEIR, pp.
II‐8 through II‐18. Additional graphics have also been included to illustrate the floor
plans and building elevations for the Project and Expanded Project. The revised Project
Description graphics are presented on in Figures C&R‐3 through C&R‐10 on pp. C&R‐31
through C&R‐38 of this Comments and Responses document. The graphics are intended
to provide the reader with additional detail regarding the Project and the Expanded
Project, and do not change the conclusions in the DEIR.
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6.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Comment 6.1
The DEIR does not adequately address the project’s potential impacts on transportation and
circulation.
The following are some key transportation issues needs further discussed by the DEIR:
Curb changes. We would like to understand the impact of extensive cut outs/white zones/drop
off zones on pedestrians and bicycles/bicycle lanes along on Herb Caen Way. (Vedica Puri,
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 6.1
The commentor requests an explanation of how pedestrians and bicyclists on Herb Caen
Way would be affected by the passenger and bus drop off zones.

This has been

addressed on pp. III.E‐36 through III.E‐42 of the DEIR.
The pedestrian impact evaluation is presented on pp. III.E‐36 through III.E‐41 of the
DEIR. The sidewalk area in front of Pier 15 would remain similar to its current
configuration, with a minimum width of approximately 25 feet at the existing two‐car
parking indent, although the indent would be extended south by approximately 75 feet
to accommodate the passenger loading/unloading zone.

The existing 33 foot‐wide

sidewalk area in front of Pier 17 would be expanded as part of the Project. The area
between the curb edge and the raised portions of the Art Ribbon would be narrowed by
approximately nine feet to provide for bus passenger loading and unloading.

See

Appendix B of the DEIR for a diagram showing the dimensions of the bus and
passenger loading/unloading zones and their relation to Herb Caen Way in front of Piers
15/17.
The impact of the loading and unloading of buses in front of Pier 17 and other visitors in
front of Pier 15 was found to be less than significant because it is not anticipated to
impede pedestrians on the promenade. The Project Sponsor has developed a plan to
minimize any disruptions to pedestrian flows along the promenade. The designated bus
passenger staging areas in front of Pier 17 and the use of “Explainersʺ would minimize
the time that students or other visitors are on Herb Caen Way in the path of passing
Case No. 2006.1073E
THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT

C&R‐78

FINAL EIR
JULY 2009

VI. Comments and Responses
pedestrians and bicyclists. A Transportation Monitor would communicate to passing
pedestrians and bicycle riders on Herb Caen Way that caution should be exercised.
The bicycle impact evaluation is presented on p. III.E‐41 of the DEIR. To facilitate
efficient and safe interactions between vehicles using the two proposed curb indents and
bicyclists traveling northbound on Bicycle Route #5, the Project would include the
following design features: (a) install a lane separator curb system in front of the Pier 15
passenger loading/unloading curb indent; (b) stencil bicycle symbols adjacent to the bus
and passenger loading/unloading curb indents; (c) install appropriate signage at the
curb; (d) increase the depth of the bus loading/unloading curb indent from 8.5 feet to 9
feet; (e) paint a continuous line demarcating the inside (east) edge of the bicycle lane
from the two curb indents; and (e) prepare a Transportation Management Plan (TMP).
See Appendix B of the DEIR for a diagram showing the dimensions of the bus and
passenger loading/unloading zones and their relation to the northbound bicycle lane.
The impact of the loading and unloading of buses in front of Pier 17 and other visitors in
front of Pier 15 was found to be less than significant because the implementation of the
above‐noted design features would minimize potential hazardous conditions for
bicyclists.
Comment 6.2
Bus impact. Where will the buses park after dropping off field trip school children? (Vedica
Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 6.2
The commentor asks where buses will park after dropping of passengers at the
Exploratorium. This has been addressed on p. III.E‐45 of the DEIR. The Project Sponsor
would lease an off‐site location to accommodate field trip and tour buses; three potential
Port sites are: 1) the Valley between Piers 27/29 on The Embarcadero between Battery
and Sansome Streets, 2) Piers 30/32 on The Embarcadero at Brannan Street, and 3)
Seawall Lot 349 located at Pier 70 at the end of 20th Street.
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Comment 6.3
Parking impact. If Seawall Lot 321 across the street is changed from a long term parking lot to 1
hr parking, where will the longer term parkers relocate? What are the available alternatives?
The impact on the surrounding neighborhood must be studied. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill
Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
Response 6.3
The commentor asks about the affect on long‐term parkers if Seawall Lot 321 is
converted to short‐term parking.

A parking study was performed as part of the

Transportation Study for this Project to determine the current availability of both short‐
term and long‐term parking in the Project vicinity. The results of the parking study (see
p. III.E‐17 of the DEIR) indicate that there is currently a substantial surplus of parking
available in the Project Site vicinity. Based on field observations, it was found that the
current off‐street parking occupancy is 78 percent during the weekday midday, 32
percent during the weekday evening, and 32 percent during the weekend midday.
Therefore, any potential displacement of long‐term parkers from Seawall Lot 321 could
likely be accommodated in nearby facilities.
Comment 6.4
Ferry and water taxi service. Ferry service should be integral to the project. Since fast ferries
have been proposed for transit to the North and South bays, ferry service should be integral to
the project. In addition, water taxis should be utilized. (Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers,
March 5, 2009)
Response 6.4
The commentor notes that ferry service and water taxis should be integral to the Project.
The Project would provide a boat dock for water taxi service along the south apron of
Pier 15; the facility would be able to accommodate water taxis and other small watercraft
if and when such a service becomes available. The water taxi landing is described on
p. II‐21 of the DEIR and in further detail in Response 2.8 on p. C&R‐46. While the
physical structure of the landing is analyzed in the DEIR, the Port would have
responsibility for making any necessary arrangement with water taxi operators.
Additional information regarding the water taxi landing is provided under Response to
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Comment 2.8, p. C&R‐46. Ferries operate at the Ferry Building, a several minute walk
from the Project Site, and the Project Sponsor would encourage visitors to use ferries.
Comment 6.5
While the curbside private vehicle and bus drop‐off areas are convenient for museum visitors,
these loading/unloading areas encourage multiple vehicle crossings of the existing northbound
bike lane and reduce the width of the existing Promenade. Despite the design features
highlighted in this document, we continue to have concerns about the safety of bicyclists and
pedestrians within the project area. (Laura Thompson, SF Bay Trail, March 16, 2009)
Response 6.5
The commentor is concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians within the
Project vicinity. The Project impacts on bicycle and pedestrian conditions in the Project
vicinity have been evaluated in the DEIR pursuant to the two significance criteria that
relate to pedestrians and bicycles (see p. III.E‐19 of the DEIR).
The pedestrian safety analysis found that the impact of vehicles traveling along The
Embarcadero and vehicles crossing the promenade would be less than significant.
Additionally, the analysis found that the loading/unloading of bus passengers in front of
Pier 17 would not create hazardous conditions for pedestrians. See pp. III.E‐36 through
III.E‐41 of the DEIR for further details on the pedestrian impact evaluation.
The bicycle safety analysis found that the impact of buses and vehicles utilizing the
loading/unloading curb indents in front of Pier 15 and Pier 17 would be less than
significant. The implementation of several design features as part of the Project would
serve to minimize potential hazardous conditions for bicyclists. The design features are:
(a) install a lane separator curb system in front of the passenger drop‐off/pick‐up curb
indent; (b) stencil a bicycle symbol adjacent to the bus and passenger loading/unloading
curb indents; (c) install appropriate signage at the curb; (d) increase the depth of the bus
loading/unloading curb indent from 8.5 feet to 9 feet; (e) paint a continuous line
demarcating the inside (east) edge of the bicycle lane from the two curb indents; and (e)
prepare a TMP. Please refer to p. II‐24 of the DEIR for further detail on the design
features noted above. See p. III.E‐41 for further details on the bicycle impact evaluation.
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Comment 6.6
The Final EIR should address how the personal vehicle loading/unloading area and the bus
loading/unloading area are functioning during museum hours AND when the museum is
closed. A monitoring program should be established to determine whether the facilities are
functioning in a safe manner. (Laura Thompson, SF Bay Trail, March 16, 2009)
Response 6.6
The commentor asks for a description of how the loading/unloading areas will function
when the museum is closed. On p. III.E‐44 of the DEIR, it is stated that garbage trucks
would remove trash and recycling during the museum’s off hours by parking in the
proposed passenger loading/unloading curb indent in front of Pier 15. Since publication
of the DEIR, the proposed location of the trash/recycling room has changed from the
southwest corner of Pier 15 to the northwest corner of Pier 17. As such, garbage trucks
would remove trash and recycling during the museum’s off hours by parking in the
proposed bus loading/unloading curb indent in front of Pier 17. A text change to the
DEIR has been included to reflect this change, presented below. This change has been
reviewed by the Planning Department and determined not to result in any new
significant impacts or otherwise change the conclusions in the DEIR.
Apart from this short‐term use by garbage trucks, parking would be prohibited at all
times in both loading/unloading zones (Pier 15 and Pier 17). The Project Sponsor would
install “No Parking” signs to enforce this prohibition; the installation and design of such
signs would be coordinated with the MTA and approved by the Port and would
conform to all relevant City codes and to the requirements under the Lease. During
after‐hours events, when the museum is closed to the general public, the Pier 15 curb
indent may also serve as a valet drop‐off for vehicle parking elsewhere.
Page III.E‐44 of the DEIR will be modified to delete the last sentence of paragraph 3:
If extended, the curb indent would retain the existing curb cut leading to and
from the Pier 15 Access Lane and this curb cut would be utilized for emergency
access (e.g., police, ambulance). Under both the Project and Expanded Project,
garbage trucks would remove trash and recycling during the museum’s off hours
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by parking in the proposed passenger loading/unloading curb indent in front of
Pier 15.
Page III.E‐45 of the DEIR, will be modified to add the following sentence to the end of
paragraph 3:
Under both the Project and Expanded Project, garbage trucks would remove
trash and recycling during the museum’s off hours by parking in the proposed
bus loading/unloading curb indent in front of Pier 17.
Page II‐22 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following paragraph after the
paragraph 2:
Parking would be prohibited in the passenger loading and unloading curb
indent in front of Pier 15 at all times. The Project Sponsor would install “No
Parking” signs to enforce this prohibition; the installation and design of such
signs would be coordinated with the MTA and Port and would conform to all
relevant City codes and to the requirements under the Lease. During after‐hours
events, when the museum is closed to the general public, the Pier 15 curb indent
may also serve as a valet drop‐off for vehicles parking elsewhere.
Page II‐24 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following paragraph before
paragraph 1:
As noted for the passenger loading and unloading curb indent in front of Pier 15,
parking would be prohibited at all times in the bus loading and unloading curb
indent in front of Pier 17. The Project Sponsor would install “No Parking” signs
to enforce this prohibition; the installation and design of such signs would be
coordinated with the MTA and Port and would conform to all relevant City
codes and to the requirements under the Lease.
The commentor requests that a vehicle loading/unloading monitoring program be
implemented and that it address the function of the curb indents after‐hours.

As

described in the DEIR p. II‐24 and noted on p. III.E‐41, a TMP is required to be prepared
for the Project. The TMP would include procedures to ensure that the loading and
unloading of passengers in front of Pier 15 and Pier 17 is conducted in a safe manner.
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Additionally, the Port of San Francisco would require that a Transportation Report be
submitted within six months following the opening of the museum and annually
thereafter to document compliance with the TMP and detail the operational deficiencies
of the

curb indents, if any, and proposals to address the deficiencies.

The

Transportation Report would include proposals to address any deficiencies identified
(Letter from the Port of San Francisco to SF Planning Department, March 24, 2009).
Comment 6.7
I think there is a potential problem with the bus drop‐off for the children, and I would like to
recommend that it not be moved from the front of the building, because I think childrenʹs safety
is of paramount importance. (Bob Middlestar, March 5, 2009)
Iʹm Morton Beebe, 150 Lombard, the waterfront.
I am a many‐year resident of Telegraph Hill, down on Lombard Street on the second block of
the waterfront. I know the area well. The addition of the Ferry Buildingʹs remodel and the
farmerʹs market on Saturday mornings draws an enormous amount of traffic and is enormously
successful.
Weʹre there every week. I can see in terms of traffic flow, drop‐off, all those factors, that the
consideration of the Exploratorium is quite important, in that it will draw a lot of traffic, both
for kids and adults. I think itʹs a very positive impact on the area.
I think everything they have in their drawings, their outline, the way they conduct themselves
in the Exploratorium, where they are, is excellent, and I hope you will be endorsing their efforts
in the near future. I thank you very much. (Morton Beebe, March 5, 2009)
Hello. My name is Sarah Delaney, 93 Thorn Street. Iʹm a science teacher here in San Francisco,
and Iʹve taught at public school and at private school, and I teach middle school, which is
probably the most challenging age to teach when youʹre trying to organize groups of kids.
I wanted to say that I support the findings of this report, and I do think itʹs very important that
we continue to focus on safety of children and accessibility for children and, basically, more
than anything, the enjoyment of the people going there. And if teachers and parents and kids
are stressed because of other factors, itʹs going to decrease that enjoyment and the learning
experience.
So I wanted to just support that the bus dropoff continues to stay on the same side as the
museum. And I appreciate all your work. Iʹm very excited about this. (Sarah Delaney, March 5,
2009)
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My name is Tim Roche, I live at 3727 25th Street. Iʹm an avid bicyclist. I live and bike here. I
donʹt think that the move and the bus cutoffs being on the same side of the Exploratorium
should have any serious detrimental effect on the bike traffic. Thank you. (Tom Roche, March 5,
2009)
Response 6.7
The commentors support the location of the bus loading/unloading zone in front of Pier
17 and the passenger drop‐off zone in front of Pier 15. These locations are consistent
with the Project as described in the DEIR.
7.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Comment 7.1
I kept hearing through the grapevine that the design for the new Exploratorium building has
glass walls, with a glass railing on the roof and one or more glass walkways connecting the
piers. Weʹd all love to see the Exploratorium at Piers 15/17, but not in a building that creates a
problem for wildlife. Seabirds like endangered California brown pelicans soar along the
waterfront, often skimming over the piers. All that glass at the end of Pier 15 could be a
dangerous, invisible hazard for them, whether the glass is reflective or ʺsee‐through.ʺ Iʹm
concerned that seabirds might think they can fly straight through the walls and BOOM!
I went to the Exploratoriumʹs presentation at the Chinatown library and asked about this issue.
I was told that the glass walls will have some sort of ʺglazeʺ that makes it visible to birds. My
question is this: Do you know of any other buildings that use this glaze? The Exploratorium
people do seem to be concerned about this issue, but they couldnʹt give me specific information
about the glaze, or proof that it actually works to prevent bird deaths.
Mark Bittner and I are taking care of a parrot from the wild flock who bashed into a glass
windscreen at full speed on top of a Telegraph Hill deck and went into a coma. She couldnʹt go
back to the flock when she came to, because she has vision problems in one eye, which must
have hit the glass. Mark and I have had ʺBig Birdʺ for six years and will take care of her for the
rest of her life. Glass windscreens that stick up higher than the roof, such as the one on the
Exploratorium, are particularly hazardous for birds.
It would be very bad p.r. (and possibly illegal) for the Exploratorium to harm a federally
endangered species. Iʹm particularly sensitive to brown pelicans because theyʹre the subject of
my new documentary, ʺPelican Dreams.ʺ (An earlier film I made is entitled ʺThe Wild Parrots of
Telegraph Hill.ʺ) The smartest, most prudent policy in a ʺgreenʺ city such as San Francisco
would be to ban reflective and see‐through building materials from all new construction. Our
fellow avian residents will thank us. (Judy Irving, February 25, 2008)
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Significant adverse effects of the proposed Bridge Building on Birds/Biological Resources is not
considered. The DEIR fails to consider the potentially significant impacts on birds flying into
the large expanses of glass that will comprise the structure proposed to be constructed at the
end of the pier shed. The glass railings proposed to enclose the roof deck will increase these
impacts further, as would the glass bridges, particularly the second bridge contemplated to be
constructed to link the Bridge Building to Pier 17 in the “Expanded Project” at the second level.
(Vedica Puri, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, March 5, 2009)
The EIR should also discuss the potential for bird strikes from new structures and windows
proposed as part of the project and whether measures to prevent bird strikes that are
recognized as effective in the scientific literature can address this issue. (Ming Yeung, BCDC,
March 16, 2009)
Hereʹs one I like. You know how proud we are of our wild parrots of Telegraph Hill. A
significant adverse effect of the proposed bridge building on birds and biological resources is
not considered.
The DEIR fails to consider the potentially significant impacts of birds flying into the large
expanses of glass that will comprise the structure, comprise ‐‐ increase these impacts ‐‐ let me
start all over again.
The DEIR fails to consider the potentially significant impacts of birds flying into the large
expanses of glass that will compromise the ‐‐ increase these impacts ‐‐ gee, Iʹm telling you,
today is bad ‐‐ will compromise the structure, the structure proposed to be — the glass ceilings
will increase these impacts further, as will the glass bridges, particularly the second bridge,
contemplated to be built to Pier 17, in the expanded project, the second level. (Gerry Crowley,
March 5, 2009)
I am not certain that, from my first review of it, that the concept of that much glass, as to impact
on birds, the Audubon Society is upset, as well as others — as well as additional light pollution
— totally works. (President Miguel, March 5, 2009)
Regarding the bird issue, there are other places in the United States that are high‐rises. They are
on Port property. If you go to New York City, they have high‐rise buildings made of glass.
Maryland also has glass there. The question of where the birds come and how they hit, granted
thereʹs different cities and they have different rules and regulations. (Commissioner Lee, March 5,
2009)
Finally, on the issue of the birds, a couple of weeks ago I thought they were higher buildings
and they were mistaking then for stars. So this may be lower‐flying birds. Iʹm not quite sure
what that commentary was.
I didnʹt analyze it. Iʹm not sure that it has to, in my opinion. (Commissioner Antonini, March 5,
2009)
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Response 7.1
The commentors raise the concern that the glazing on the New Bridge Building may
result in bird strikes. Expert literature on this topic indicates that birds cannot see glass
walls/windows and hit them primarily for one of two reasons: 1) glass reflection – from
the outside of most buildings, glass appears highly reflective, mirroring the outside
environment; and 2) transparency – birds can see into the buildings and try to reach
perches, potted plants, water sources and other lures located inside the building. 7
Additionally, at night, illumination of buildings can create a beacon effect, attracting and
confusing migratory birds.
The Bridge Building has been designed in accordance with the New York City
Audubon’s “Bird‐Safe Building Guidelines” and is consistent with additional guidance
provided by the Planning Department. These guidelines recommend using fritted glass
– glass with spaced ceramic enamel patterns that make the glass appear less transparent
to birds, while allowing building occupants to see out. The Exploratorium is proposing
to use a fritted glass with approximately 50 percent coverage on the west façade of the
Bridge Building, and approximately 25 percent coverage on the east façade. The fritted
percentage is based on balancing several issues, such as guidelines for bird‐safety, the
desire to allow views outside the building and light into the building, and minimizing
the heat gain effect. The differing percentages of fritted glass on the east and west
façade is influenced by the need to reduce heat gain as a California Code of Regulations
Title 24‐compliant building. The visual distance between the pattern would be less than
four inches across and two inches high, in accordance with the guidelines. 8
Additional guidance recommends the use of a cover on the glass.

Window

shades/blinds would be used to reduce the transparency of the glass and to reduce the
light or views into the space if there is an event or a special exhibit that requires it. The
window shades would also be used to handle the glare of a low sun rise/set.

7
8

New York City Audubon, Bird‐Safe Building Guidelines. May 2007.
Randi Doeker, Birds and Buildings Forum, Bird‐Safe Design Practices. October 27, 2005.
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Additionally, to reduce the night‐time illumination, the Exploratorium would use
automated lighting controls with occupancy sensors so that the lights would only turn
on when someone is in that particular room.

This would significantly reduce the

amount of night‐time lighting. These design features would ensure that construction
and operation of the Project and Expanded Project would have a less‐than‐significant
impact on threatened, endangered, or protected birds.
Text has been added to the DEIR to identify the use of fritted glass on the Bridge
Building. Page II‐14 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following sentence after the
third sentence of paragraph 2:
The Bridge Building would be constructed with concrete, steel, glass, and fritted
glass. Fritted glass contains spaced ceramic enamel patterns that make the glass
appear less transparent to birds, while allowing a degree of transparency that
would allow for views into and out of the building. The fritted glass would be
applied to approximately 50 percent of the west façade of the Bridge Building,
and to approximately 25 percent on the east façade.
Comment 7.2
Fish, Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife. The policies in this section address the benefits of
fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife and the importance of protecting the Bayʹs subtidal
habitats, native, threatened or endangered species and candidates for listing as endangered or
threatened. The EIR should include more information on the proposed Bay water pumping
system and address how the construction and use of this system would meet these policies and
minimize impacts to special‐status species and habitat in the Bay. Other Bay Plan policies may
apply to this component of the project, but it is unclear at this time, what this system would
involve. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 7.2
The commentor requests additional information on the Project’s proposed Bay water
pumping system and details on how the system would be designed to minimize impacts
to special‐status species and habitat in the Bay. As described on p. III.H‐22 of the DEIR,
the Bay water heating and cooling system would be designed in accordance with State
and federal regulations, and the Project Sponsor would obtain permits and approvals
from a variety of agencies, including the California Regional Water Quality Control
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Board (CRWQCB), Corps, and BCDC as applicable. This process will include the
permitting agenciesʹ consultation with agencies responsible for natural resources as
needed, potentially including NOAA Fisheries and the California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG). These requirements on the Bay water heating/cooling system would
include limits on the screen size to reduce intake of sediment and other materials and to
maintain intake velocities. Requirements would also include methods for cleaning the
intake to ensure that the velocities remain constant, and provisions to ensure that the
discharged water would not substantially raise water temperatures. The following
additional information has been added to the Project Description to describe the
proposed Bay water pumping system.
Page II‐20 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following heading and paragraphs
before the heading “Maritime Uses:”
Bay Water Heating and Cooling System
Operation of the Project and Expanded Project would include a Bay water
pumping system that would pump in water for heating and cooling of the
Exploratorium buildings.

The base heating and cooling distribution system

would be hydronic with in‐slab radiant tubing and radiant manifolds. Electronic
water source heat pumps using Bay water as the heat sink would provide a low
temperature (100 degrees Fahrenheit) heating hot water source for the radiant
slab system and incoming fresh air from the air handlers. The cooling system
would also use Bay water. Bay water would be used as a free cooling source
when Bay water temperature is below 59 degrees Fahrenheit. Bay water would
not be fed directly into the heating and cooling system. A series of filters and an
ultraviolet sterilization system would treat the water before it enters the system
and prior to return of water to the Bay. No chemical treatment of water would
be used in the system. The Bay water intake screen would meet criteria to
minimize impingement and entrainment of locally present fish.

The system

would also be designed to minimize temperature increase of the surrounding
Bay water and would meet the requirements of the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CRWQCB).
The system has been initially designed to incorporate input from applicable
permit agencies, including a preliminary review by CRWQCB.
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details of the system would be finalized during the Construction Documents
phase with input from the various permitting agencies, including the CRWQCB,
Corps, and BCDC as applicable. The system would be designed with the best
available technology in accordance with state and federal regulations. The
process would include the permitting agenciesʹ consultation with agencies
responsible for natural resources as needed, potentially including NOAA
Fisheries and CDFG.
The additional information above does not change the conclusions reached in the DEIR
that the Project and Expanded Project would result in less‐than‐significant biological
resources impacts with implementation of mitigation measures.
8.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Comment 8.1
The SAP identifies specific piers along the San Francisco waterfront for removal to restore and
preserve significant areas of open water along the shoreline. Open water areas benefit Bay
water circulation and effective tidal action. Policy 1 of the Water Surface Area and Volume
section of the Bay Plan states that the surface area of the Bay and the total volume of water
should be kept as large as possible and that filling that reduces area and water volume should
be allowed only for purposes providing substantial public benefits and only if there is no
reasonable alternative. If the proposed project does not include removal of the valley and the
non‐historic shed additions as required in the SAP, it is possible that the Commission may
require removal of an equal amount of fill elsewhere along the San Francisco waterfront as
mitigation. Since the Commission cannot authorize this project as proposed without amending
the SAP, this conflict with the fill removal requirements constitutes a potentially significant
effect on the environment. The EIR should consider the potential impacts to Bay resources from
retaining, rather than removing the fill. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 8.1
The commentor requests that the EIR consider potential impacts to Bay resources from
retaining and/or adding fill, rather than removing fill at the Project Site.
The Project Sponsor proposes amendments to the WLUP and SAP, as described in the
DEIR p. III.B‐1, to reflect the fact that the Project and the Expanded Project would not
remove the entire Valley deck, nor all of the pilings supporting the deck, nor the non‐
historic shed additions. BCDC staff has requested that the Project Sponsor undertake
elsewhere in San Francisco Bay the removal of pile‐supported fill that is not otherwise
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designated for removal.

These discussions are ongoing, and the precise amount,

location and timing of fill removal have not yet been identified. The proposals have
ranged from removal of approximately 10,000 to 100,000 sf of fill, with the work to be
completed within a range of 1 to 20 years following Project completion.
Bay fill is generally considered to have adverse environmental consequences on water
quality and marine biology, and accordingly fill removal is generally considered to be
environmentally beneficial.

However, the activity does have the potential for

construction‐related impacts under the following topics, discussed below:

Water

Quality and Biological Resources, as well as Transportation, Air Quality, Noise, and
Hazardous Materials.
Description of Activity.

The activity may consist of identifying one or more

deteriorated piers on the San Francisco waterfront and undertaking the removal and
disposal of any remaining deck materials and timber support piles. The first phase of
work would involve a survey to investigate current conditions and confirm (by visual
inspection) whether the piles (and decking if applicable) are treated with a preservative,
typically creosote. The structures would also be surveyed by a qualified biologist to
evaluate whether the piles and appurtenant wood structures slated for removal may be
used as nesting sites by birds, such as western gulls. Based upon the survey, the Project
Sponsor would work with the Port to identify appropriate measures to be undertaken
pursuant to the contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan (ʺEPP”) to ensure that any
hazardous materials would be handled and disposed of properly during the removal
activities. The Project Sponsor then would submit necessary applications to Regulatory
Agencies (discussed below). The fill removal activity would also require water quality‐
related permits or authorization from the CRWQCB, Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
and BCDC, as‐needed, depending on project‐specific requirements, and a building or
encroachment permit from the Port.

These permits would include water quality

protection provisions, as described in the DEIR Section III.I that would be incorporated
into the EPP.
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Using a barge‐mounted crane, piles would be broken or cut at or just below the mud
line. Piles and other remnants of derelict wood structures would be removed and lifted
onto a barge or truck and transported to an appropriate facility for temporary storage
and subsequent disposal. Creosote‐treated piles would be handled and disposed of in
accordance with State regulations regarding management of treated wood waste
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Div. 4.5, Ch. 34).
Water Quality. The construction‐related effects of the Project and the Expanded Project
on Water Quality are described on DEIR p. III.I‐24.

The text describes the various

activities in and around the water that have the potential to impact water quality,
including the delivery, handling and storage of construction materials and wastes, the
use of construction equipment, and demolition involving existing structures over water
and their repair and/or replacement. The analysis concludes that potential violation of
water discharge requirements and water quality standards during construction would
be less than significant because the Project and the Expanded Project would be required
to comply with the 401 Certification, 404 Corps Permit, BCDC Major Permit, and the
EPP. This analysis and conclusions are not site‐specific, and apply equally to the fill
removal activities. Additional text has been added to the DEIR to address these fill
removal activities.
Page II‐28 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following paragraph after
paragraph 2:
The Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and Bay Conservation and Development
Commission’s Special Area Plan designate the entire Valley and supporting piles
for removal at the Project Site. The Project and the Expanded Project would not
remove the entire Valley deck and all of the pilings supporting the deck.
Construction activities for the Project and Expanded Project may include
removal of pile‐supported fill at a location along San Francisco’s southern
waterfront that is not otherwise designated for removal.
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Page III.I‐24 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following paragraph after
paragraph 3:
The Project and the Expanded Project would not remove the entire Valley deck
and all of the pilings supporting the deck, as required by the WLUP and SAP.
The policies in both plans require removal of all fill associated with the Valley
including the support pilings.

Construction activities for the Project and

Expanded Project may include removal of pile‐supported fill at a location along
San Francisco’s southern waterfront that is not otherwise designated for removal.
The precise amount, location and timing of fill removal have not yet been
determined.
The additional information above does not change the significance of conclusions
reached in the Water Quality section of the DEIR, and the analysis is otherwise
unchanged.
Biological Resources. Construction‐related impacts of the Project and the Expanded
Project on Biological Resources are described on DEIR p. III.H‐21.

The impact

discussion under BI‐1 (threatened, endangered or protected species) and BI‐6 (Pacific
Herring) determines that the Project and the Expanded Project would be required to
comply with environmental work windows as part of the permitting process, including
the Corps permit.

Such compliance would ensure that impacts on threatened,

endangered or protected species and Pacific Herring would be less than significant.
Construction activities for the Project and Expanded Project may include removal of
pile‐supported fill at a location along San Francisco’s southern waterfront. There are no
additional species of concern beyond those discussed in the DEIR at the sites being
considered for potential fill removal. No specific pier or fill has yet been identified along
the southern waterfront to offset the fill that would not be removed at the Project Site.
However, the removal of fill at another location would require permits from CRWQCB,
Corps, and BCDC. The permits would include conditions such as work windows and
other measures to avoid potential impacts to biological resources. The permits for this
work would be similar to the permits required for fill removal and other water‐related
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construction activities at the Project Site. Additional text has been added to the DEIR to
address these biological resource concerns associated with this fill removal.
Page III.H‐21 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following sentence to the end of
paragraph 3:
This includes construction activities related to the potential removal of pile‐
supported fill in San Francisco’s southern waterfront under the Project and
Expanded Project.
Page III.H‐22 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following text to paragraph 3:
Habitat required by other species listed in Table III.H‐1, p. III.H‐5, is not present
within the Project Site and therefore, they such species are not expected to be
found within the Project Site or elsewhere along San Francisco’s southern
waterfront. In light of the above, the Project and Expanded Project would have a
less‐than‐significant impact on threatened, endangered, or protected species.
Accordingly, no mitigation would be required.
Page III.H‐25 of the DEIR will be modified to add the following text to the last sentence
of paragraph 1:
Neither dredging, pile driving, nor any work in the water that could generate
sediment would be conducted during spawning season, including the removal of
fill elsewhere along San Francisco’s southern waterfront.
The fill removal elsewhere along the waterfront also has the potential to create impacts
under BI‐5 (Western gulls), depending on the location of the removal site. The DEIR
includes Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐1, which would also apply to fill removal activities,
and would avoid any significant adverse effects on Western gulls.
The additional information above does not change the significance of conclusions
reached in the Biological Resources section, and the analysis is otherwise unchanged. In
addition, the possible removal of fill would not change the conclusions reached in the
DEIR related to the spread of invasive nonnative species. Effects to fish and marine
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mammals resulting from construction‐related sound waves would be addressed in the
EPP and in the permitting process with Corps and BCDC.
Construction‐Related Noise, Air Quality and Transportation.

The Initial Study

analyzes construction‐related noise on p. 34 and concludes that because compliance with
the Noise Ordinance would prevent construction during designated sleeping hours, and
due to the temporary nature of the construction activities, potential construction noise
and vibration impacts from the Project and Expanded Project would be reduced to a
less‐than‐significant level.

The same would be true for construction‐related noise

associated with fill removal.
The Initial Study analyzes construction‐related air quality on p. 37 and concludes that
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 1 (construction air quality), construction air
quality impacts of the Project and Expanded Project are less than significant.

The

measure addresses impacts associated with demolition of structures over water, and
transportation of materials, and so would also apply to fill removal. Accordingly the
conclusions related to construction‐related air quality also apply to fill removal.
DEIR p. III.E‐47 and III.E‐48 analyzes construction‐related transportation impacts and
concludes that the impacts would be insignificant because of their temporary and
limited duration.

The same would be true for construction‐related transportation

impacts associated with fill removal.
The significance conclusions in the construction‐related noise, air quality and
transportation sections remain valid, and the analysis is otherwise unchanged.
Hazardous Materials. The Initial Study analyzes hazardous materials on pp. 54 through
60 and states that “construction activities could encounter a number of hazardous
building materials.”

The Initial Study concludes that encounters with hazardous

materials would be reduced to less‐than‐significant levels because established
regulations and procedures would address such concerns. The same would be true for
construction‐related encounters with hazardous materials associated with fill removal.
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Piles and other remnants of derelict wood structures would be removed and lifted onto
a barge or truck and transported to an appropriate facility for temporary storage and
subsequent disposal.

Creosote‐treated piles would be handled and disposed of in

accordance with State regulations regarding management of treated wood waste
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Div. 4.5, Ch. 34).
Comment 8.2
Bay Plan Policies.
The following are several other categories of issues raised by the proposed projectʹs DEIR that
the Commission has addressed through its Bay Plan policies:
Dredging. As discussed in the DEIR, the proposed project would involve dredging between
Piers 17 and 19 to a depth of 20 feet in order to accommodate Baydelta Maritimeʹs tugboats.
The Commissionʹs dredging policies state, in part, that dredging should be authorized when the
Commission can find that ʺdredging is needed to serve a water‐oriented use or other important
public purpose, such as navigational safetyʺ and ʺthe siting and design of the project will result
in the minimum dredging volume necessary for the project.ʺ The EIR should address how the
goals of the project can be achieved while minimizing the volume of dredging. (Ming Yeung,
BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 8.2
The commentor states that the EIR should address how the Project can minimize
dredging. Dredging of the basin between Piers 17 and 19 is for the benefit of a maritime
user, a tug and tow operator, and therefore serves a water‐oriented use and is consistent
with the Commission’s dredging policies. The relocation of the maritime tug and tow
operation from Pier 15 to Pier 17 and the associated dredging is necessary to achieve the
important public purposes associated with the Project, namely, allowing for the public
lobby, and Bayside History Walk inside Pier 15, and creating new public access on the
south apron of Pier 15. If the maritime tug and tow operations were not relocated to the
Pier 17 north apron, these project/program features could not be implemented at Pier 15
because public access and tug and tow operations are not compatible at the same
location.
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If the maritime tug and tow operations remained at Pier 15, Project goals would not be
met because:


There would be no public access on the Pier 15 south apron, and



the Project would have to eliminate core programs and/or features, because there
would not be enough space in Pier 15.

With respect to minimizing dredging, the Project is proposing to dredge the minimum
amount necessary to accommodate Baydelta’s operations with regard to depth and
width. The draft required for the tractor tugs is 20 feet but the standard dredging
industry process is to apply for an over‐dredge of 1 to 2 feet in order to ensure that the
minimum clearance is achieved. Accordingly, the Project is proposing to dredge up to
22 feet. The entire water basin between Piers 17 and 19 is currently proposed to be
dredged.
Comment 8.3
The DEIR states that an Anchor Environmental study conducted in 2006 anticipated that the
sediments would be approved for in‐Bay disposal at the Alcatraz (SF‐l1) disposal site. The EIR
should more thoroughly address dredging and disposal issues recognizing that: (1) the
Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) has not taken action on the proposed dredged
material quality or disposal options and may require additional testing before taking action;
and (2) the Commissionʹs policy preference is for beneficial reuse of dredged material, where
feasible.
The EIR should analyze the proposed project with respect to the Commissionʹs policy
preference for beneficial reuse of dredged material, particularly in the case of deepening
projects (as opposed to maintenance dredging). In particular, the EIR should identify beneficial
reuse sites that are currently available and analyze the potential for additional sites to be
created. In addition, some evaluation of the need to perform future maintenance dredging
should be discussed in the EIR. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 8.3
The commentor states that the EIR should more thoroughly address dredging and
disposal issues and should consider beneficial reuse of dredged material. The DMMO
has not yet completed its review of the Project Sponsor’s dredging application but
information on available wetland restoration sites for the beneficial reuse of dredged
materials is noted in the Consolidated Dredging‐dredged Material Reuse/Disposal
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Application.

The Integrated Alternatives Analysis (IAA), a report requirement of

DMMO, states that tests of sediment samples will determine the appropriateness of
disposal to several of these sites. 9 The volume and depth estimate for the proposed
dredging between Piers 17 and 19 to accommodate tug boat operations has been
conservatively increased from 71,211 cubic yards to 85,000 cubic yards and from a
necessary depth of 20 feet to 22 feet.
Page II‐20 of the DEIR, paragraph 1, last sentence will be modified as follows:
The water basin between Pier 17 and Pier 19 would require dredging to
accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats; an estimated 71,211 up to 85,000
cubic yards of material would need to be dredged.
Page II‐28 of the DEIR, paragraph 1, second sentence will be modified as follows:
An estimated 71,211 Up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged material would need to
be removed to accomplish the necessary depth of 20 22 feet.
Page III‐H.24 of the DEIR, paragraph 1 after Impact BI‐4, first sentence will be modified
as follows:
According to the Project Sponsor, approximately 71,211 up to 85,000 cubic yards
of sediment would need to be dredged from the Pier 17/19 Basin to accommodate
Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats.
Page III‐H.25 of the DEIR, paragraph 2 after Impact BI‐6, first sentence will be modified
as follows:
Dredging required for the Project is estimated to generate a total of about 71,211
up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredge spoils that would have to be disposed of.
Page III‐I.24 of the DEIR, paragraph 3 after Impact HY‐1, second sentence will be
modified as follows:
An estimated 71,211 Up to 85,000 cubic yards (cy) of dredged material would
need to be removed to achieve the necessary depth of 20 22 feet.

9

Boudreau Associates, LLC, Exploratorium Pier 17/19 Maintenance Dredging, 2009 ‐ 2011 Integrated
Alternatives Analysis, March 2009.
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Page III‐I.29 of the DEIR, paragraph 1 after Impact HY‐2, second sentence will be
modified as follows:
It is estimated that approximately 71,211 up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged
materials would need to be excavated to accomplish the necessary depth of 20 22
feet between Piers 17 and 19 in order to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s
tugboats.
Page III‐I.29 of the DEIR, paragraph 1 after Impact HY‐2, forth sentence will be modified
as follows:
Excavating approximately 71,211 up to 85,000 cubic yards of dredged materials
would also transport potentially contaminated sediment from its original
location to the disposal site.
The IAA will evaluate several disposal options based on site availability, capacity,
logistics, environmental suitability (including potential effects on air quality),
economics, and the need to complete dredging according to the scheduled sequence.
Options to be explored include in‐bay disposal, deep ocean disposal, wetland
restoration disposal sites, and landfills. The feasibility of disposal at any site would
depend upon both physical and chemical characteristics of the dredge material, which
have not yet been determined but would be determined prior to disposal.
If the dredged material is found unsuitable for unconfined aquatic disposal, three
potential upland/wetland disposal options have been identified. These sites include the
Montezuma Wetlands Project, Winter Island, and landfills for construction fill material.
Suitability for unconfined aquatic disposal depends on contamination and soil/sediment
characteristics of the dredged material.
Ultimately, it is the DMMO that would approve where disposal would be allowed.
However, if material characteristics are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal, in‐bay
disposal is preferred by the Project Sponsor because disposal at more expensive sites
may compromise other Project objectives and public benefits, as further described in the
IAA. The Project Sponsor would not be leasing the Pier 17/19 basin and would not be
required to conduct ongoing maintenance dredging after the initial dredging episode.
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The Port or the maritime tenant utilizing the Pier 17/19 basin would conduct ongoing
maintenance dredging on an as‐needed basis.

Analysis of the potential need for

maintenance dredging is complicated by the uncertainties and variability in the weather
and sedimentation rates in the Pier 17/19 basin. Evaluating maintenance dredging needs
in the Pier 17/19 basin, which has not been dredged in approximately twenty years, is
difficult to predict. The volume of suspended‐sediment transported into San Francisco
Bay has decreased by about one‐half over the past 50 years. 10
There are multiple factors that would affect the sedimentation rate in the area; some of
these factors are identified below:


Hydrodynamic changes due to increased water depth; current velocities and
circulation;



Storm events;



Upland sources of sediment (storm drains, surface run‐off); and



Vessel traffic and marine uses such as propeller wash.

All of these factors would affect sedimentation rates in the Pier 17/19 basin. A typical
method for estimating future sedimentation is to compare older bathymetric surveys
against newer surveys. However, that information is not available for the Pier 17/19
basin. Another method is to observe sedimentation rates at a nearby site to obtain a
rough approximation of potential sedimentation rates; however, nearby sites may have
significantly different sedimentation rates.
In conclusion, as stated on p. III.I‐31 of the DEIR, the Corps, BCDC, RWQCB, and SLC
all review the permit application to ensure that dredge operations would have a
minimal effect on water quality and habitat. Therefore, with implementation of existing
regulatory requirements, potential impacts of the Project dredging and sediment
disposal operations on water quality would be less than significant. The additional

10

Scott A. Wright and David H. Schoellhamer. Trends in the Sediment Yield of the Sacramento River,
California, 1957 ‐ 2001. U.S. Geological Survey. 2004.
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information above does not change the significance conclusions reached in the Water
Quality section of the DEIR, and the analysis is otherwise unchanged.
Comment 8.4
Safety of Fills. Policy 4 in this section states that structures on fill or near the shoreline should
have adequate flood protection including consideration of future relative sea level rise as
determined by competent engineers. The following rates of global sea level rise are generally
consistent with the California Climate Action Team Reports on Climate Change: (1) a low rate
of 0.08 inches (2 mm) per year; (2) a medium rate of 0.18 in (4.6 mm) per year; and (3) a higher
rate of 0.33 in (8.4 mm) per year. The EIR should analyze how the proposed structure would be
designed to address future relative sea level rise. (Ming Yeung, BCDC, March 16, 2009)
Response 8.4
The commentor states that the EIR should analyze how the Project would be designed to
address sea level rise. As noted in the discussion for Impact HY‐3 on p. III.I‐31 of the
DEIR, under the worst‐case sea level rise, the surfaces of both Piers 15 and 17 would not
be inundated.
BCDC requests additional analysis of the Project and Expanded Project and provides a
range of potential sea‐level rise estimates consistent with research by the California
Climate Change Center, including: (1) a low rate of 0.08 inches (2 mm) per year; (2) a
medium rate of 0.18 in (4.6 mm) per year; and (3) a higher rate of 0.33 in (8.4 mm) per
year. The Planning Department has analyzed sea‐level rise using these rates as applied
to the 66‐year expected duration of the Project and Expanded Project (the proposed lease
term and business plan for the Project and Expanded Project is for 66 years).

As

discussed below, the impacts of the Project and Expanded Project would be less‐than‐
significant under BCDCʹs estimates, which is consistent with the determination in the
Draft EIR.
Table C&R‐2 presents BCDC’s three levels of predicted sea level rise and the
relationship of those rates to existing conditions at the Project Site over a 66‐year period.
It is reasonable to assume that the Project and Expanded Project would remain in
operation for at least 66 years, the length of the lease term. After 66 years of operation,
approximately 11 inches of clearance would remain at Pier 15 and approximately 14
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inches of clearance would remain at Pier 17 when applying the high rate of sea level rise.
It would be speculative to anticipate that operation of the Project and Expanded Project
would continue for more than 66 years, particularly given some uncertainty associated
with modeling sea‐level rise far into the future (as further described below).
Consequently, this significance analysis focuses primarily on the impacts during the 66‐
year life of the Project and Expanded Project, as shown in Table C&R‐2. Under BCDCʹs
suggested worst‐case sea level rise conditions, after 90 years of operation approximately
3 inches of clearance would remain at Pier 15 and approximately 6 inches of clearance
would remain at Pier 17. Under worst‐case sea level rise conditions, the total water
levels (TWL) would rise to the deck of Pier 15 in approximately 100 years.

TABLE C&R-2
PREDICTED SEA LEVEL RISE IN RELATION TO PROJECT SITE

(inches/year)

66 year - Total
Predicted Sea
Level Rise
(inches)a

Existing
Clearance
Pier 15
(inches)b

Existing
Clearance
Pier 17
(inches)b

Low

0.08

5.28 in.

33 in.

Medium

0.18

11.88 in.

High

0.33

21.78 in.

Predicted Rates of Sea
Level Risea
Rate

Remaining
Clearance after 66
years
(inches)

Pier 15

Pier 17

36 in.

27.72 in.

30.72 in.

33 in.

36 in.

21.2 in.

24.12 in.

33 in.

36 in.

11.22 in.

14.22 in.

_____________________________
Source:

Note:

a.

Yeung, Ming, Coastal Program Analyst, Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Letter to San
Francisco Planning Department, RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 16,
2009.

b.

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Presentation to the San Francisco Port Commission on
National Flood Insurance Program and Flood Insurance Rate Map, October 23, 2007.

Assumes TWL under 100‐year flood conditions and predicted sea level rise.

When trying to anticipate impacts associated with sea‐level rise, it is recognized that
efforts to model sea‐level rise 100 years in the future are extraordinarily complex and
subject to evolving understanding (and assumptions) regarding rates of future Green
House Gas (GHG) emissions, rates of climate change, global hydrology issues, and
many other contributing factors.

The scientific community continues to refine and

improve upon its approaches to modeling, and will continue to do so over the coming
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years.

Similarly, calculations of rates of sea level rise depend upon assumptions

regarding the existence and success of efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions such
as AB 32 and pending international accords. In coming years there is expected to be a
better understanding of the potential for global GHG reductions, which can be factored
into ever‐improving scientific models.
BCDC has recommended that one means of responding to the uncertainty of todayʹs
environment is to utilize an adaptive approach to characterizing sea‐level rise impacts;
this approach recognizes that sea‐level rise changes unfold over decades, which enables
decision makers to observe progress and adapt to changing conditions. BCDC has
recognized the value of such an approach, stating:
It is particularly difficult to develop a thoughtful strategy for dealing with
sea level rise in the Bay when the temperature increase scenarios used by
the California Climate Change Center yield possible increases in water
level in San Francisco Bay over the next 100 years that have a tenfold
difference between the lowest and highest potential increases.

The

uncertainties inherent in planning for the future can be reduced by half
by developing a strategy with a 50‐year time horizon and updating the
strategy every ten years to incorporate emerging information. A 50‐year
planning horizon is short enough to offer more certainty, yet long enough
to amortize most capital investments made in accordance with the
strategy. 11
As discussed above and in the Draft EIR, the difference between the TWL and the
elevations of Piers 15 and 17 are sufficient to accommodate reasonable estimates of
worst‐case sea‐level rise for more than 50 years as well as for the 66‐year expected life of
the Project and Expanded Project. (The Project and Expanded Project also accommodates
sea‐level rise for 100 years into the future.) Construction of the Project and Expanded

11

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, ʺA Sea Level Rise Strategy for the
San Francisco Bay Region,ʺ September 2008.
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Project on these already‐developed piers would not prevent the Port or other agencies
from engaging in adaptive strategies in coming years for recognizing and responding to
worsening sea‐level rise scenarios. Thus, any impacts of the Project and Expanded
Project related to sea‐level rise are less than significant.
Notwithstanding the analysis above, the Port and the City will be paying close attention
to guidance, policy recommendations, and any safety regulations promulgated for the
purpose of addressing this issue including by BCDC. The City is hopeful that it can
prevent worst‐case scenarios from occurring through local, state, and international
climate change prevention efforts sea‐level rise is only one of the potentially catastrophic
impacts that would result from failure to curb climate change. With regard to sea‐level
rise, the incremental nature of the change provides the City, BCDC, and other affected
agencies with some time to identify the scope of the problem with increased certainty
and coordinate a thoughtful and comprehensive solution to sea‐level rise in San
Francisco and the Bay Area. Irrespective of the environmental review process under
CEQA, the City is committed to fully addressing this issue.
9.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Comment 9.1
The SFFD is requiring clearance for permission to build structures. The applicant must follow
the guidelines showing adequate hydrants, fire flow, fire department connections, and access
roads. Please see the enclosed documents for guidance.
New Buildings: Interim Guideline for Fire Clearance
All new structures require a preliminary San Francisco Fire Department review to assure
apparatus access and water supplies are sufficient per the 2007 California Fire Code and 2003
NFPA 14.
A SFFD pre‐application review shall be required of all new structures prior to review by the
Planning Department. A fee of $190.00 shall be submitted by check payable to The SFFD for this
review. Two sets of overall site plans shall be submitted, drawn to an indicated scale. Plans
must be a minimum of 11ʺ x 17ʺ. The scope of work must be indicated. This should be sufficient
for most projects of limited size (e.g. smaller residential or commercial buildings on established,
wide streets). Complex projects may require additional information. This review may be done
over‐the‐counter on a case by case basis.
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These items must be included in the plans:
1. Hydrant locations per 2007 CFC section 508 and Appendix C;
2. Fire flow calculations per 2007 CFC section 508 and Appendix B*; the submittal shall
include a processed water‐flow request form with the supply demand graph showing
flow at 20 psi.
3. Fire department connection location per 2003 NFPA 14 (if a standpipe system is
required, a fire hydrant must be within 100 feet);
4. Fire apparatus access roads per 2007 CFC section 503 and SFFC Bulletin # 5.01. Include
street widths, whether parking will be allowed and turnaround dimensions (where
applicable).
*Fire flow calculations must be signed by a C‐16 contractor or licensed engineer. New highriseʹs
fire flow calculations must be signed and stamped by an engineer. Per the IFC Applications
manual, the sprinkler demand must be added to the minimum flow rate. (Captain William
Mitchell, SFFD, February 25, 2009)
Response 9.1
The commentor, the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD), requests that the Project
follows the SFFD requirements pertaining to new construction. All issues raised in the
commenter’s letter would be addressed by the Project Sponsor and would be enforced
by the Port Fire Marshal, who works for the San Francisco Fire Department. The Port
Fire Marshal would require the Project Sponsor to follow SFFD guidelines and show on
the construction drawings adequate hydrants, fire flow, fire department connections and
access roads. He would also enforce the SFFD’s guidelines concerning new structures
and would require a preliminary SFFD review to assure that apparatus access and water
supplies at Piers 15/17 would be sufficient per the 2007 California Fire Code and 2003
NFPA 14. Water supply and apparatus access for both the existing piers and the new
structure (Bridge Building) would be reviewed by the Port Fire Marshal upon plan
submittal, and he would ensure that all requirements set forth in the commentor’s letter
would be adequately addressed.
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The Project Sponsor must comply with the “New Buildings: Interim Guideline for Fire
Clearance” bulletin attached to the commentor’s letter. The following items would be
included in the plans:
1. Hydrant locations per 2007 CFC section 508 and Appendix C;
2. Fire flow calculations per 2007 CFC section 508 and Appendix B, including a
processed water‐flow request form with the supply demand graph showing flow at
20 psi, signed by a C‐16 contractor or licensed engineer, and including sprinkler
demand;
3. Fire department connection locations per 2003 NFPA 14 and specifying whether a
standpipe system is required; and
4. Fire apparatus access roads or plans per 2007 CFC section 503 and SFFC Bulletin
#5.01.
Pre‐application review meetings between the Port Fire Marshall and the Project
Sponsor’s consultant team have already occurred and are in progress, as part of the
Port’s pre‐application process for building construction. All information set forth in the
commentor’s letter has been requested from the Project Sponsor, and all requirements
would be enforced by the Port Fire Marshal through the Port’s building permit process.
Apparatus access would be addressed through a standpipe system in lieu of access
roads.
10.

ALTERNATIVES

Comment 10.1
Why did the DEIR not consider alternative designs, more consistent with features, scale size,
proportion, and massing of 15 and 17?
We urge that the final EIR that would increase the percentage of proposed new structures and
obstructions within the valley be reconsidered. The current proposed plan calls for the bridge
building to extend north 75 feet, and two bridges to stand in the valley. This will break the
impact and limit visual obstruction.
Thank you for considering our comments, and we look forward to working with you and with
the Exploratorium. (Andy Katz, March 5, 2009)
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Response 10.1
The commentor asks why the DEIR did not consider alternative designs for the Project
that are more consistent with the features, scale, proportion, and massing of the existing
buildings on the Project Site. In Section V of the DEIR, Alternatives, two alternatives
were considered that would be more consistent with the existing buildings on the
Project Site: the “No Project Alternative” and the “Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative.”
The No Project Alternative would not make any changes to the Project Site and would
therefore, be environmentally superior over the near term because it would not result in
any significant impacts at the Project Site or vicinity.

However, the No Project

Alternative would not meet the Project Sponsor’s objectives.
The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative would be consistent with the Port’s
WLUP and Design and Access Element, and with BCDC’s SAP. This alternative would not
include any connection over the Bay between Piers 15/17 because the entire Valley
would be demolished.

The freestanding Terminal Office Building and Connector

Building would be completely removed and no new Bridge Building would be
constructed. The non‐historic shed additions added to the Piers 15/17 sheds in the 1950s
also would be removed. The total program space of this alternative compared to what is
proposed under the Project and Expanded Project would be reduced because no new
Bridge Building would be constructed, the pier sheds would be reduced in size, and less
publicly‐accessible space would be created.

As a result, this alternative would

essentially be a reduced‐program alternative. The Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alternative would result in impacts similar to the Project and Expanded Project. Table
V‐1, p. V‐2, of the DEIR provides comparisons of the impacts between the Project and
the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program Alternative.

The Plan Consistent/Reduced

Program Alternative would limit the ability of the Project Sponsor to meet many of the
Project objectives with regard to program space. These objectives include: total program
space, the ability of the Exploratorium to accommodate future growth, the ability to
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meet needs for efficient administrative and support facilities, the ability to develop
revenue‐generating uses, and the ability to provide outdoor exhibit space for Bay‐
oriented learning.

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.”

The

alternatives analysis must contain sufficient information from which to extrapolate the
impacts of hypothetical alternatives falling between the identified alternatives. The
DEIR includes a range of reasonable alternatives including no action (the No Project
Alternative), rehabilitating Piers 15/17 without the new Bridge Building, removal of the
entire Valley and the non‐historic shed additions (the Plan Consistent/Reduced Program
Alterative), and rehabilitating Piers 15/17, constructing the new Bridge Building and
only partially removing the Valley (the Project and Expanded Project). These scenarios
represent a reasonable range of alternatives to allow informed decision‐making and to
provide sufficient information from which to extrapolate the impacts of hypothetical
alternatives, such as a different design of the new Bridge Building.
Comment 10.2
Mr. President, members of the Commission, and staff, my name is Alec Bash. I live at 936
Church Street, San Francisco 94114. I am here to speak as an interested individual who also
happens to serve on the Portʹs Northeast Waterfront Advisory Group.
We have had several presentations of the project there, and everybody is most interested in
seeing how things proceed with the Exploratorium. The one comment I would make with
regard to the EIR is that in the old project alternative, it does mention that the buildings are
either red‐ or yellow‐tagged, or portions of those buildings, and as you probably know from
reading the newspapers and other sources you have, the Port is in dire financial straits in terms
So as
of trying to preserve all those piers, which are all now within the Historic District.
projects do come before you, one of the things they do bring with them is a public/private
partnership which acts to preserve those buildings and those resources for the city.
So I would urge that there would, to some degree, be some mention, in the no‐transit [sic]
alternative that could increase the likelihood of the piers ultimately deteriorating over time.
I donʹt think any real analysis is needed, and Iʹm not asking for that, but I think there should be
some mention in that regard. Thank you for your time this afternoon. (Alec Bash, March 5,
2009)
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Response 10.2
The commentor requests that in the analysis of the No Project Alternative impacts the
DEIR should mention that the likelihood of the piers deteriorating over time would
increase because of the Port’s current financial situation. In response to the comment, the
following paragraph is added to the end of p. V‐4 of the DEIR:
In addition, the Port does not have sufficient funds to repair or rehabilitate all of
the piers in the Historic District. As a result, the No Project Alternative would
increase the likelihood that Piers 15/17 would deteriorate over time and
ultimately become unusable. This would be inconsistent with the Port’s goal of
maintaining its historic resources and the National Register listing of the Historic
District.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A
NOP, NOP Comment Letters, and Initial Study
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Case No. 2006.1073E: The Exploratorium Relocation Project

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Proposed Project would relocate The Exploratorium, a not‐for‐profit organization that
provides science, art, and human perception exhibits, from the Palace of Fine Arts, at 3601 Lyon
Street in San Francisco, to Piers 15/17, along The Embarcadero, on San Francisco’s waterfront.
Aside from vacating its current location, The Exploratorium does not propose any further
actions within the Palace of Fine Arts. The Project Sponsor is Wilson Meany Sullivan and the
Project architect is EHDD Architecture.
Project Site Location. The Project Site, owned by the Port of San Francisco (Port), is located
along the San Francisco waterfront, in the northeast quadrant of the City (see Figure 1, Project
Site Location, p. 2). It includes Piers 15/17, which are located on The Embarcadero at Green
Street and are bounded by The Embarcadero to the west and the San Francisco Bay to the east,
north, and south. Pier 9 lies south and Pier 19 lies north of the Project Site. Regional access to
the Project Site is via U.S. 101, Interstate 80, Interstate 280, and via the ferry, Caltrain, and Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) systems.

It is in a Light Industrial (M‐1) zoning district, the

Northern Waterfront Special Use District (SUD) No. 1, and a 40‐X Height and Bulk District
(refer to Project Approvals section below for a description of the development controls in these
districts).
Project Features.

The Project Site is comprised of Pier 15, Pier 17, a paved parking area

(“Valley”) between the two piers, apron areas (the apron is the portion of the pier between the
pier shed and the water’s edge) around the perimeter of the Project Site, pier shed and bulkhead
buildings, and a building on the eastern end of the Project Site that physically connects the two
sheds together, the Connector Building (see Figure 2, Existing Structures, p. 3).

The

Exploratorium proposes to lease Pier 15 from the Port, along with the Connector Building and
Valley area between Piers 15/17, plus a portion of the east apron, and reuse these areas as a
museum.
Also, upon initial occupation and if available, The Exploratorium desires to lease from the Port
20,000 gross square feet (gsf) within Pier 17 for use by its Center for Museum Partnerships
(CMP), an existing program at the current Exploratorium that involves fabrication of exhibits.
The Port currently leases portions of the Project Site to various commercial, maritime, and light
industrial users. Under the Project, the Port would continue to lease Pier 17 to various
commercial, maritime, and light industrial users and would continue to receive all revenues
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FIGURE 1: PROJECT SITE LOCATION
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FIGURE 2: EXISTING STRUCTURES

from Pier 17. The Port may also request proposals for a retail use, such as a restaurant, ship
chandlery, bicycle rental, or other retail user, at the western end of Pier 17. Such use would
comprise approximately 5,000 gsf. For the purposes of this document, the new retail use at Pier
17 is considered part of the Project, and this environmental review addresses potential impacts
caused by the proposed retail use at Pier 17. The Exploratorium would have an option to
expand the museum into Pier 17 (the “Lease Option”). It is currently contemplated that the
Lease Option would be exercised in the 17th year of the lease; this potential future occupation of
Pier 17, the Expanded Project, is discussed further below. For purposes of conservative analysis,
the Expanded Project will be analyzed as a near‐term project.
Figures 3 to 5, pp. 6 to 8, show the Project site plans.

As shown in the figures, The

Exploratorium would rehabilitate and occupy Pier 15, the Valley, and a new building to be built
in place of the existing Connector Building. Pier 17 would continue to be owned, managed, and
controlled by the Port, but may include a lease to The Exploratorium for the CMP operation. A
further description of the site plans is provided below. Table 1, Existing and Proposed Uses
Upon Initial Occupation, p. 5, shows the total existing and total post‐construction building floor
area; this table combines uses from all structures on site and does not include the floor area
within the open Valley, aprons, or marginal wharf areas. The Project Site currently includes
260,112 gsf of building space, including 136,145 gsf in Pier 15; 110,615 gsf in Pier 17; 11,773 gsf in
the Connector Building; and 1,579 gsf in the shack (see Section B, Project Setting, p. 18, for a
breakdown of uses within each of these structures). The exterior Valley area is approximately
98,350 gsf, the apron areas are collectively 39,528 gsf, and the open marginal wharf areas are
15,683 gsf. Overall, the Project would increase Project Site building floor area by approximately
65,929 gsf, resulting in a total building floor area of 326,041 gsf, as shown in Table 1. No floor
area increases would occur within Pier 17, while an increase in floor area within Pier 15 would
occur solely due to the addition of a mezzanine floor. The existing Connector Building would
be replaced by a new building. Total post‐construction floor area in Pier 15 and the new
Connector Building would be approximately 200,000 gsf to be occupied by The Exploratorium.
As shown in Figure 5, Elevations, p. 8, the reuse of the existing 44‐foot‐tall Pier 15 bulkhead
structure and 32‐foot tall Pier 15 shed structure would not involve an increase in building
height. The new Connector Building would be approximately 31 feet in height as measured to
the roof. The new Connector Building would be taller than the 27‐foot‐tall existing Connector
Building by about 4 feet, but still within the 40‐foot height limit.
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TABLE 1
EXISTING AND PROPOSED USES UPON INITIAL OCCUPATION
Existing Uses to be
Retained

Existing Uses
Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

Office (gsf)

Pier 17

Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

4,084

4,752 b

Retail (gsf)

0

Museum (gsf)

0

Category

New Construction &/or
Conversion

Net Totals

Pier 17

Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

Pier 17

4,084

4,752

22,610

800

0

—

—

14,850c

5,000

0

19,200

—

162,540

e

Pier 17

Total

26,694

5,552

32,246

14,850

5,000

19,850

162,540

19,200

181,740

11,342

Storage and Warehouse (gsf)

11,342

44,384

0

36,479

80,863

92,205

Bus Repair (gsf)

59,393

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Vacant (gsf)

74,678j

61,479

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Totalk

149,497l

110,615

15,426

49,136

200,000

61,479

215,426m

110,615

326,041

f

44,384

—
11,342h

d

a

Pier 15,
Connector
Building,
and Shack

g

i

Source: Wilson Meany Sullivan, 2007.
Notes:
a. No new space would be added to Pier 17. Some conversion of vacant use to museum fabrication shops and retail uses may occur.
b. Existing office space includes 4,752 gsf for Xocomaya Corp.
c. New retail space includes The Exploratorium’s 8,650 gsf of café and 6,200 gsf of retail space, as presented in Table 2.
d. New museum space includes The Exploratorium’s 9,550 square feet (sf) of event, 86,090 sf of exhibit, 9,550 sf of exhibit fabrication, 4,250 sf of theater, 10,915 sf of
classroom, 8,495 sf of laboratory, and 3,825 sf of back‐of‐house uses and 29,865 sf of gross factor area, as identified in Table 2.
e. Includes The Exploratorium’s Center for Museum Partnerships use, to be leased in Pier 17, if available. Within the 20,000 sf of museum space in Pier 17, 800 sf of office
space would be constructed with the Project.
f. Existing warehouse space includes 11,342 gsf for Baydelta Maritime.
g. Existing warehouse space includes 10,879 gsf for Xocomaya Corp., 2,880 gsf for MK Think warehouse space, and 30,625 gsf for the SF Municipal Transportation Agency.
h. Retained warehouse space includes 11,342 gsf of Baydelta Maritime warehouse space.
i. Port intends to convert the remainder of shed space into storage and warehouse or light industrial uses as the pier is leased up. (110,615 less 5,552 office, less 19,200
museum, less 5,000 retail, less 44,384 existing warehouse = 36,479.)
j.
Existing vacant space includes 61,326 gsf in the Pier 15 shed, 11,773 gsf in the Connector Building, and 1,579 gsf in the shack.
k. Totals do not include the Valley area (existing Valley area is 98,350 gsf), apron areas (13,454 gsf of the south apron is used by Baydelta Maritime for berthing of its
tugboats), or marginal wharf areas (612 gsf of the Pier 15 marginal wharf area is used by Baydelta Maritime for parking and the marginal wharf in front of Pier 17 is leased
by Central Parking for parking operations).
l. Total existing floor area includes the 136,145‐gsf Pier 15 shed and bulkhead, 11,773‐gsf Connector Building, and 1,579‐gsf shack.
m. Assumes Baydelta Maritime would remain at Pier 15 and its south apron. Does not include the 13,093 gsf of the south apron that is used by Baydelta Maritime for
berthing of its tugboats or the 612 gsf at the Pier 15 marginal wharf area that is used by Baydelta Maritime for parking.
Case No. 2006.1073E
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“Water Pile” Garden

“Water Pile” Garden

San Francisco’s Resource‐Efficiency Requirements Ordinance Chapter of the San Francisco
Environment Code (the “Green Building Ordinance”) requires all new city‐owned and leased
projects to achieve a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver
certification from the U.S. Green Building Council and therefore the Project and the Expanded
Project would be constructed to LEED Silver certification standards.
Pier 15, Connector Building, and Valley. The Exploratorium would occupy Pier 15, the Valley
portions of the Project Site, and the new Connector Building.

Pier 15 would house The

Exploratorium’s public exhibitions, classrooms for teacher training, public programs, a
restaurant/café, museum store, a national center for teacher development, event space, exhibit
fabrication space, and ancillary offices. A second floor mezzanine would be added within the
Pier 15 shed to accommodate some of these uses. Table 2, Proposed Uses within Pier 15 and
Valley, p. 10, provides a breakdown of The Exploratorium’s building program, including the
new Connector Building to be built at the eastern end of the Project Site. As discussed further in
Section B, Project Setting, Pier 15 and Pier 17 are contributing resources to the San Francisco
Embarcadero National Register Historic District. The Pier 15 shed would be rehabilitated in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (“Secretary’s Standards”) and the Port’s Historic Preservation
Review Guidelines for Pier and Bulkhead Wharf Substructures (“Port’s Guidelines”).

The

substructure, or structure below the top of the deck, would undergo substantial repairs,
including reinforcement of the existing pile foundations. The reuse of the existing Pier 15
structure would not result in increased building height because the Pier 15 shed structure
would be maintained without the addition of any building height, except for mechanical
equipment that would be installed on the roof, as allowed under building and planning codes.
The existing 27‐foot‐tall Connector Building at the eastern end of the Project Site would be
demolished and a new, 31‐foot‐tall building as measured to the roof would be built and would
allow public access from the Valley to the east apron of the Project Site (see Figure 5, Elevations,
p. 8).

Both the substructure and superstructures (buildings above the deck) would be

seismically upgraded to current codes, and new utilities would be installed throughout.
Approximately 40,000 gsf of the 98,350‐gsf paved asphalt Valley would be removed to expose
the water and to create a “water pile garden” (see Figure 3, Ground Floor Plan, p. 6). This area
would feature an outdoor exhibit area. The existing, non‐historic 1,597‐gsf free‐standing shack
at the west end of the Valley would be demolished.
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TABLE 2
PROPOSED USES WITHIN PIER 15 AND VALLEY
Category

Program (square feet)

Office

22,610

Retail

8,650

Café

6,200

Event Space

9,550

Exhibit Space

86,090

Exhibit Fabrication

9,550

Theater

4,250

Classrooms

10,915

Laboratory

8,495

Back‐of‐House (employee, custodian,
loading, and related services)

3,825

Net Floor Area

170,135

Gross Factor (approximately 17 percent)

29,865

Total Gross Floor Area Without Baydelta
Maritime Use

200,000
15,426

Baydelta Maritime Use
Total Gross Floor Area With Baydelta
Maritime Use

215,426

Source: The Exploratorium, 2007.

A tug‐and‐tow operator, Baydelta Maritime, currently occupies 15,426 gsf within the Pier 15
shed. This area is divided into approximately 11,342 gsf of bulkhead shed space for Baydelta
Maritime’s operations, maintenance, storage and employee parking, plus 4,084 gsf of office
space. Baydelta Maritime also occupies the entire south apron, comprising approximately
13,454 gsf, for berthing of its tugboats, plus 612 gsf on the Pier 15 marginal wharf area for
parking. Under the Project, the Baydelta Maritime use would be kept on‐site, either within Pier
15 or Pier 17. The Port and The Exploratorium are in discussions with Baydelta Maritime about
its future location within the Project Site. As shown in Table 2, Proposed Uses within Pier 15
and Valley, above, the Project would develop approximately 215,400 gsf of building space
(if Baydelta Maritime remains at Pier 15). Although Tables 1 and 2, pp. 5 and 10, as well as
Figures 3 to 5, pp. 6 to 8, assume that Baydelta Maritime would remain at Pier 15, this
environmental review also addresses any impacts caused by relocation of Baydelta Maritime to
Pier 17. The potential area that would be occupied by Baydelta Maritime within Pier 17 is
discussed in the subsequent paragraphs.
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Pier 17. As previously stated, The Exploratorium proposes to lease 20,000 gsf within Pier 17
from the Port for its CMP operation, if such space is available. This use would remain at
Pier 17. The Port desires to install a retail use in Pier 17 and may issue a request for proposals
for a commercial retail occupant, such as a restaurant, chandlery, bicycle rental, or other retail
user in the western portion of Pier 17. Such use would comprise approximately 5,000 gsf, and
would remain at Pier 17. Unless and until The Exploratorium exercises the Lease Option the
Port would lease Pier 17 to various commercial, maritime, and light industrial users
(a description of current occupants is provided under Section B, Project Setting, p. 18). If
needed for bus loading/unloading, The Exploratorium would license the marginal wharf area in
front of Pier 17, which is the area between the pier shed and the sidewalk.
At this time it is projected that if The Exploratorium exercises the Lease Option, the building
program would occupy the entire Pier 17 shed area, which is approximately 110,615 gsf.
Table 3, Projected Pier 17 Building Program, p. 12, shows the proposed Pier 17 program upon
initial occupancy and at the 17th year. For purposes of this analysis, the projected building
program that includes The Exploratorium occupation of Pier 15, the Valley and Pier 17 is
referred to as the Expanded Project.
As previously stated, Baydelta Maritime may relocate from Pier 15 to Pier 17. If so, its new
interior premises would be built inside the Pier 17 shed and the north apron substructure and
deck would be repaired immediately upon start of construction at Pier 15. Baydelta Maritime
would lease the entire north apron of Pier 17. Its maintenance, storage, operations, and office
space would be condensed to 5,500 gsf in the Pier 17 shed. Employee parking would be
relocated to the marginal wharf area between Pier 17 and Pier 19 and/or Seawall Lot 321 across
the street from the Project Site. The water basin between Pier 17 and Pier 19 would require
dredging to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats; an estimated 71,211 cubic yards of
material would need to be dredged. 1 No new buildings or other new construction would occur
outside of the existing Pier 17 shed under the Expanded Project.

1

Anchor Environmental, CA, L.P., memorandum to Wilson Meany Sullivan, September 19, 2006.
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TABLE 3
PROJECTED PIER 17 BUILDING PROGRAM
Pier 17 Program
Under Initial Occupation (gsf)
(at lease commencement)

Pier 17 Program
Under Expanded Project (gsf)
(if option exercised)

Port rental areas

90,615

5,500a

Center for Museum Partnerships

20,000

20,000

Exhibit space

—

20,000

Temporary exhibits

—

7,000

Laboratories

—

9,400

Greenhouse

—

5,400

Offices

—

8,400

Operations

—

1,300

Restaurant

—

8,000

Related Mixed use‐
labs/studios

—

25,615

Function

New Exploratorium Program

Total

110,615

110,615

Source: The Exploratorium, 2007.
Notes:
a.

If Baydelta Maritime relocates to Pier 17, its operations would be condensed to approximately 5,500 gsf within the
Pier 17 shed, and The Exploratorium’s program area within Pier 17 would decrease by the same amount. It is
contemplated that parking for Baydelta Maritime would be relocated to the marginal wharf area between Pier 17 and
Pier 19 and /or Seawall Lot 321 across The Embarcadero from the Project Site.

Maritime Uses. In addition to retaining a tug and tow operation on site, the Project Site would
also continue to include berthing of navy, ceremonial, and other ships along the east apron. If
Baydelta Maritime’s tug and tow operation relocates from the Pier 15 south apron to the Pier 17
north apron, new maritime activities also may be conducted along the south apron, as listed
below. The south apron is approximately 800 feet long and could include a water taxi landing.
The south apron could include an expanded landing for other vessels such as excursion boats
that could be at this location.
•

Lay Berthing. For many years ships have used Pier 15/17’s four hundred‐foot east berth
for transient lay berthing. These ships include those of the United States Navy, the
United States Coast Guard, the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration, (NOAA) and other U.S. government vessels, vessels from foreign
navies, commercial firms (such as an offshore cable‐laying vessel) and private and
public “Tall” ships. During Fleet Week, two navy vessels are docked at this berth and
provide public tours. Pier 15/17 is the only Port berth on the Northern Waterfront that is
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naturally deep and self‐scouring and thus does not need to be dredged, so vessels would
continue to dock at the east apron after the Project is completed. The Piers 15/17
Exclusive Maritime Use Study found that the east face berth at Piers 15/17 is not surplus
to the maritime needs of the Port and must be retained. Table 4 below shows the level of
use at Piers 15/17 for the past several years. It is assumed that the frequency of these
activities would remain substantially the same as over the past few years.

TABLE 4
LAY BERTHING ACTIVITY AT PIERS 15/17, 2000-2006
Year

Commercial

Ceremonial

Military

On-Berth Days

2000

0

0

1

5

2001

0

0

0

0

2002

0

1

10

46

2003

1

0

5

26

2004

0

0

8

37

2005

2

3

6

35

2006

1

3

4

23

Source: Port of San Francisco, 2007.

•

Water Taxi Service. A water taxi landing would be part of a network of other water taxi
landings that are being built or proposed at other Port developments. It is the Port’s
expectation that, in the future, water taxi service would provide a viable alternative
mode of transit along the San Francisco waterfront. The Port would manage the water
taxi service that would initially comprise a pre‐established route of landings along the
waterfront and is anticipated to operate daily. A water taxi landing would be required
for the Project; however, the landing may be designed for use/access by many different
types of vessels. The physical requirements of this ramp and floating dock are such that
nearly one‐third of the 800‐foot long apron would be dedicated to this use and therefore
the number of other potential maritime activities below would be dictated by the
remaining dock length.

•

Excursion Boats. Under this activity excursion operators would use the south apron as
one stop on a cruise that could take visitors to several destinations around the Bay. This
could include chartered boats for school trips to The Exploratorium. The excursion
boats would be approximately 62 to 90 feet long; similar to those used by San Francisco’s
private excursion operators. The frequency could be as often as two times per day for an
excursion operator and five times per week for a chartered boat.

•

Private Vessels. These could include visiting sailboats or yachts that would rent a berth
for the day or an overnight stay. The boats would vary in size and engine power but
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could be as large as 100 feet long and use diesel‐powered engines. The docking
frequency of these vessels is expected to occur as often as two boats per day.
•

Exploratorium Ship. This could be an Exploratorium‐operated ship that may offer an
extended learning environment on the Bay. The type of ship has not been determined
yet, but The Exploratorium is investigating either a single‐engine, diesel‐powered
sailboat approximately 60 feet in length or a double‐engine, diesel‐powered barge
approximately 100 feet long and retrofitted for the museum’s purposes. The ship would
be docked at the south apron and would provide excursions at least once per week and
possibly as much as four times per week. When berthed, the ship would act as an
additional platform to educate visitors to the museum.

Parking. Under the proposed lease with the Port, The Exploratorium would be granted the use
of approximately 200 non‐exclusive parking spaces at Seawall Lot 321, across The Embarcadero
from the Project Site, or within the Pier 17 shed (as the Port determines). If Pier 17 were used,
new parking areas would have to be created with proper ventilation and fire separation walls.
As previously stated, if Baydelta Maritime operations are relocated to Pier 17, its parking spaces
would be relocated to the marginal wharf area between Pier 17 and Pier 19 and/or Seawall
Lot 321.
Loading and Receiving Areas. An existing 70‐foot curb indent in front of Pier 15 would be
extended to the south approximately 130 feet to accommodate a bus drop‐off zone. The curb
indent would be approximately 200 feet long and would be designated a white zone for
attended parking of Exploratorium‐affiliated uses only. The intention is to allow school buses
to pull temporarily into this zone to load and unload school children and visitors to the
museum.

An area would be designated off‐site for bus parking. A new curb indent of

approximately 170 feet would also be constructed in front of Pier 17 to handle bus overflow and
passenger car drop‐off for the disabled or those needing special curbside assistance. Both curb
indents would also be available for mail and package delivery. Increasing the curb indents
(or narrowing of the sidewalk) would require approval by the Department of Public Works, the
Planning Department and the Board of Supervisors. Larger deliveries requiring direct access to
a loading dock would be accommodated on the reconstructed south apron by way of the
marginal wharf between Pier 15 and Pier 9. An interior loading dock is planned for one of the
south‐facing bay doors close to this south apron. Catering trucks would have access to the
event space in the new Connector Building by driving down the newly reconstructed Valley
adjacent to the Pier 17 south wall. All of these vehicular impacts will be addressed in the traffic
study for the EIR.
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Projected Activity. The Exploratorium projects the stabilized annual visitorship at the new
location would be 800,000 compared to annual visitorship at The Exploratorium’s current
location of 544,000. 2 The Exploratorium expects to employ approximately 330 full‐time staff at
the Project Site. Although projections far into the future are statistically difficult to verify, the
expectation is that the Expanded Project would see a total stabilized annual visitorship of
approximately 850,000 and approximately 440 full‐time equivalent staff. The actual projected
visitorship under the Project is 735,000 and 845,000 under the Expanded Project. 3 For purposes
of this impact analysis, the higher visitor projections for the Project and the Expanded Project
are used to conservatively evaluate potential impacts.
Comparison of Existing and Proposed Building Program. The use of the new space at the
Project Site would be commensurate with The Exploratorium’s current program at the Palace of
Fine Arts, but approximately 52 percent larger, or approximately 38 percent larger not including
the CMP at Pier 17. Table 5, Comparison of Existing and Proposed Exploratorium Building
Program, p. 16, compares the program at the Palace of Fine Arts with the initial building
program at the Project Site (excluding the projected Pier 17 building program that would be
implemented in the Lease Option). As shown in Table 5, The Exploratorium program would
increase by 75,000 gsf, including CMP use at Pier 17, upon initial site occupation.
Project Schedule and Construction. Construction activities for the Project would be expected
to occur over an approximate 26‐month period. Construction of the Expanded Project would
also be expected to occur over an approximate 26‐month period. It is estimated that up to 150
workers would be present at the Project Site at any given time. 4

Staging areas would be

designated within the Project Site and on floating barges alongside the aprons. No on‐land
staging for pier construction is expected to occur outside the Project Site. There would be
potential construction of new curb indents along the east side of The Embarcadero in front of
Pier 15 and in front of Pier 17 for passenger car and bus drop‐off. In this case, there would be a
need for construction activity on The Embarcadero and Herb Caen Way.
Construction would include substructure and superstructure repairs and seismic upgrades;
rehabilitation of the Pier 15 building, construction of the new Connector Building, removal of
the Valley, and replacement of portions of the deck. The Project would install approximately 60
new vertical steel pipe piles between 20 and 48 inches in diameter, ranging in length from 105 to
140 feet depending on the depth. The piles would be interconnected with new concrete grade

2
3
4

Exploratorium Staff, Information to Adavant Consulting, 2007.
Racanelli Partners, Inc., Exploratorium Visitorship Letter, August 25, 2005.
Nibbi Brothers, e‐mail with Wilson Meany Sullivan, June 11, 2007.
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TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED EXPLORATORIUM BUILDING PROGRAM
Function

Existing Program at
Proposed Initial Program
Palace of Fine Arts (gsf)
at Piers 15/17 (gsf)

Difference (gsf)

Administration

5,010

5,690

680

Development

6,656

24,400

17,744

Operations/Resources

3,258

3,225

(33)

964

840

(124)

Center for Public Education

76,180

104,270

28,090

Center for Learning and
Teaching

19,100

31,110

50

600

550

Gross Factor

20,582

29,865

9,283

Center for Museum
Partnerships

13,200

20,000 (in Pier 17)

145,000

220,000

Marketing

Employee Services

Total

12,010

6,800
75,000

Source: The Exploratorium, 2007.

beams and a new pier deck. The piles would be installed by driving the piles to refusal with
either a drop‐down or vibratory hammer with at least 3 to 5 feet of embedment into the dense
sand‐bearing stratum underlying the bay mud layer. There would be as many as 60 steel pipe
piles driven within an approximate four‐month period. 5
The historic Pier 15 shed would be rehabilitated to the Secretary’s Standards and Port
Guidelines and would house The Exploratorium’s public exhibitions, classrooms, public
programs, restaurant/café, museum store, a center for teacher development, event space, exhibit
fabrication space, and administration space. A second floor mezzanine would be added to the
building and a large section of the Valley would be removed to create the water pile garden (see
Figure 3, p. 6).
Construction activities would include demolition, debris removal and new construction. These
activities are typically supported by equipment such as an excavator, bull dozers, dump trucks,
tractors, concrete mixers, concrete pump, barge crane, crane, hoe‐ram, and smaller equipment
such as generators, pumps, compressors, jack hammers, and saws.
If Baydelta Maritime relocates from Pier 15 to Pier 17, its new premises would be built out at
Pier 17 at the start of construction of the Project at Pier 15. The water basin between Pier 17 and
5

Treadwell & Rollo, Progress Report Geotechnical Investigation The Exploratorium Pier 15 San
Francisco, CA, January 12, 2007.
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Pier 19 would require dredging to accommodate Baydelta Maritime’s tugboats. An estimated
71,211 cubic yards of dredged material would need to be removed to accomplish the necessary
depth of 20 feet. 6 The Pier 17 north apron substructure and deck would need to be repaired
as well.
The Expanded Project would involve similar construction, including substructure and
superstructure repairs, seismic upgrades, and rehabilitation of the Pier 17 building into a
museum for The Exploratorium. The construction would involve additional driving of pipe
piles on the north apron of Pier 17 to seismically upgrade the structure.
The construction contractor would also be required to minimize construction equipment and
vehicle emissions by prohibiting idling of engines and by implementing a vehicle maintenance
program. The construction contractor shall, to the extent possible, be required to implement
feasible measures to reduce diesel particulate matter in construction equipment and vehicle
exhaust, such as use of late model or retrofitted equipment, use of alternative fuels or fuel
additives, and/or use of particulate traps on diesel engines.
Project Approvals. The Project and the Expanded Project would not require any variances or
changes to the City Planning Code or zoning maps. Both the Project and Expanded Project
would require the following City approvals.

6

•

Resolution by Board of Supervisors exempting lease from competitive bidding policy set
forth in Administrative Code Section 2.6‐1 (obtained)

•

Adoption by Port Commission of Piers 15/17 Exclusive Maritime Use Study Findings
(obtained)

•

Design review by the Waterfront Design Advisory Committee (“WDAC”) (per Planning
Code Section 240(c)), with recommendation to the Port Commission

•

Certification of the EIR by the Planning Commission

•

Adoption by the Port Commission of the CEQA findings and amendments to the Port’s
Waterfront Land Use Plan (“WLUP”) and to the Design and Access Element; approval
of the schematic drawings and transaction documents

•

Parking exception from the Zoning Administrator (per Planning Code Section 161(f))

•

Determination of consistency of the Project with the Waterfront Land Use Plan by the
Port Commission (per Planning Code Section 240.1) or amendments to the Plan

•

Lease approval by the Board of Supervisors

•

Building permit from the Port of San Francisco

Anchor Environmental CA, L.P., Review of sediment chemistry within Piers 17/19 Berth area along
San Francisco waterfront, September 19, 2006.
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Other approvals required by City, regional, state, or federal agencies for the Project include:

B.

•

Permit from the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (“BCDC”) and
amendments to the BCDC Special Area Plan

•

National Park Service (NPS) and State Historic Preservation Office (“SHPO”) approval
of Parts 1, 2, & 3 of Historic Tax Credit Application and compliance with Secretary of the
Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings

•

Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACOE”)

•

Dredging permit from the Dredged Material Management Office (“DMMO”) for
dredging the basin between Pier 17 and Pier 19

•

Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(“RWQCB”)

•

Although not a formal approval requirement, The Exploratorium would seek a
determination from the staff of the California State Lands Commission (“SLC”) that the
Project use is consistent with the public trust

•

Legislation adopted by the Board of Supervisors to amend Ordinance No. 1061 entitled
“Regulating the Width of Sidewalks”

PROJECT SETTING

Existing Site Conditions. The Project Site consists of Piers 15/17, which are finger piers on San
Francisco Bay. Table 6, Existing Site Usage, p. 19, lists current uses at the Project Site. The
approximately 411,920 gsf Project Site is comprised of Pier 15, Pier 17, a Connector Building on
the eastern end of the Project Site, and the Valley between the two piers. The Pier 15 shed and
bulkhead building is approximately 136,145 gsf; the Pier 17 shed is approximately 110,615 gsf;
the Connector Building is approximately 11,773 gsf, a vacant office shack in the Valley is 1,579
gsf, and the exterior open areas (Valley, aprons and marginal wharfs) are collectively 153,561
gsf. The total building floor area within the Project Site is 260,112 gsf. The Pier 15 and Pier 17
building heights are approximately 44 feet and the Connector Building height is approximately
27 feet. 7
The Project Site is located within the San Francisco Embarcadero National Register Historic
District (“Historic District”), which Historic District was listed in the National Register of
Historic Places on May 12, 2006. Piers 15/17 are also located across the street from the Northeast
Waterfront Historic District, a local historic district. Piers 15/17 are contributing resources to the
Historic District, although the existing structures have undergone modifications since their

7

Building height is measured from the deck to the top of the roof of each building, without rooftop
appurtenances.
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TABLE 6
EXISTING SITE USAGE (gsf)
Pier 15
Shed

Pier 17
Shed

Office

4,084

4,752

Storage and
Warehouse

11,342

44,384

Bus repair

59,393

Vacant

61,326

Function

61,479

Connector
Bldg

Shack

11,773

1,579

Valley

Maritime/Berthing

26,435

15,071

98,350
136,145

110,615

Subtotal Structures
and Open Areas
Site Total

Marginal
Wharves

13,454

Parking
Total per Structure

Aprons

11,773
260,112

1,579

98,350

612
39,528

15,683

153,561

413,673

Source: EHDD, 2007.

original construction. The Connector Building, vacant shack, and exterior Valley are non‐
contributing resources to the Historic District. 8 As previously stated, the Project Site is in the
Light Industrial (M‐1) zoning district, Northern Waterfront Special Use District (SUD) No. 1,
and 40‐X Height and Bulk District.
Pier 15 and Valley. Pier 15 is currently occupied by two tenants: (1) Baydelta Maritime, a tug and
tow operator and (2) San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI). Baydelta Maritime leases and
occupies 11,342 gsf of bulkhead shed space for its operations, maintenance, storage and
employee parking, plus 4,084 gsf of office space, and the entire south apron comprising 13,454
gsf and 20,031 gsf of submerged land (water) adjacent to the south apron for berthing of its
tugboats. No specific number of parking spaces is noted in the lease. Baydelta Maritime also
leases 612 gsf of exterior space on the marginal wharf on the south side of Pier 15 for parking
four vehicles. Baydelta Maritime’s lease expires on November 30, 2010. MUNI operates under
a month‐to‐month Memorandum of Understanding and occupies 59,393 gsf of shed space for
bus repair and retrofitting and is issued approximately 20 monthly passes for parking in the
Valley from the Port. The remaining 61,326 gsf in Pier 15 is vacant warehouse space.
The Valley is 98,350 gsf in area and contains approximately 102 parking spaces managed by
Central Parking System under a parking management agreement. The Port has the right to
terminate this agreement upon 48 hours’ written notice.

8

Building height is measured from the deck to the top of the roof of each building, without rooftop
appurtenances.
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Pier 15 and the Valley are in need of substantial substructure repairs, and neither the
substructure nor the superstructure meets current seismic standards. The substructure is badly
deteriorated. The Port’s Engineering Division has “yellow‐tagged” (meaning that these areas
have load restrictions) or “red‐tagged” (meaning that these areas cannot be occupied) these
areas.
The Port would deliver Pier 15 and the Valley to The Exploratorium free and clear of all
tenancies, except for Baydelta Maritime, which would remain in Pier 15 or possibly be relocated
to Pier 17.
Pier 17. Pier 17 is currently occupied by three tenants: (1) Xocomaya Corporation for equipment
storage (10,879 gsf of shed space) and associated office use (4,752 gsf); (2) Miller Kelley
Architects, Inc. (operating as MK Think) for storage (2,880 gsf of shed space); and (3) SF
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for 30,625 gsf of shed space. Xocomaya and MK
Think occupy Pier 17 under month‐to‐month agreements; SFMTA occupies, under a 3‐year
lease and uses the warehouse for bus storage. The remaining 61,479 gsf in Pier 17 is vacant
warehouse space. Tenants at Pier 17 would not need to vacate the premises during construction
of the museum at Pier 15.
Pier 17 is in better condition than Pier 15 but is still in need of repairs to the substructure.
Neither the substructure nor superstructure meets current seismic code standards. The Pier 17
north apron is red‐tagged and completely unusable.
Surrounding Uses. Pier 9 lies south and Pier 19 lies north of the Project Site. The Embarcadero
bounds the Project Site to the west, with a three‐story office building and surface parking lots
across The Embarcadero. The surrounding area is urban, containing some landscaping, no
sensitive animal habitat, and medium‐scale development. Development intensity is moderate;
wide areas of water separate Piers 15/17 from neighboring piers. Commercial development
across The Embarcadero features buildings three stories in height with landscaped setbacks.
Surface parking lots are located across The Embarcadero from the Project Site.
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C.

COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS
Applicable

Not Applicable

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City
or Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

The Project and Expanded Project would be generally compatible with the plans, policies and
regulations applicable to the Project Site. Approval of a parking exception from the City of San
Francisco Zoning Administrator would be required per Section 161(f) of the Planning Code,
which addresses the parking limitations in the Northeast Waterfront area. The Project would
conflict with certain provisions of the Port’s WLUP and BCDC’s Special Area Plan and
amendments to these plans would be required. The goals and policies of these documents
require the complete removal of the Valley, the Connector Building and the non‐historic shed
additions to create and enhance views. The compatibility of the Project and Expanded Project
with all applicable plans, policies and regulations of agencies with jurisdiction will be analyzed
in the EIR. The findings adopted by the Port Commission regarding the Piers 15/17 Transitional
Maritime Area will also be presented. In addition, the approvals and/or permits required from
City, regional, state, or federal agencies will be discussed in the EIR.
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D.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following
pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.
Land Use

Air Quality

Geology and Soils

Aesthetics

Wind and Shadow

Hydrology and Water Quality

Population and Housing

Recreation

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Cultural Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

Mineral/Energy Resources

Transportation and Circulation

Public Services

Agricultural Resources

Noise

Biological Resources

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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E.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This Initial Study examines the Project and Expanded Project to identify potential effects on the
environment.
accordingly.

Different impacts under the Project and Expanded Project are identified
For all items checked “Less‐than‐Significant Impact”, “No Impact”, or “Not

Applicable,” staff has determined that the Project and the Expanded Project could not have a
significant adverse environmental effect. These issues are discussed below and conclusions
regarding effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the Department, such as the
Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review.

For issues

requiring mitigation to reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level, mitigation measures
are specified at the end of this document and are referred to in the environmental analysis. For
each checklist item analyzed, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the Project and
Expanded Project both individually and cumulatively.

Topics:

1.

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c)

Have a substantial impact upon the existing character
of the vicinity?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

The Project Site is located at Piers 15/17 on The Embarcadero, along the San Francisco Bay
waterfront and surrounded by similar piers to the north and south and the San Francisco Bay to
the north, east, and south. It is located just north of the Financial District and east of Telegraph
Hill and Levi’s Plaza. The Ferry Building is located about 2,000 feet (0.4 miles) south and
Fisherman’s Wharf and Pier 39 are located about 4,000 feet (0.75 miles) northwest of the Project
Site.
The surrounding area is urban. Development includes a three‐story office building and surface
parking lots to the west, across The Embarcadero from the Project Site. A parking lot, office
buildings, and mixed use development are located to the south, across The Embarcadero.
Development intensity is moderate as wide areas of water separate Piers 15/17 from
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neighboring piers. Commercial development across The Embarcadero features buildings three
stories in height with landscaped setbacks. The Project Site is accessed by pedestrians and
transit via The Embarcadero and is in close proximity to MUNI, the ferries, and BART.
The Project Site is zoned M‐1 (Light Industrial), is in a 40‐X Height and Bulk District and is
within the Northern Waterfront Special Use District No. 1.

The Project Site is currently

developed with the Pier 15 shed and bulkhead building, the Pier 17 shed, the Connector
Building, a vacant office shack in the Valley, and surface parking in the Valley.
The Project and Expanded Project would introduce museum uses and related public uses in an
area designated for such uses. Maritime uses would also continue under both phases of the
Project. In addition, the existing character of the site would be retained by rehabilitating the
existing structures. This topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
The Project and Expanded Project would be generally consistent with local plans, policies, and
code requirements as they relate to environmental effects. Environmental plans and policies
directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in
order to preserve or improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment. The Project
would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plans or
policies. However, the EIR will include a discussion of the Project Site’s existing zoning and
height and bulk designation and surrounding land uses for informational purposes. Further, an
analysis of Project compatibility with surrounding uses, San Francisco Planning Code
designations, the San Francisco General Plan, the Port of San Francisco’s Waterfront Land Use
Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Trail will be included in the EIR.
Cumulative Effects. The Project Site is in a developed urban area. The redevelopment of the
Project Site with museum uses could combine with other future projects, such as the proposed
Piers 27‐31 Mixed‐Use Recreation Project, 9 to result in cumulative land use impacts.

The

potential for cumulative land use impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.

9

The proposed Piers 27‐31 Mixed Use Recreation Project includes development of a 19‐acre site with a
cruise terminal, recreational uses, open space and public access, maritime berths, water taxi, general
office, and limited restaurant and retail uses. The site is located on The Embarcadero between
Francisco Street and Battery Street.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

2.

AESTHETICS—Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other
features of the built or natural environment which
contribute to a scenic public setting?

c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area or which would substantially impact other people
or properties?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

The Project Site is located along The Embarcadero, along the San Francisco Bay waterfront in an
industrialized area. The San Francisco Bay is directly north, east, and south of the Project Site;
distant views of the East Bay can be seen in the background beyond the Bay. The Project Site
currently contains two buildings and the Connector Building on Piers 15/17, and a paved
parking area (Valley) between the two piers. The Piers extend into the Bay approximately
800 feet. Reuse of the existing 44‐foot‐tall Pier 15 bulkhead structure and 32‐foot tall Pier 15
shed structure would not involve an increase in building height. The new Connector Building
would be approximately 31 feet in height as measured to the roof. The new Connector Building
would be taller than the 27‐foot‐tall existing Connector Building by about 4 feet, but still within
the 40‐foot height limit. There are no trees or vegetation on the Project Site. Figures 6 and 7,
pp. 26 and 27, show views of the existing Project Site.
Other structures of similar size surround the Project Site on the piers to the north and south,
along the waterfront.

Other visual features include typical urban elements such as street

parking, sidewalks, overhead utility lines, streetlights, and transit facilities along The
Embarcadero, west of the Project Site. The architectural character of the bulkhead buildings
along the waterfront of Piers 15/17 and piers to the north are similar. The buildings west of the
site across The Embarcadero are modern three to four story commercial structures. Figure 8,
p. 28, shows the existing view across The Embarcadero from the Project Site.
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1. Front of Pier 15, facing east from The Embarcadero

2. South apron of Pier 15, facing east from The Embarcadero

3. Front of Pier 17, facing east from The Embarcadero

THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJEC T

FIGURE 6: PROJECT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

4. North apron of Pier 17, facing east from The Embarcadero

5. The Valley and connector building, facing east from The Embarcadero frontage

6. East apron, facing north from San Francisco Bay

THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJEC T

FIGURE 7: PROJECT SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

7. Commercial building across The Embarcadero from Pier 15 building, facing west

THE EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJEC T

FIGURE 8: ADJACENT PROPERTIES PHOTOGRAPH

For the foregoing reasons, the Project and the Expanded Project would have less‐than‐
significant impacts regarding views and scenic resources. Additionally, future development at
the Project Site would be required to comply with applicable development guidelines
controlling height and bulk.

Therefore, the Project and the Expanded Project would not

contribute to cumulative impacts regarding views and scenic resources.
Visual Character. The Project would remove 40,000 gsf of the existing 98,350‐gsf Valley to expose
the water and to create a “water pile garden” (see Figure 3, Ground Floor Plan, p. 6). The
existing 1,597‐gsf free‐standing shack at the west end of the Valley would be removed. The new
Connector Building would open views towards the Bay, as it may not fully connect the Piers
15/17 sheds as the existing Connector Building does. The effects of the shack removal, historic
rehabilitation of the buildings, and construction of the new Connector Building on views from
public and private areas and creation of public access will be analyzed in the EIR.
Light & Glare. Street‐lighting and existing commercial and residential development in the area
all contribute to existing nighttime lighting conditions in the Project vicinity. The Project would
include new lighted storefront windows in Pier 15 and new light poles in the Valley. The
Project could potentially incorporate solar panels on the Project roof. The potential effects of
new light and glare sources will be analyzed in the EIR. These effects will also be evaluated for
the Expanded Project.
Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects on visual character will be analyzed in the EIR. The
Project and the Expanded Project would not contribute to cumulative light and glare impacts in
the area because Piers 15/17 are separated from nearby piers by large expanses of water, and the
design of The Exploratorium would not use mirrored or reflective glass.

Topics:

3.

POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:

a)

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

b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?
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Less Than
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with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

c)

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Project construction would require up to 150 workers at the Project Site; however, these workers
are anticipated to come from the local workforce and would therefore not induce growth. 10 The
Project and the Expanded Project do not include any residential development. The Project Site
is not currently used for housing, so implementation of the Project and the Expanded Project
would not displace any residential units. Facilities proposed for construction would house The
Exploratorium museum and would not induce population growth, either directly or indirectly.
The Project Site currently houses two tenants in Pier 15 and three tenants in Pier 17. Of the two
tenants at Pier 15, only Baydelta Maritime would remain in occupancy and contribute 20 full‐
time employees and 40 part‐time employees. The Project would not displace any existing
tenants at Pier 17. Occupation of Pier 17 under the Expanded Project would displace tenants if
The Exploratorium exercises the Lease Option. The Xocomaya Corporation has three full‐time
employees.

The proposed 200,000 gsf of space for The Exploratorium at Pier 15 and the

Connector Building would support a total of 330 full‐time employees.

Exploratorium

employment would be expected to be met by existing Exploratorium staff or other local Bay
Area residents. Neither the Project nor the Expanded Project increase demand for housing.
The Exploratorium projects that stabilized annual visitorship at Pier 15 would be 800,000
compared to the annual visitorship at The Exploratorium’s current location of 544,000. 11 If The
Exploratorium expands into Pier 17, the expectation is that the Expanded Project would see
a total stabilized annual visitorship of approximately 850,000 and approximately 440 full‐
time staff. The expected increase in visitorship would be due to the increased accessibility and
visibility of the museum. The museum would not be directly growth inducing.
Cumulative Effects. The Project and Expanded Project would not induce population growth and
would therefore not contribute to the City’s overall population growth. Therefore, the Project
and Expanded Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact to population or housing.

10
11

Nibbi Brothers, e‐mail with Wilson Meany Sullivan, June 11, 2007.
Exploratorium Staff, Information to Adavant Consulting, 2007.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

4.

CULTURAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:

a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5,
including those resources listed in Article 10 or
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?

b)

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

c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d)

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

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Historic Resources. The Project Site is part of the San Francisco Embarcadero National Register
Historic District (“Historic District”), listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Piers
15/17 have been deemed to be contributing resources to the Historic District, although the
existing structures have undergone modifications since their original construction.

The

Connector Building, vacant shack, and exterior Valley are deemed non‐contributing resources
to the Historic District.

The Project Site is across the street from the Northeast Waterfront

Historic District, a local historic district established under Article 10 (Appendix D) of the San
Francisco Planning Code. The Port would require in the lease and development agreement that
The Exploratorium comply with the Secretary’s Standards and the Port’s Guidelines for all
improvements installed at the Project Site. In addition, the Project must comply with the Design
Criteria in the Waterfront Land Use Plan Design and Access Element and with the
recommendations of the Waterfront Design Advisory Committee (Planning Code Section 240).
The EIR will discuss potential Project‐related effects on historic resources, any design guidelines
related to the Historic District, and the review process for development in this Historic District.
The analysis will review historic resources on the Project Site and determine if the Project would
have significant effects on the resources.
Archaeological Resources. Archaeological resources are known to exist in the vicinity of the
Project Site. Further, the Project and Expanded Project would involve pile driving and cause
ground disturbance.

Submarine archaeological resources may be present and could be

potentially affected by dredging required under the Expanded Project. The EIR will analyze
potential effects to archaeological resources.
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Cumulative Effects. As described above, the Project and Expanded Project would impact historic
resources and potentially impact archaeological resources. The Pier 15 and Pier 17 sheds are
considered to be contributing resources to the San Francisco Embarcadero National Register
Historic District. The Project Site is also across the street from the local Northeast Waterfront
Historic District. The Project has the potential to have a cumulatively significant effect. These
issues will be addressed in the EIR.

Topics:

5.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:

a)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume‐to‐capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways
(unless it is practical to achieve the standard through
increased use of alternative transportation modes)?

c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a
change in location, that results in substantial safety
risks?

d)

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

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity that could not be
accommodated by alternative solutions?

g)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with
policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.), or
cause a substantial increase in transit demand which
cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit
capacity or alternative travel modes?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

The Project would likely generate traffic in the area and may impact area roadways and
parking. The Expanded Project would likely generate additional traffic. Therefore, the impacts
of the Project and the Expanded Project on transportation issues will be analyzed in the EIR,
with the exception of air traffic patterns, discussed below. A transportation study will be
prepared under the supervision of the Planning Department to evaluate these impacts; the
findings of the study will be summarized in the EIR.
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Air Traffic Patterns. Since the Project and Expanded Project are not near an airport and would
not alter the height of the existing buildings, the Project and Expanded Project would have no
impact regarding air traffic patterns.
Cumulative Effects. Cumulative traffic impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

6.

NOISE—Would the project:

a)

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b)

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels?

c)

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d)

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e)

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

f)

For a project located in the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

g)

Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Sensitive receptors are uses where people may be sleeping or require concentration, such as
residences, hospitals, and schools. In the vicinity of the Project Site, sensitive receptors would
primarily include residents of nearby residential units. The nearest residential units with an
interrupted line‐of‐sight to the Project Site are at the intersection of Broadway and Davis street
about 700 feet to the south.
Traffic Noise.

Ambient noise and vibration levels in the Project vicinity are typical of

neighborhood noise levels in San Francisco, which can include vehicular/transit traffic (trucks,
cars, MUNI buses/rail, emergency vehicles), and land use activities.

Neighborhood noise

sources in the Project vicinity include motor vehicle traffic on surrounding streets, the MUNI
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F‐Line streetcars on The Embarcadero, and existing residential and commercial land uses. The
noise level increase associated with an approximate doubling of traffic volumes is commonly
used as criteria for judging the significance of project noise impacts.

It remains to be

determined by a Project‐specific traffic study whether the Project would cause such a doubling
in traffic volumes. Therefore, the Project‐generated traffic has the potential to expose people to
or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards, or to cause a significant increase in the
ambient noise level in the Project vicinity.

Traffic noise generated with the Project and

Expanded Project will also be evaluated in the EIR.
Operational Noise.

Occupancy and operation of the Project and Expanded Project would

generate noise from mechanical equipment. Engineering specifications for the proposed roof‐
top equipment indicate that it would produce a maximum noise level of 64 dBA at 50 feet,
which would drop to about 41 dBA at the location of the nearest residential uses about 700 feet
south of the Project Site. A recent measurement taken at the nearest residential development
identified a noise level of 68.3 dBA. 12 The Project equipment’s increment to existing noise levels
would not produce an audible change. Also, all operations of mechanical equipment would be
required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, San Francisco Police Code Section
2909.

Project compliance with Noise Ordinance Section 2909 would therefore ensure the

Project’s mechanical equipment noise would not substantially increase the ambient noise level
of the surrounding area. The Project would increase public access to the waterfront and could
include new on‐site maritime activities such as water taxi service and excursion boats. These
maritime activities have the potential to cause noise impacts. However, the uses introduced to
the site by the Project would be mostly indoors and would be shielded from maritime noise by
the building walls. Also, maritime noises are commonly a part of the experience of visiting the
waterfront and would not likely be a source of disturbance to people visiting the site because of
the increased waterfront access it would offer. Therefore, noise and vibration generated by the
Project and Expanded Project would result in a less‐than‐significant noise impact.
Construction Noise.

Demolition, dredging, pile driving and Project construction would

temporarily increase noise and vibration in the Project vicinity. Construction is expected to take
approximately 26 months for each phase. During the majority of construction activity, noise
and vibration levels would be above existing ambient levels in the Project vicinity.
Construction noise and related vibration would fluctuate depending on the construction phase,
equipment type (see Table 7, Average Noise Levels and Abatement Potential of Construction
Equipment, p. 36) and duration of use, distance between noise source and listener, and presence
or absence of barriers (including subsurface barriers).
12

Pile driving would be required for

EIP Associates. 2007. Noise Measurement at Davis and Broadway at 5:00 p.m. June 11.
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foundation work, substructure repairs and seismic upgrades, although present plans call for the
use of a vibratory pile driver that is expected to be much quieter than the conventional hammer
type, as shown in Table 7, p. 36. Approximately 60 new piles would be installed at Pier 15.
Additional pile driving may be required to complete foundation work, substructure repairs and
seismic upgrades.

If Baydelta Maritime is relocated to Pier 17, additional piles would be

installed to repair the Pier 17 north apron substructure and deck. The Expanded Project also
would result in similar pile driving and construction activities. In both phases, construction
noise and vibration would be intermittent and limited to daytime hours during the period of
construction. However, there is a potential for pile driving activities to exceed significance
thresholds for noise intermittently for up to 26 months. Construction noise impacts resulting
from pile driving activities will be evaluated in the EIR.
Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The ordinance requires
that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not
exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools, such as jackhammers and
impact wrenches, must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director
of the Department of Public Works (DPW). Section 2908 of the Noise Ordinance prohibits
construction work between 8:00 pm and 7:00 am, if noise would exceed the ambient noise level
by 5 dBA at the Project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of
DPW.
Temporary demolition and construction activities at the Project Site could expose nearby off‐site
sensitive receptors (e.g., residential uses and hotels) to elevated levels of ground borne
vibration.

However, compliance with the Noise Ordinance would prevent construction

activities from occurring during designated sleeping hours, and due to the temporary nature of
the construction activities, potential construction noise and vibration impacts would be reduced
to a less‐than‐significant level.
Cumulative Effects. Construction activities typically occur on a given Project Site on a temporary
basis. Because (1) Project and Expanded Project construction activities would be temporary in
nature; (2) Project and Expanded Project construction‐related ambient noise level increases at
locations greater than a few hundred feet from the Project Site would be incrementally small;
and (3) as stated above, required construction noise reduction measures would be implemented
in accordance with standard City practice, the contribution of Project construction noise at any
given location, including the Project Site vicinity, would not be considered cumulatively
significant.

Case No. 2006.1073E
The Exploratorium Relocation Project

35

November 2007

TABLE 7
AVERAGE NOISE LEVELS AND ABATEMENT POTENTIAL OF CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE AT 50
AND 100 FT. (IN DBA)a
Equipment

Noise Level at
50 Ft.

With Feasible
Noise Control

Noise Level at
100 Ft.

With Feasible
Noise Controlb

79
85
80
80
88
85
91
89

75
75
75
75
80
75
75
80

73
79
74
74
82
79
85
83

69
69
69
69
74
69
69
74

85
82
83
88

75
75
75
75

79
76
77
82

69
69
69
69

76
78
81

75
75
75

70
72
75

69
69
69

101
98
88
86

95
80
75
80

95
92
82
80

89
74
69
74

78
76

75
75

72
70

69
69

Earthmoving
Front Loaders
Backhoes
Dozers
Tractors
Scrapers
Graders
Trucks
Pavers
Materials Handling
Concrete Mixer
Concrete Pump
Crane
Derrick
Stationary
Pumps
Generator
Compressors
Impactc
Pile Drivers
Rock Drills
Jack Hammers
Pneumatic Tools
Other
Saws
Vibrators

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and
Home Appliances, December 1971.
Notes:
a. The decibel (dB) is the standard unit of sound amplitude; it is a measure of the physical magnitude of sound pressure
relative to the human threshold of perception. The human ear’s sensitivity to sound is frequency‐dependent; it is more
sensitive to sound with a frequency at or near 1000 cycles per second than to sound with much lower or higher frequencies.
Most “real world” sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing, etc.) are complex mixtures of many different frequency
components. When the average amplitude of such sounds is measured with a sound level meter, it is common for the
instrument to apply different adjustment factors to each of the measured sound’s frequency components. These factors
adjust for the differences in perceived loudness of each of the sound’s frequency components relative to those that the
human ear is most sensitive to. This practice is called “A‐weighting.” The unit of A‐weighted sound amplitude is also the
decibel. But in reporting measurements to which A‐weighting has been applied, an “A” is appended to dB (i.e., dBA) to
make this clear.
b. Estimated levels obtainable by selecting quieter procedures or machines and implementing noise‐control features requiring
no major redesign or extreme cost (e.g., mufflers, vibratory pile drivers, temporary sound barriers).
c. Rock‐drilling is not proposed as part of the Project.
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Localized traffic noise would increase as a result of cumulative growth in the Project vicinity. It
remains to be determined by The Exploratorium traffic study whether cumulative growth
would cause a doubling in traffic volumes with consequent noticeable increases in the ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity. Therefore, cumulative traffic has the potential to cause a
significant increase in the ambient noise level in the Project vicinity.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

7.

AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non‐
attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Air Quality Plan Consistency. The Project and Expanded Project would be generally consistent
with the San Francisco General Plan, which does not project a population increase in excess of
that forecast in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. Additionally, the General Plan, Planning
Code, and City Charter implement various Transportation Control Measures identified in the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) 2005 Ozone Strategy through the City’s
Transit First Program, bicycle parking requirements, transit development fees, and other
actions. In light of the above, the Project and Expanded Project would not interfere with
implementation of the 2005 Ozone Strategy or the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, which are the
applicable regional air quality plans developed to improve air quality towards attaining the
state and federal ambient air quality standards.
Project Construction Air Pollutant Emissions. Since construction activities for the Project and
Expanded Project would occur on existing piers on the San Francisco waterfront, temporary
increases in particulate dust and other pollutants that usually result from dredging, grading,
and foundation work would not occur in this case, although some demolition of the existing
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structures would be required. Demolition would cause temporary dust emissions. Heavy‐duty
construction equipment would emit pollutants and particulate matter as a result of its fuel use.
Dust‐fall can be expected at times on surfaces within 200 to 800 feet of the source. Under high
winds exceeding 12 miles per hour, localized effects including human discomfort might occur
downwind from blowing dust.
Dust generated from demolition and construction is composed primarily of large particles that
settle out of the atmosphere more rapidly with increasing distance from the source and are
easily filtered by human breathing passages. In general, dust generated by demolition and
construction activity would result in more of a nuisance than a health hazard in the vicinity of
the Project Site. About one‐third of the dust generated by demolition and construction activities
consists of smaller size particles in the range that can be inhaled by humans (i.e., particles 10
microns or smaller in diameter, known as PM10, although those particles are generally inert).
Persons with respiratory diseases immediately downwind of the site could be sensitive to this
dust. Dust generation would be highly variable. The amount of dust generated on a given day
would be dependent on types and amount of demolition activity, as well as meteorological
conditions. The highest potential for dust generation occurs during the summer months when
winds are highest on average.
During the period of construction diesel emissions would be generated by diesel‐powered
construction equipment, vehicles, and generators. When the electrical system is being installed,
electricity would be provided from diesel generators, which would result in the temporary
release of diesel exhaust, fumes and odors. Diesel exhaust is regulated by the California Air
Resources Board as a toxic air contaminant. The Project would include implementation of
measures (Mitigation Measure 1, Section G), to reduce emissions of diesel exhaust during
construction.
The Project and Expanded Project would include a measure (Mitigation Measure 1) which
would implement the appropriate BAAQMD control measures such as requiring the Project
contractor to water the site, cover trucks hauling demolition materials, and sweep the streets to
minimize dust generation. The contractor would also be required to minimize construction
equipment and vehicle emissions by prohibiting idling of engines and by implementing a
vehicle maintenance program. The construction contractor shall, to the extent possible, be
required to implement feasible measures to reduce diesel particulate matter in construction
equipment and vehicle exhaust, such as use of late model or retrofitted equipment, use of
alternative fuels or fuel additives, and/or use of particulate traps on diesel engines. With the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 1, construction‐related air quality impacts resulting from
both the Project and the Expanded Project would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
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Project Operational Air Pollutant Emission. Potential air pollutants related to the operation of the
Project and Expanded Project would include those emitted by related traffic and by on‐site
stationary pollutant sources (such as building energy use, use of consumer products,
application of paints and solvents, etc.). Stationary source emissions would be relatively small
compared to transportation emissions. Moreover, traffic resulting from both the Project and the
Expanded Project may affect nearby intersections causing them to operate at lower levels of
service with a consequent increase in carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations. Thus, it remains to
be determined by The Exploratorium traffic study and consequent air quality analysis whether
the Project would cause violations of air quality standards or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. This potential impact will be evaluated in the EIR.
Cumulative Air Quality. The BAAQMD neither recommends quantified analysis of cumulative
construction emissions nor provides thresholds of significance that could be used to assess
cumulative construction emissions. The construction industry, in general, is an existing source
of emissions within the Bay Area. Construction equipment operates at one site on a short‐term
basis and, when finished, moves on to a new construction site. Because construction activities
would be temporary, the contribution to the cumulative context is so small as to be virtually
immeasurable, and all of the appropriate and feasible construction‐related measures
recommended by the BAAQMD would be implemented (see Mitigation Measure 1).
Accordingly, the contribution of construction emissions associated with the Project and
Expanded Project would not be cumulatively considerable.
In terms of cumulative local impacts, CO concentrations would be expected to be lower under
cumulative conditions than existing conditions, even with increased traffic and degradation in
level of service at some intersections, because improved vehicle emission controls have
continuously lowered CO emissions in recent years and are anticipated to continue to do so as
older vehicles continue to leave the statewide vehicle fleet. Therefore, cumulative CO impacts
would be less than significant.
Odors. Objectionable odors are a localized phenomenon and are confined to the vicinity of the
emitter of the odor. The Project would not result in a perceptible increase or changes in odors
on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project, as it would not include uses that typically
generate substantial odors.

Therefore, objectionable odors would not affect a substantial

number of people, and no impact would occur. As discussed above, the temporary operation of
diesel generators during construction would result in release of diesel fumes and odors.
However, this potential impact would be temporary and would also be reduced by the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 1. Therefore, odor related impacts would be less‐than‐
significant.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often called greenhouse
gases (GHGs). GHGs emitted by human activity are implicated in global climate change,
commonly referred to as “global warming.” GHGs contribute to an increase in the temperature
of the earth’s atmosphere by preventing the escape of heat. The principal GHGs are carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and water vapor. (Ozone—not directly emitted, but formed
from other gases—in the troposphere, the lowest level of the earth’s atmosphere, also
contributes to retention of heat.) Of these gases, carbon dioxide and methane are emitted in the
greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely byproducts
of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane results from off‐gassing associated with agricultural
practices and landfills, and nitrous oxide is emitted primarily from agricultural activities. 13 The
Project and the Expanded Project’s incremental increases in GHG emissions associated with
traffic increases and space heating would contribute to regional and global increases in GHG
emissions and associated climate change effects. This potential impact will be evaluated in
the EIR.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

8.

WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:

a)

Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas?

b)

Create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public
areas?

Wind.

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Wind impacts are generally caused by large buildings or structures extending

substantially above neighboring buildings, or by orienting a new building such that a large wall
catches a prevailing wind, particularly if such a wall includes little or no articulation.
The reuse of the existing Pier 15/17 structures would not involve an increase in building height.
The new Connector Building would be approximately 31 feet in height as measured to the roof.
The new Connector Building would be taller than the 27‐foot‐tall existing Connector Building
by about 4 feet. This increase in height would not be enough to affect ground‐level winds at the
Project Site. Accordingly, neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would have a significant
adverse impact on wind conditions.

13

Other GHGs, with much greater heat‐absorption potential than carbon dioxide, include
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in certain
industrial processes.
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Cumulative Effects. Since the Project and Expanded Project would not impact wind levels at or
near the Project Site, neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would contribute to
cumulative wind impacts.
Shadows. Section 295 of the Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed in
November 1984) in order to protect certain public open spaces from additional shadowing by
new structures. Section 295 restricts new shadow upon public parks and open spaces under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission by any new structure exceeding 40 feet in
height unless the Planning Commission, in consultation with the General Manager of the
Recreation and Park Department and the Recreation and Park Commission, finds the impact to
be insignificant. The reuse of the existing 44‐foot‐tall Pier 15 bulkhead structure and 32‐foot tall
Pier 15 shed structure would not involve an increase in building height. The new Connector
Building would be approximately 31 feet in height as measured to the roof. The new Connector
Building would be taller than the 27‐foot‐tall existing Connector Building by about 4 feet, but
still within the 40‐foot height limit. No new buildings are expected to be constructed under the
Expanded Project. Neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would create new shadow.
Moreover, the Project Site is not adjacent to outdoor public parks or open spaces.
Cumulative Effects. Since the Project and Expanded Project would not impact shadow at or near
the Project Site, the Project would not contribute to cumulative shadow impacts.

Topics:

9.

RECREATION—Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

c)

Physically degrade existing recreational resources?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Parks and Recreation. According to the Recreation and Parks Department, average estimates of
open space operated by the Department in San Francisco are over 3,300 acres, or approximately
4.5 acres per 1,000 residents (based on 2005 Census data for the City of San Francisco). There is
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approximately 5.5 total acres of open space per 1,000 residents, according to the Recreation and
Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan. 14
Parks and open space in the Project vicinity include Levi’s Plaza, one block northwest of the
Project Site across The Embarcadero; Sidney Walton Park, about three blocks southwest of the
Project Site; Pioneer Park, about six blocks west of the Project Site at the peak of Telegraph Hill;
and Maritime Plaza, about five blocks southwest of the Project Site. The San Francisco Bay Trail
runs along The Embarcadero from China Basin to Fisherman’s Wharf, including near the Project
Site. The Project itself would create a new public plaza with access to the Bay.
The Project and Expanded Project would not include residential uses that would increase
demand on nearby parks and facilities. It is anticipated that stabilized annual visitorship at the
new location would be 800,000 compared to annual visitorship at The Exploratorium’s current
location of 544,000. 15 The Exploratorium would employ approximately 330 full‐time staff at
the Project Site. Under the Expanded Project, visitorship at The Exploratorium is expected to
be 850,000, with 440 full‐time staff.
While The Exploratorium would increase the number of persons at the Project Site, the Project
and Expanded Project would not substantially increase the number of persons in the Project
vicinity, defined as The Embarcadero, the Ferry Building, downtown San Francisco, and other
destinations that already attract people to the area. Further, it is anticipated that a large portion
of the increase in Exploratorium visitorship would be due to its increased visibility and
accessibility and that The Exploratorium would draw a large number of patrons already visiting
the Project vicinity.
As mentioned above, the Project and Expanded Project could increase use of the Bay Trail from
employees at The Exploratorium and visitors to the museum. The Bay Trail has sufficient
capacity to accommodate any increase in demand caused by implementation of the Project,
including development of the Expanded Project. The Project and Expanded Project could
disrupt use of the Bay Trail as visitors would need to cross the Bay Trail in certain locations,
primarily crosswalks at nearby intersections, to access The Exploratorium. The Project and
Expanded Project would also include curb indents in front of Pier 15 and in front of Pier 17,
which would narrow the Bay Trail at these locations. If Pier 17 is used for vehicle parking or
bus loading and unloading, vehicles could further affect use of the Bay Trail. However, given
the Project Site’s location along the waterfront, which is heavily visited and trafficked,

14

15

Written communication from Daniel LaForte, City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department, to Aubrey Refuerzo, EIP/PBSJ, dated February 27, 2006.
Wilson Meany Sullivan, e‐mail with EIP/PBS&J, March 27, 2007.
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disruptions to Bay Trail users would be considered less than significant. Associated impacts to
the Bay Trail will be analyzed in the Traffic and Plans and Policies sections of the EIR.
In summary, the additional persons that would work at and visit the Project Site upon
construction of the Project and the Expanded Project would not substantially increase demand
for or use of neighborhood parks or citywide facilities, such that substantial physical
deterioration would occur. The demand that would result from the Project and Expanded
Project would not require the construction of new recreational facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities.
Cumulative Effects. The Project and Expanded Project may have cumulative impacts on nearby
parks, open space, and recreational facilities. However, as noted above, the Project vicinity is
already a visitor destination. There are many existing parks, open space, and recreational
facilities near the Project Site, and demand created by the Project, Expanded Project and other
development would be spread out through the Project vicinity. Thus, cumulative recreation
impacts would be less than significant.

Topics:
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10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would the
project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d)

Have sufficient water supply available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements?

e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that would serve the project that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
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The Project Site is within an urban area that is served by existing utilities and service systems,
including solid waste collection and disposal, wastewater and treatment, and power, water, and
communication facilities. The Project and Expanded Project would increase the demand for
utilities and service systems on the site, but not in excess of amounts expected in the Project
area. Additional development of Pier 17 would also fall within this level. Adequate utilities are
provided to the Project Site. However, the utility infrastructure within the Project Site would be
enhanced to meet the needs of The Exploratorium. On‐site utilities are discussed in detail
below. For purposes of this analysis, impacts to utilities resulting from implementation of the
Project and Expanded Project would be similar.
Storm water. Piers 15/17 Valley consists of a paved surface located over the San Francisco Bay.
The Project would decrease the amount of impervious surfaces by removing a portion of this
paved area to expose the water, and removing the rest of the paved area and replacing it with a
permeable material such as wood. Storm water from the sheds currently flows into the Bay.
The Project Site would continue to discharge storm water flows into the Bay during operation.
The Project and Expanded Project would comply with State requirements for storm water
runoff and would be consistent with the Port’s storm water management and design guidelines.
The Port has an existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
allowing the Port to discharge storm water from Piers 15/17 directly to the Bay. No storm water
runoff would be discharged into the City’s combined sewer system as this system does not have
the capacity to handle storm water generated on the piers. 16 Therefore, impacts to the storm
water treatment facilities would be less than significant.
Water. Water services are provided by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
The SFPUC serves 2.4 million residential, commercial, and industrial customers in the Bay Area;
approximately one‐third of delivered water goes to retail customers in San Francisco. The
Hetch Hetchy watershed, located in Yosemite National Park, provides approximately 85
percent of San Francisco’s total water needs; the Alameda and Peninsula watersheds produce
about 15 percent of the total water supply.
The SFPUC has developed a Recycled Water Master Plan to provide guidance for implementing
recycled water projects in San Francisco. Recycled water will help the City better meet its long‐
term water demands in a more reliable and sustainable manner.
In December 2005, the SFPUC adopted a resolution finding that the SFPUC’s Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) adequately fulfills the requirements of the water assessment for
16

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Existing Civil Site/Utility Evaluation Final, Exploratorium at Piers 15
and 17, December 5, 2006.
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water quality and wastewater treatment and capacity. So long as the Project is covered by the
demand projections identified in the UWMP, 17 which includes all known or expected
development projects and projected development in San Francisco through 2025, the Project
would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. The Project Site is
within a developed area of San Francisco and is zoned for light industrial uses, which would
include the Project. Development of the Project Site under an approved use would be within
UWMP projections.

Therefore, the Project would not exceed the UWMP’s water supply

projections. No additional water supply infrastructure would be required to serve the Project
or cumulative development.
There are currently two water connections for each pier, one for domestic service and one for
fire service. An eight‐inch water pipeline exists in The Embarcadero and can provide over 1,000
gpm, which should be adequate to meet The Exploratorium’s operation demands. However,
the piping on the piers is relatively old (constructed around 1905) and the connections do not
have master backflow devices, which are recommended to be installed. The normal operating
fire connections pressure were tested and found to be 50 pounds per square inch (psi). The new
fire sprinkler system to be installed on‐site would require 50 psi to 60 psi. Prior to final design,
a pressure and flow test would be conducted at each pier to verify the available flows and
pressures. A booster pump may be required to meet fire pressure demands. 18
Wastewater. Wastewater in the City is collected and treated by the SFPUC. The wastewater
system provides the City with wastewater collection, treatment and disposal. The wastewater
collection, treatment and disposal system consists of a combined sewer system (which collects
both sewer and storm water), three water pollution control plants and effluent outfalls to the
San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean. The combined sewer system reduces pollution in the San
Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean by treating urban runoff that would otherwise flow to the Bay
and Ocean. The collection system consists of approximately 900 miles of underground pipes
throughout the City.
The SFPUC treats and discharges approximately 84 million gallons per day of treated
wastewater during dry weather to the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean.

During wet

weather, with additional facilities and increased operations, the plants can treat approximately
465 million gallons of combined flows per day.

17

18

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan,
http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/13/MSC_ID/165/MTO_ID/286/C_ID/2776
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Existing Civil Site/Utility Evaluation Final, Exploratorium at Piers 15
and 17, December 5, 2006.
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The Project Site is in an urban area which is already served by utilities infrastructure. The
Project would incrementally increase wastewater discharge as a commercial structure when
compared to the existing uses. However, the Project would not be expected to increase the flow
of wastewater such that an expansion of existing off‐site infrastructure would be required, even
if Pier 17 is developed for additional museum space. There are currently two 12‐inch sanitary
sewer stubs through the seawall, one for each pier. These stubs were installed in the early
1990’s and discharge into a 14‐foot wide box sewer located in The Embarcadero. The existing
12‐inch sanitary sewer connections would be adequate to handle Project flows. 19 Project‐related
wastewater would flow to the City’s combined storm water and sewer system and would be
treated to standards contained in the City’s NPDES Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution
Control Plant prior to discharge into the Bay. The NPDES standards are set and regulated by
the RWQCB; therefore, the Project would not conflict with RWQCB requirements in that the
Project would not require the expansion of wastewater/storm water treatment facilities or an
extension of a sewer trunk line as the site is currently served by existing facilities. Therefore, no
new off‐site wastewater infrastructure would be required to serve the Project, and the Project
would result in less‐than‐significant impacts related to wastewater. Wastewater infrastructure
would be installed within the piers to accommodate proposed uses including the restaurant,
and ancillary uses of The Exploratorium including the fabrication shop, cleaning and
maintenance activities, and visitor‐serving restrooms.
Solid Waste. Solid waste from San Francisco is transferred to the Altamont Landfill (landfill) at
10840 Altamont Pass Road in Livermore. 20

The landfill is owned and operated by Waste

Management of Alameda County. The landfill has an annual solid waste capacity of 2,226,500
tons for the City of San Francisco. The City is well below its allowed capacity, generating
approximately 550,000 tons of solid waste in 2005. 21

Recycling, composting, and waste

reduction efforts are expected to increasingly divert waste from the landfill.
To minimize the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of by transformation and land
disposal, the State Legislature passed Assembly Bill 939, the California Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), effective January 1990. According to AB 939, all cities and
counties in California were required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill or

19

20

21

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Existing Civil Site/Utility Evaluation Final, Exploratorium at Piers 15
and 17, December 5, 2006.
Integrated
Waste
Management
Board
website,
Solid
Waste
Facility
Details,
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=01‐AA‐0009&OUT=HTML, accessed
January 25, 2007.
Drda, Brad, Environmental Services Manager, Sanitary Fill Company, Personal communication with
EIP Associates, March 14, 2006.
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transformation facilities by January 1, 1995, and 50 percent by January 1, 2000. San Francisco
diverted 36 percent of solid waste in 1995, 46 percent in 2000, and about 64 to 67 percent from
2002 through 2005. 22
San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance requires all new city‐owned and leased projects to
achieve a LEED Silver certification from the U.S. Green Building Council. Both phases of the
Project would be subject to this requirement, which includes requirements for at least 50 percent
of non‐hazardous construction and demolition debris to be recycled or salvaged.
Solid waste generated by The Exploratorium would be collected by Sunset Scavenger
Company, hauled to the Norcal transfer station near Candlestick Point, and recycled as feasible,
with non‐recyclables being disposed of at Altamont Landfill, where adequate capacity exists to
serve the needs of San Francisco. The Altamont Landfill is required to meet federal, state, and
local regulations relevant to solid waste and therefore, impacts related to solid waste would be
less than significant.
Cumulative Effects. Since the Project would not adversely impact storm water conditions, the
Project would not contribute to cumulative storm water impacts. Further, the Project would not
substantially impact water supply. Existing service provision plans address anticipated growth
in the region and therefore would not have a significant cumulative effect on water. The Project
would not substantially impact wastewater services in the project area, and existing service
plans address anticipated growth in the region.

Therefore, the Project would not have a

significant cumulative effect on wastewater facilities.

Finally, since the Project would not

substantially impact solid waste services in the Project area, and existing service provision plans
address service provision for anticipated growth in the region, the Project would not have a
significant cumulative effect on solid waste facilities. Overall, the Project would not contribute
cumulatively to utility and service system impacts.

22

Integrated Waste Management Board, Countywide, Regionwide, and Statewide Jurisdiction
Diversion Progress Report, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGTools/mars/JurDrSta.asp?VW=In, accessed
February 6, 2007.
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:
a)

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

Fire Protection Services. The Project Site is served by the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD).
The nearest SFFD station to the Project Site is Station 13, at 530 Sansome Street at Washington
Street, about eight blocks southwest of the Project Site. The fireboat, located on Port property at
Pier 22, also would be utilized in case of fire on the piers. The SFFD is made up of 1,629
uniformed firefighters, paramedics, officers, and inspectors. The SFFD has adequate personnel
and staff to meet the needs of the residents and visitors of San Francisco. 23 For purposes of this
analysis, impacts to public services resulting from implementation of the Project and Expanded
Project would be similar.
The Project would incrementally, but not substantially, increase the demand for fire protection
services on the Project Site. The Project does not include residential uses which could induce
growth. Additionally, the Project would relocate an existing museum use, and thus would not
indirectly induce growth by introducing a substantial new source of employment.

The

Exploratorium projects an increase in stabilized annual visitorship of approximately 191,000
people. 24 Additional visitors would be accommodated if the museum expands its operations
into Pier 17. Since the Project area is already heavily traveled by visitors and is already served
by the SFFD, this increase would not be significant.
Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable building and fire
codes, which establish requirements pertaining to fire protection systems, including, but not
limited to, the provision of state‐mandated smoke alarms, fire alarm and sprinkler systems, fire
extinguishers, required number and location of egress with appropriate distance separation,
and emergency response notification systems. Since the Project would be required to comply

23

24

Joanne Hayes‐White, Chief of Department, and Andy Zanoff, Office of the Deputy Chief of
Administration, San Francisco Fire Department, written communication with Aubrey Refuerzo,
PBS&J, April 11, 2007.
Wilson Meany Sullivan, e‐mail with EIP/PBS&J, March 27, 2007.
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with all applicable building and fire codes, and the Project would result in an incremental
increase in demand, it would not result in the need for new fire protection facilities, and would
not result in significant impacts to the physical environment.
Police Protection Services.

As discussed above, development of the Project would increase

visitors to the Project Site, which could incrementally increase police service calls in the Project
area. The Project Site is in the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD) Metro Division, and is
served by the Central Station at Vallejo Street near Stockton Street. The Central Station district
comprises the Financial District, Chinatown, North Beach, Fisherman’s Wharf, Telegraph Hill,
Nob Hill, and Russian Hill. 25
The Central Station is less than one mile from the Project Site, and provides existing police
services to the Project area. The potential increase in service calls would not exceed amounts
anticipated and provided for in the Project area. As described above, the Project would not
directly or indirectly induce growth in the Project area. Although the Project would increase
the number of visitors to the Project Site, there are already many visitors in the Project area that
the SFPD expects to serve.

Additionally, the Mayor’s 2006‐2007 Budget includes an eight

percent funding increase for policing services in San Francisco, including the hiring of up to 98
additional police officers and support staff. 26 Given staffing and funding increases, the SFPD
has sufficient resources to accommodate a project of this size. With the planned increases in
city‐wide personnel, the Central Station would be able to provide the necessary police services
and crime prevention programs for the Project area. Hence, the Project would have a less‐than‐
significant impact on police services.
Schools.

The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) provides public primary and

secondary education in the City and County of San Francisco. As noted above, the Project does
not include residential uses which could introduce more students to the SFUSD. Additionally,
since the Project relocates an existing commercial use (museum), the Project would not
indirectly induce growth by introducing a substantial new source of employment. As such, the
Project would result in less‐than‐significant impacts to schools.
Community Facilities. The Project would not introduce residential uses, and thus would not
increase the demand for other City services, such as libraries and community centers.
Community facilities would not be significantly affected by the Project.

25

26

City and County of San Francisco Police Department, http://www.sfgov.org/site/police_index.asp,
accessed February 23, 2007.
Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco. Mayor’s Proposed Budget 2006‐2007.
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Cumulative Effects. Each public service provider must plan to accommodate growth within its
service area under cumulative conditions. The Project and Expanded Project would not exceed
growth projections for the area, and as such, would be accommodated in the cumulative
demand for services.
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12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:
a)

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

b)

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

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d)

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

e)

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

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Biological Resources. The Project Site is currently occupied by two buildings constructed on Piers
15/17, and a surface parking lot in the Valley between the Piers. There are no trees or ground
vegetation on the Project Site. The Project vicinity is an urban environment and experiences
high levels of human activities, and only common bird species are likely to nest in the area.
Although common and not endangered, Western Gulls (Larus occidentalis), commonly nest on
the roofs of pier sheds. Nesting birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected by Fish and
Game Code (Sections 3503, 3503.5) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. Destruction of a
nest would be a violation of these regulations and is considered a potentially significant impact.
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Demolition or construction work that would have potential to disturb gulls (i.e. roof repair or
replacement) during nesting season (April through September) would require a permit from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In addition, potential habitat may exist at the Project Site for the
Townsend’s Big‐Eared Bats (Corynorhinus townsendii). Habitats have been discovered in other
pier‐related demolition and construction projects. The Townsend’s Big‐Eared Bat is listed by
the State as Mammalian Species of Special Concern. 27 While there is no statewide law that
requires protection of all special‐status natural communities, CEQA requires consideration of
the potential impacts of a project to biological resources of statewide or regional significance.
These potential biological impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.
Aquatic Resources. The Project Site includes two piers which extend over the San Francisco Bay.
Thus, construction on the Project Site could affect aquatic resources.

Dredging activities

associated with the Expanded Project could also impact aquatic resources. Impacts to aquatic
resources under the Project and Expanded Project will be discussed in the EIR.
Cumulative Effects.

Since the Project and Expanded Project would not impact terrestrial

biological resources, the Project would not contribute to any potential significant cumulative
effects on terrestrial biological resources. Cumulative impacts to aquatic resources will be
discussed in the EIR.
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13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:
a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)

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

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)

Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv)

Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

27

State of California Department of Fish and Game, Species of Special
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/species/ssc/index.html, Accessed October 30, 2007.
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Topics:

c)

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

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐1‐B
of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
risks to life or property?

e)

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

f)

Change substantially the topography or any unique
geologic or physical features of the site?
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No
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Not
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As described in the San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, the greatest risks
to life and property in San Francisco result directly from the ground shaking and ground failure
associated with large earthquakes. Other hazards common in other California communities,
such as fire, are less likely to occur in San Francisco, and when they do occur they are most
likely to be associated with an earthquake. If San Francisco undertakes programs to reduce
ground failure, inundation, landslides, hazardous materials releases, and fire that are quite
likely to accompany a major earthquake, and if it has developed effective emergency response
plans, it will be well prepared to cope with these hazards, or other catastrophes that threaten
public safety, property, or the environment when they occur alone.
The San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Element contains maps that show areas in
the city subject to geologic hazards. The Project Site is located in an area subject to moderate
ground shaking from earthquakes along the San Andreas and Northern Hayward Faults and
other faults in the San Francisco Bay Area (Maps 2 and 3). The Project Site is also not located in
an area of liquefaction potential (Map 4). The Project Site is not located in an area susceptible to
landslide (Map 5). A Geotechnical Investigation has been completed and recommends specific
geotechnical related design criteria for the Project and Expanded Project. All building permit
applications and construction plans would be reviewed by the Port’s Building department and
would be subject to the 2007 Port of San Francisco Building Code. Therefore, potential damage
to structures from geologic hazards on the Project Site would be mitigated if necessary based on
the Port’s assessment.
Cumulative Effects. The Project and Expanded Project would not have a significant impact on
geology or soil resources, nor would the Project or Expanded Project contribute to any potential
significant cumulative effects on geology or soils.
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14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion of siltation on‐ or off‐site?

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on‐ or off‐site?

e)

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

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g)

Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood
hazard delineation map?

h)

Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?

The Project would not increase the amount of impervious surface at the Project Site or
significantly alter site drainage.
During construction and operation, the Project and Expanded Project would be required to
comply with all applicable water quality and wastewater discharge requirements. However,
since construction on the Project Site involves work on the substructure of the piers, the Project
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and Expanded Project could have adverse water quality impacts within the San Francisco Bay.
Therefore, water quality will be discussed in the EIR.
The Project Site is not in a 100‐year floodplain as mapped on the existing Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRMs) for the City. However, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
released new preliminary FIRMs for the City and County of San Francisco on September 21,
2007. The maps provide flood risk information that is used for flood insurance and floodplain
management purposes under the National Flood Insurance Program. The map, as proposed,
would designate Piers 15/17 in a coastal flood hazard zone. Since the FIRMs are not final and
are currently under review, the flood hazard at the Project Site will be evaluated in the EIR. 28
Devastating tsunamis have not occurred in San Francisco during historic times. In addition, the
Project Site is not located in an area of potential inundation, as designated by the General Plan
20‐foot Tsunami Run‐up Map. 29

Therefore, there would be no potential impacts due to

inundation from tsunamis.
Cumulative Effects. The EIR will address the contribution of the Project and Expanded Project to
cumulative water quality impacts due to construction at the Project Site; however, the Project
and Expanded Project would not contribute to cumulative hydrology impacts as it would have
a less‐than‐significant impact on hydrology.
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15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

28

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance
Program Fact Sheet. October 22, 2007.
City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, Map 6,
adopted July 1995.
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d)

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

e)

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

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g)

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

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving fires?

Less Than
Significant
with
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Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
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Not
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Two Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) have been prepared for the Project Site by
Tetra Tech, Inc.; one for Pier 15 and the area between Piers 15/17, and the other for Pier 17. The
ESAs list current and past operations, review environmental agency databases and records,
identify site reconnaissance observations, and summarize potential contamination issues. The
findings of these reports are summarized in this section.
The Project Site currently includes two structures on Pier 15, the Pier 15 shed and the Connector
Building, and a shed on Pier 17, as well as the Valley, a paved parking area which covers the
area between Piers 15/17. Pier 15 currently houses two tenants: SFMTA (MUNI) and Baydelta
Maritime.

SFMTA (MUNI) uses Pier 15 as a bus maintenance facility.

Activities include

replacing air bags, lubricating, repairing and replacing axles; replacing and recharging batteries;
and storage of electric parts. Baydelta maritime, a tow and tug operator, performs operations
and maintenance activities to support tug operations inside the Pier 15 warehouse. Tugboats
berth at the south apron. Activities include changing oil and oil filters, draining oily bilge
water, charging batteries, and storing parts and supplies. Another use of the property is as a
dock for visiting vessels. The eastern apron of Piers 15/17 serves as a convenient location for
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large visiting ships to dock and access the mainland. Pier 17 is currently used for office and
storage space. 30
Pier 15 was formerly used for maritime light industrial, maritime industrial and storage. Tug
and tow operators have used the bulkhead portion of the building since the 1970s. The pier has
also served as a warehouse for various types of cargo, including cotton and silk flowers. Pier 17
was also used for maritime industrial and cargo storage use and office space. 31
Currently, adjacent properties are being used for a variety of uses. Pier 9, to the south, is being
used for storage, office, parking, ferry boat maintenance for Blue and Gold fleet, the
headquarters for the Water Transit Authority, and the headquarters for the Bar Pilots maritime
operations; Pier 19, to the north, is occupied by the Foreign Trade Zone No. 3, a warehousing
operation that receives and stores imported goods including liquor and wine.
Historically, Piers 9 and 19 have been used for maritime industrial, light industrial, break bulk
cargo and general storage since their construction. Along The Embarcadero the former Belt
Railroad of San Francisco served the maritime freight operations. 32
Hazardous Materials Use, Transport, and Disposal. The Project would involve the rehabilitation of
the existing Pier 15 shed and removal and reconstruction of the Connector Building.
Construction activities could encounter a number of hazardous building materials, including
asbestos and lead‐based paint.

Pier 17 would not be developed at this time.

If The

Exploratorium were to exercise the Lease Option the pier would have to be repaired, seismically
upgraded and improved to accommodate the museum.
During normal operation of the museum, The Exploratorium would likely handle common
types of hazardous materials, such as cleaners and disinfectants. These commercial products
are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling
procedures. Most of these materials are consumed through use, resulting in relatively little
waste. Businesses are required by law to ensure employee safety by identifying hazardous

30

31

32

Tetra Tech,
California.
Tetra Tech,
California.
Tetra Tech,
California.
Tetra Tech,
California.
Tetra Tech,
California.

Inc. October 2006. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 15 San Francisco,
Inc.

April 2007.

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 17 San Francisco,

Inc. October 2006. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 15 San Francisco,
Inc.

April 2007.

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 17 San Francisco,

Inc.

April 2007.

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 17 San Francisco,
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materials in the workplace, providing safety information to workers who handle hazardous
materials, and adequately training workers.

The Exploratorium would use a variety of

chemicals in the biology lab and the CMP fabrication shops for the preparation and
maintenance of exhibits. These chemicals would be handled and stored in accordance with the
standard regulatory procedures and practices which are currently in effect at the existing
Exploratorium. As a result, chemicals used in the Project and Expanded Project would not pose
a significant hazard to the public, and will not be discussed further in the EIR.
If Baydelta Maritime relocates to Pier 17, dredging would be required to accommodate those
vessels. The material that would be dredged has been identified as containing hazardous
materials, including DDTs and butyltins. Dredging activities would be required to conform to
the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) administered by the DMMO regarding dredging
and the disposal of dredge materials. The concentrations of the detected chemicals were less
than or similar to other concentrations within dredged material approved for in‐bay disposal.
According to the review of sediment chemistry conducted by Anchor Environmental CA, L.P.,
sediments from dredging could be approved for in‐bay disposal. 33 However, review during the
DMMO permit process would determine suitable disposal requirements. Therefore impacts
related to disposal of dredged materials would be less‐than‐significant.
Hazardous Building Materials ‐ Asbestos. The ESA for Pier 15 identified asbestos in floor tile and
mastic. Asbestos‐containing material (ACM) was found in an unused store room on the east
end of the warehouse, in the MUNI main offices and in the first floor of Baydelta Maritime’s
offices (subleased to ISS Marine Services, Inc.). A 2004 survey identified asbestos in window
putty on the western and southern sides of the warehouse and in paint covering walls,
windows and doors on the eastern side of the warehouse. 34 The ESA for Pier 17 identified ACM
in concentrations greater than 1 percent in floor tiles and mastic and in concentrations less than
1 percent in drywall, drywall tape and mud and white window caulking around side skylights.
ACM was also found in roof rolls and roof mastic and in surface paints covering walls,
windows and doors on the entire eastern elevation. 35 Regulations, described below, are in place
to prevent the accidental upset or release of these hazardous materials, and implementation of
these requirements would reduce the risk of accidental exposure during construction to a less‐
than‐significant level. ACM may be found within the existing Connector Building that would
be demolished as part of the Project. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code,
33
34

35

Anchor Environmental, CA, L.P., memorandum to Wilson Meany Sullivan, September 19, 2006.
Tetra Tech, Inc. October 2006. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 15 San Francisco,
California.
Tetra Tech, Inc. April 2007. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 17 San Francisco,
California.
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adopted January 1, 1991, requires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits
until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under
applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”), vested by the California legislature with
authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law
enforcement, is to be notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement
work in accordance with state regulations.
BAAQMD notification includes: listing the names and addresses of operations and persons
responsible; description and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size,
age and prior use, and the approximate amount of friable asbestos; scheduled starting and
completion dates of demolition or abatement; nature of planned work and methods to be
employed; procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and the name and
location of the waste disposal site to be used. The BAAQMD randomly inspects asbestos
removal operations and will inspect any removal operation upon which a complaint has been
received.
The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) must be
notified of asbestos abatement activities. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow State
regulations contained in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6 through 341.14 where there is
asbestos‐related work involving 100 sf or more of asbestos‐containing material.

Asbestos

removal contractors must be certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of
California. The owner of the property where abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous
Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office of the California
Department of Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of the material is
required to file a Hazardous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the material from the
site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California law, the Port would not issue the demolition
permit until the Project Sponsor has complied with the notice requirements described above.
These regulations and procedures, already established as a part of the permit review process,
would ensure that any potential impacts due to asbestos removal would be reduced to a less‐
than‐significant level.
Hazardous Building Materials – Lead‐Based Paint. During the site visit for the Phase I at Pier 15,
lead‐based paint was identified on the exterior portions of the subject property, which would be
expected given the age of the existing buildings. Lead‐based paint may also be found on
interior surfaces. The Phase I for Pier 17 found lead‐based paint on both interior and exterior
surfaces as well as in roof gravel and tiles. Demolition must comply with Chapter 34, Section
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3407 of the San Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead‐Based Paint on Pre‐1979
Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is any work that may disturb or remove lead paint
on any building built on or before December 31, 1978, or any steel structures to which lead‐
based paint disturbance or removal would occur, and exterior work would disturb more than
100 sf or 100 linear feet of lead‐based paint, Chapter 34 requires specific notification and work
standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties.
Chapter 34 contains performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers, at
least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for Evaluation
and Control of Lead‐Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be
used in disturbance or removal of lead‐based paint. Any person performing work subject to the
ordinance shall make all reasonable efforts to prevent migration of work debris beyond
containment barriers during the course of the work, and any person performing regulated work
shall make all reasonable efforts to remove all visible lead paint contaminants from all regulated
areas of the property prior to completion of the work.
The ordinance also includes notification requirements, contents of notice, and requirements for
signs. Notification includes notifying bidders for the work of any paint inspection reports
verifying the presence or absence of lead‐based paint in the regulated area of the Project and
Expanded Project. Prior to commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written
notice to the Port’s Building Department of the location of the Project; the nature and
approximate square footage of the painted surface being disturbed and/or removed; anticipated
job start and completion dates for the work; whether the responsible party has reason to know
or presume that lead‐based paint is present; whether the building is residential or
nonresidential, owner‐occupied or rental property, approximate number of dwelling units, if
any; the dates by which the responsible party has or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property
notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the
party who will perform the work.

(Further notice requirements include Sign When

Containment is Required, Notice by Landlord, Required Notice to Tenants, Availability of
Pamphlet related to protection from lead in the home, Notice by Contractor, Early
Commencement of Work [by Owner, Requested by Tenant], and Notice of Lead‐Contaminated
Dust or Soil, if applicable.)

The ordinance contains provisions regarding inspection and

sampling by DBI, and enforcement, and describes penalties for non‐compliance with the
requirements of the ordinance.
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These regulations and procedures established by the San Francisco Building Code would ensure
that potential impacts associated with lead‐based paint disturbance during construction
activities would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
Schools. There are no schools within one quarter‐mile of the Project Site.
Government Code Section 65962.5. The Phase I ESA included an environmental records review
for the Project Site and surrounding properties up to one mile from the Project Site. According
to the Phase I, the Project Site and surrounding parcels do not pose a substantial hazardous
material risk to development of the Project Site.
According to the Phase I ESA, Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) were not identified on the
Project Site. 36 75 Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites were identified within a
0.75‐mile radius of the Project Site; however, the Project Site is located on a pier extending into
the San Francisco Bay. Based on regulatory status and the direction of groundwater flow, the
LUST sites would not represent a significant environmental concern for development of the
Project Site.
Fire Safety; Emergency Response or Evacuation Plans.

San Francisco ensures fire safety and

emergency accessibility within new and existing developments through provisions of its
Building and Fire Codes. The Project and Expanded Project would conform to these standards.
Potential fire hazards would be addressed during the permit review process. Conformance
with these standards would ensure appropriate life safety protections for new and modified
structures. Consequently, the Project and Expanded Project would not create a substantial fire
hazard nor interfere with emergency access plans.
Cumulative Hazardous Materials. The Project and Expanded Project would not have a significant
impact on hazardous material conditions on the Project Site or vicinity, nor would the Project or
Expanded Project contribute to any potential significant cumulative effects.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—Would the
project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

36

Tetra Tech, Inc. 2006. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Pier 15 San Francisco, California.
October.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

c)

Encourage activities which result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a
wasteful manner?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

Mineral Resources. According to the San Francisco General Plan, mineral resources are not
present in the City to any appreciable extent. 37 No known mineral deposits exist on or near the
Project Site. The Project would not result in the loss of a locally or regionally important mineral
resource and therefore, neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would impact mineral
resources.
Energy. The Project and Expanded Project would be required to meet current State and local
codes concerning energy consumption and conservation, including Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulation enforced by the Port’s Building Department. The Project and Expanded
Project would use diesel fuel and electricity during construction and natural gas and electricity
for lighting and heating upon completion. Neither the Project nor the Expanded Project would
have a substantial effect on the use, extraction, or depletion of a natural resource.
San Francisco’s 2002 Electricity Resource Plan discusses sources for electricity and projected
citywide demand. 38 The PG&E peak load forecast is approximately 1200 megawatts, while the
available capacity is over 1700 megawatts. The City plans to reduce consumption by 107
megawatts by 2012 through various energy efficiency strategies.

Any new developments,

including the Project and Expanded Project, would be expected to conform to new City policies
designed to reduce energy consumption.

While the Project and Expanded Project would

increase new demand for electricity services, the Project‐generated demand for electricity
would be negligible in the context of the overall consumer demand in San Francisco and the
state.

Further, the Project and Expanded Project would be rated LEED Silver and would

therefore be an energy efficient building. Accordingly, the Project and Expanded Project would
not, in and of themselves, generate a significant demand for energy or a major expansion of
power facilities and would not have a significant effect on natural resources.
37

38

City of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Environmental Protection Element, Adopted June
27, 1996.
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and San Francisco Department of the Environment (2002).
The Energy Resource Plan. Accessed at: http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/7/MSC_ID/64/MTO_ID/
NULL/C_ID/1346
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Cumulative Mineral and Energy Resources. The Project and Expanded Project would not impact
mineral resources, directly or indirectly, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative
mineral resource impacts.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not Applicable

17. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non‐agricultural use?

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance, to
non‐agricultural use?

The Project Site is located on a pier that extends into the San Francisco Bay and is surrounded
by a fully developed urban area. There are no agricultural resources on the Project Site or in the
Project vicinity and therefore the Project and Expanded Project would not impact agriculture
resources.
Cumulative Agricultural.

As the Project and Expanded Project would have no impact on

agricultural resources, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts on agricultural resources.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE—
Would the project:
a)

Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self‐sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

Case No. 2006.1073E
The Exploratorium Relocation Project

62

November 2007

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

b)

Have impacts that would be individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

c)

Have environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less‐Than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

a) The Project and Expanded Project would have the potential to degrade the local aquatic
environment, potentially damaging aquatic biological resources, as discussed above. The
Project and Expanded Project would not, however, have any impact to terrestrial biological
resources as there are no such resources located at the Project Site, which is located on a pier
in a highly urbanized area.
b) The Project and Expanded Project could contribute to cumulatively‐significant aesthetic,
cultural, traffic, and aquatic biology resources. Cumulative impacts to these resource areas
will be analyzed in the EIR.
c) As discussed in the above text, the Project and Expanded Project could have potentially
significant impacts on land use, aesthetics, cultural resources, transportation/circulation,
noise, air quality, hydrology and water quality, and aquatic biological resources. These
issues and their direct and indirect impacts to humans will be discussed in the EIR.

F.

NEIGHBORHOOD NOTICE

A “Notification of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report” was sent out on May 9,
2007 to the owners of properties within 300 feet, adjacent occupants of the Project Site and
interested parties.

No public comments were received in response to this notice.

Initial

comments were received from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the California
Department of Transportation, and BCDC. One public scoping meeting was held on May 22,
2007.

G.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures, all of which are necessary to avoid potential significant
effects of the Project and Expanded Project, will be adopted by the Project Sponsor.
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Mitigation Measure 1: Construction Air Quality
The Project Sponsor shall require the general contractor(s) during construction to implement the
appropriate BAAQMD dust control measures from the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines which
could include spraying the site with water during demolition, excavation, and construction
activities; spraying unpaved construction areas with water at least twice per day; covering
stockpiles of and trucks carrying soil, debris, sand, and other material; erecting berms around
the pier to collect debris and prevent hazardous materials from falling into the Bay; wheel
washing of vehicles entering and exiting the construction site; and sweeping surrounding
streets during demolition, excavation, and construction at least once per day to reduce
particulate emissions. Additional measures, if required, could include installing windbreaks,
limiting construction activities to one portion of the site at a time, and using electrical (instead
of diesel/gasoline‐powered) generators to the extent feasible.
The Project Sponsor shall also require the Project contractor(s) to maintain and operate
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other
pollutants. The construction contractor shall, to the extent possible, be required to implement
feasible measures to reduce diesel particulate matter in construction equipment and vehicle
exhaust, such as use of late model or retrofitted equipment, use of alternative fuels or fuel
additives, and/or use of particulate traps on diesel engines. Without limitation, the contractor
shall be required to maintain properly tuned equipment and to prohibit idling motors when
equipment is not in use or when trucks are waiting in queues, and implementation of specific
maintenance programs to reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for
much of the construction period.
Ordinance 175‐91, passed by the Board of Supervisors on May 6, 1991, requires that non‐potable
water be used for dust control activities.

Therefore, the Project Sponsor shall require the

contractor(s) to obtain reclaimed water from the Clean Water Program for this purpose. The
Project Sponsor shall require the Project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such
means as a prohibition on idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are
waiting in queues, and to implement specific maintenance programs to reduce emissions for
equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction period.
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APPENDIX B
Bus and Passenger Loading/Unloading
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SOURCE: EHDD Architecture, 2008.
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FIGURE B-1: PIER 17 BUS LOADING/UNLOADING
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SOURCE: EHDD Architecture, 2008.
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FIGURE B-2: PIER 15 PASSENGER LOADING/UNLOADING

APPENDIX C
CNDDB and USFWS Query Results

California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
New Exploratorium at Piers 15 and 17
CNDDB query results for San Francisco North, San Francisco South, Hunters Point, and Oakland West USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps.

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

1 Accipiter cooperii
Cooper's hawk

ABNKC12040

G5

S3

2 Actinemys marmorata
western pond turtle

ARAAD02030

G3G4

S3

SC

3 Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

AAAAA01180

G2G3

S2S3

SC

4 Amsinckia lunaris
bent-flowered fiddleneck

PDBOR01070

G2

S2.2

5 Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

AMACC10010

G5

S3

6 Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. franciscana
Franciscan manzanita

PDERI040J3

G3TXC

SX

1A

7 Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii
Presidio manzanita

PDERI040J2

Endangered

G3T1

S1.1

1B.1

8 Arctostaphylos imbricata
San Bruno Mountain manzanita

PDERI040L0

Endangered

G1

S1.2

1B.1

9 Arctostaphylos montaraensis
Montara manzanita

PDERI042W0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

Endangered

G1

S1.1

1B.2

Endangered

G1

S1.1

1B.1

Threatened

Endangered

1B.2
SC

10 Arctostaphylos pacifica
Pacific manzanita

PDERI040Z0

11 Arenaria paludicola
marsh sandwort

PDCAR040L0

12 Astragalus tener var. tener
alkali milk-vetch

PDFAB0F8R1

G1T1

S1.1

1B.2

13 Atriplex joaquiniana
San Joaquin spearscale

PDCHE041F3

G2

S2.1

1B.2

14 Banksula incredula
incredible harvestman

ILARA14100

G1

S1

15 Caecidotea tomalensis
Tomales isopod

ICMAL01220

G2

S2

16 California macrophylla
round-leaved filaree

PDGER01070

G3

S3.1

17 Callophrys mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly

IILEPE2202

G4T1

S1

18 Carex comosa
bristly sedge

PMCYP032Y0

G5

S2?

19 Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover

ABNNB03031

G4T3

S2

20 Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata
San Francisco Bay spineflower

PDPGN04081

G2T2

S2.2

1B.2

21 Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
robust spineflower

PDPGN040Q2

G2T1

S1.1

1B.1

22 Cicindela hirticollis gravida
sandy beach tiger beetle

IICOL02101

G5T2

S1

23 Circus cyaneus
northern harrier

ABNKC11010

G5

S3
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Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

24 Cirsium andrewsii
Franciscan thistle

PDAST2E050

G2

S2.2

1B.2

25 Cirsium occidentale var. compactum
compact cobwebby thistle

PDAST2E1Z1

G3G4T2

S2.1

1B.2

26 Clarkia franciscana
Presidio clarkia

PDONA050H0

G1

S1.1

1B.1

27 Collinsia corymbosa
round-headed Chinese-houses

PDSCR0H060

G1

S1.2

1B.2

28 Collinsia multicolor
San Francisco collinsia

PDSCR0H0B0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

29 Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. palustris
Point Reyes bird's-beak

PDSCR0J0C3

G4?T2

S2.2

1B.2

30 Danaus plexippus
monarch butterfly

IILEPP2010

G5

S3

31 Dufourea stagei
Stage's dufourine bee

IIHYM22010

G1?

S1?

32 Elanus leucurus
white-tailed kite

ABNKC06010

G5

S3

33 Enhydra lutris nereis
southern sea otter

AMAJF09012

Threatened

G4T2

S2

34 Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby

AFCQN04010

Endangered

G3

S2S3

35 Euphydryas editha bayensis
Bay checkerspot butterfly

IILEPK4055

Threatened

G5T1

S1

36 Fritillaria liliacea
fragrant fritillary

PMLIL0V0C0

G2

S2.2

37 Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
saltmarsh common yellowthroat

ABPBX1201A

G5T2

S2

38 Gilia capitata ssp. chamissonis
blue coast gilia

PDPLM040B3

G5T2

S2.1

1B.1

39 Gilia millefoliata
dark-eyed gilia

PDPLM04130

G2

S2.2

1B.2

40 Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima
San Francisco gumplant

PDAST470D3

G5T2

S2.1

1B.2

41 Helianthella castanea
Diablo helianthella

PDAST4M020

G3

S3.2

1B.2

42 Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia
short-leaved evax

PDASTE5011

G4T3

S3.2

2.2

43 Hesperolinon congestum
Marin western flax

PDLIN01060

Threatened

Threatened

G2

S2.1

1B.1

44 Holocarpha macradenia
Santa Cruz tarplant

PDAST4X020

Threatened

Endangered

G1

S1.1

1B.1

45 Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea
Kellogg's horkelia

PDROS0W043

G4T1

S1.1

1B.1

46 Hydroporus leechi
Leech's skyline diving beetle

IICOL55040

G1?

S1?
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Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

47 Ischnura gemina
San Francisco forktail damselfly

IIODO72010

G2

S2

48 Lasiurus blossevillii
western red bat

AMACC05060

G5

S3?

49 Lasiurus cinereus
hoary bat

AMACC05030

G5

S4?

50 Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus
California black rail

ABNME03041

Threatened

G4T1

S1

51 Layia carnosa
beach layia

PDAST5N010

Endangered

G2

S2.1

1B.1

52 Leptosiphon rosaceus
rose leptosiphon

PDPLM09180

G1

S1.1

1B.1

53 Lessingia germanorum
San Francisco lessingia

PDAST5S010

G1

S1.1

1B.1

54 Lichnanthe ursina
bumblebee scarab beetle

IICOL67020

G2

S2

55 Malacothamnus arcuatus
arcuate bush-mallow

PDMAL0Q0E0

G2Q

S2.2

56 Melospiza melodia pusillula
Alameda song sparrow

ABPBXA301S

G5T2?

S2?

SC

57 Melospiza melodia samuelis
San Pablo song sparrow

ABPBXA301W

G5T2?

S2?

SC

58 Microseris paludosa
marsh microseris

PDAST6E0D0

G2

S2.2

59 Northern Coastal Salt Marsh

CTT52110CA

G3

S3.2

60 Nyctinomops macrotis
big free-tailed bat

AMACD04020

G5

S2

61 Pentachaeta bellidiflora
white-rayed pentachaeta

PDAST6X030

G1

S1.1

62 Phalacrocorax auritus
double-crested cormorant

ABNFD01020

G5

S3

63 Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus
Choris' popcorn-flower

PDBOR0V061

G3T2Q

S2.2

1B.2

64 Plagiobothrys diffusus
San Francisco popcorn-flower

PDBOR0V080

G1Q

S1.1

1B.1

65 Plagiobothrys glaber
hairless popcorn-flower

PDBOR0V0B0

GH

SH

1A

66 Plebejus icarioides missionensis
Mission blue butterfly

IILEPG801A

Endangered

G5T1

S1

67 Rallus longirostris obsoletus
California clapper rail

ABNME05016

Endangered

G5T1

S1

68 Rana aurora draytonii
California red-legged frog

AAABH01022

Threatened

G4T2T3

S2S3

69 Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt-marsh harvest mouse

AMAFF02040

Endangered

G1G2

S1S2
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Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

70 Riparia riparia
bank swallow

ABPAU08010

Threatened

G5

S2S3

71 Sanicula maritima
adobe sanicle

PDAPI1Z0D0

Rare

G2

S2.2

72 Scapanus latimanus insularis
Angel Island mole

AMABB02032

G5T1

S1

73 Scapanus latimanus parvus
Alameda Island mole

AMABB02031

G5T1Q

S1

74 Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda
San Francisco campion

PDCAR0U213

G5T2

S2.2

75 Speyeria callippe callippe
callippe silverspot butterfly

IILEPJ6091

G5T1

S1

76 Stebbinsoseris decipiens
Santa Cruz microseris

PDAST6E050

G2

S2.2

77 Sternula antillarum browni
California least tern

ABNNM08103

Endangered

G4T2T3Q

S2S3

78 Suaeda californica
California seablite

PDCHE0P020

Endangered

G1

S1.1

79 Taxidea taxus
American badger

AMAJF04010

G5

S4

80 Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia
San Francisco garter snake

ARADB3613B

G5T2

S2

81 Trachusa gummifera
A leaf-cutter bee

IIHYM80010

G1

S1

82 Trifolium depauperatum var. hydrophilum
saline clover

PDFAB400R5

G5T2?

S2.2?

1B.2

83 Triphysaria floribunda
San Francisco owl's-clover

PDSCR2T010

G2

S2.2

1B.2

84 Triquetrella californica
coastal triquetrella

NBMUS7S010

G1

S1.2

1B.2

85 Tryonia imitator
mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater snail)

IMGASJ7040

G2G3

S2S3

86 Vespericola marinensis
Marin hesperian

IMGASA4140

G2G3

S2S3

87 Zapus trinotatus orarius
Point Reyes jumping mouse

AMAFH01031

G5T1T3Q

S1S3
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Quick Endangered Species List, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

Page 1 of 4

Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office
Federal Endangered and Threatened Species
that Occur in or may be Affected by Projects in the
SAN FRANCISCO NORTH (466C)
U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quad
Database Last Updated: January 31, 2008
Document Number: 080411024556
Species of Concern - The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintaina a list of species of concern. However, various
other agencies and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These lists provide essential information for land management
planning and conservation efforts. See www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_concern.htm for more information and links to these
sensitive species lists.
Red-Legged Frog Critical Habitat - The Service has designated final critical habitat for the California red-legged frog. The
designation became final on May 15, 2006. See our map index.

Listed Species
Invertebrates
Haliotes sorenseni
white abalone (E) (NMFS)
Icaricia icarioides missionensis
mission blue butterfly (E)
Incisalia mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly (E)

Fish
Acipenser medirostris
green sturgeon (T) (NMFS)
Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby (E)
Hypomesus transpacificus
delta smelt (T)
Oncorhynchus kisutch
coho salmon - central CA coast (E) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, coho salmon - central CA coast (X) (NMFS)
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Central California Coastal steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central California coastal steelhead (X) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, Central Valley steelhead (X) (NMFS)
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon (X) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
Rana aurora draytonii
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California red-legged frog (T)

Birds
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover (T)
Diomedea albatrus
short-tailed albatross (E)
Pelecanus occidentalis californicus
California brown pelican (E)
Sternula antillarum (=Sterna, =albifrons) browni
California least tern (E)

Mammals
Arctocephalus townsendi
Guadalupe fur seal (T) (NMFS)
Balaenoptera borealis
sei whale (E) (NMFS)
Balaenoptera musculus
blue whale (E) (NMFS)
Balaenoptera physalus
finback (=fin) whale (E) (NMFS)
Enhydra lutris nereis
southern sea otter (T)
Eubalaena (=Balaena) glacialis
right whale (E) (NMFS)
Eumetopias jubatus
Critical Habitat, Steller (=northern) sea-lion (X) (NMFS)
Steller (=northern) sea-lion (T) (NMFS)
Physeter catodon (=macrocephalus)
sperm whale (E) (NMFS)

Plants
Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii
Presidio (=Raven's) manzanita (E)
Clarkia franciscana
Presidio clarkia (E)
Hesperolinon congestum
Marin dwarf-flax (=western flax) (T)
Lessingia germanorum
San Francisco lessingia (E)
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Candidate Species
Invertebrates
Haliotes cracherodii
black abalone (C) (NMFS)

Key:
(E) Endangered - Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.
(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
(P) Proposed - Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as endangered or threatened.
(NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service. Consult with them directly about these
species.
Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species.
(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for it.
(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species.
(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species

Important Information About Your Species List
How We Make Species Lists
We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.S. Geological Survey 7½ minute quads. The United
States is divided into these quads, which are about the size of San Francisco.
The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected by projects within, the quads covered by the list.
z Fish and other aquatic species appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your quad or if water use in your

quad might affect them.
z Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the county list should be

considered regard-less of whether they appear on a quad list.

Plants
Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the quad or quads covered by the list. Plants may exist in an
area without ever having been detected there. You can find out what's in the nine surrounding quads through the California
Native Plant Society's online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants.

Surveying
Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist or botanist, familiar with the habitat
requirements of the species on your list, should determine whether they or habitats suitable for them may be affected by your
project. We recommend that your surveys include any proposed and candidate species on your list.
For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories. The results of your
surveys should be published in any environmental documents prepared for your project.

Your Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act
All plants and animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Section 9 of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined by the
Act as "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect" any such animal.
Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or shelter (50 CFR §17.3).

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two procedures:
z If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may result in take, then that

agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service.
During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to avoid or minimize the
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impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result in a biological opinion by the Service addressing
the anticipated effect of the project on listed and proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental
take.
z If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as part of the project, then

you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The Service may issue such a permit if you submit a
satisfactory conservation plan for the species that would be affected by your project.
Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and are likely to be affected by
the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the California Department of Fish and Game to develop a
plan that minimizes the project's direct and indirect impacts to listed species and compen-sates for project-related loss of
habitat. You should include the plan in any environmental documents you file.

Critical Habitat
When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential to its conservation may be designated
as critical habitat. These areas may require special management considerations or protection. They provide needed space for
growth and normal behavior; food, water, air, light, other nutritional or physiological requirements; cover or shelter; and sites for
breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination or seed dispersal.
Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these lands are not restricted unless there is
Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to listed wildlife.
If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a separate line for this on the species list.
Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be found in the Federal Register. The information is also reprinted in the Code of
Federal Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See our critical habitat page for maps.

Candidate Species
We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals on our candidate list when we have
enough scientific information to eventually propose them for listing as threatened or endangered. By considering these species
early in your planning process you may be able to avoid the problems that could develop if one of these candidates was listed
before the end of your project.

Wetlands
If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined by section 404 of the Clean Water
Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you will need to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Impacts to wetland habitats require site specific mitigation and monitoring. For questions regarding wetlands, please contact Mark
Littlefield of this office at (916) 414-6580.

Updates
Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address proposed and candidate species in
your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be
July 10, 2008.
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APPENDIX D
DEIR Comment Letters

By Electronic Mail
March 5, 2009
Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR FOR EXPLORATORIUM RELOCATION PROJECT
(2006.1073E)
Dear Mr. Wycko:
The Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD) are excited about the Exploratorium project at Piers 15 and
17 and believe it will be a wonderful scientific resource for tourists and residents alike. We have been
tracking this project from its early days and continue to be supportive of their move to the Waterfront.
Unfortunately, however, we do have serious concerns about the design for the proposed project
and the adequacy and accuracy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to accurately describe
and consider several serious environmental impacts. Our most recent letter to the development team in
October, 2008 reflects some of those concerns.
PROPOSED NEW BRIDGE BUILDING.
1.
The proposed new Bridge Building is not adequately depicted nor fully described in
DEIR. The Draft EIR fails to adequately describe and depict the proposed new Bridge Building. There
are no detailed drawings of this proposed new structure in the DEIR clearly showing the materials,
architectural details or scaled height measurements in comparison to the existing historic sheds. The
elevations are so pale as to not be readable (Figure 5) or they specifically state that the elevations are
“not to scale” (Figure II-15). The photomontages contained at III.C-15 do not adequately show the
proposed new Bridge Building and, because of the wide-angle lenses used for the basic image, these
images are misleading and not at all informative. This appears to be a serious inadequacy of the DEIR.
Without separate detailed presentations, there is no way the public or decision-makers could understand
the potential impacts that the design of this building could have on historic resources and the aesthetics
of our Waterfront.
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2.
Significant adverse effects of proposed design of the Bridge Building on historic
resources are not adequately or accurately considered. We disagree with the conclusion contained in
the DEIR that the proposed new Bridge Building will not adversely impact the historic significance of
Piers 15 and 17 or the National Register District. On the contrary, we agree with the comments made by
the Historic Preservation Commission that the Bridge Building is incompatible Piers 15 and 17, as well
as contributory structures within the National Register District, and would significantly and adversely
destroy the historic resource.
Incompatibility with Historic Resources:
The proposed materials are incompatible Piers 15 and 17 and the other contributory structures within the
National Register District, including the glass curtain-wall system on the east and west facades, the glass
bridges and the use of Cortend steel (which will streak and look rusty). The scale, proportion and
massing also appear incompatible with the historic resources.
We do not think this complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, in particular Standard No.
9, which requires, not only that new construction be differentiated from the old, but that all the new
work shall be “compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and
massing” of Piers 15 and 17. That is not the case with the proposed Bridge Building with its large areas
of glazing and glass bridges and it blocky form. The proposed Bridge Building appears to be a rather
large, square modern office building plunked down to the end of the historic pier shed. It is our
understanding that there are no other examples along the California coastline where a building appears
at the end of a pier. The Bridge Building would therefore be a precedent-setting development in
California. The Bridge Building as proposed would set a terrible precedent for future projects reusing
the historic sheds along our historic waterfront.
Contrary to the opinion of the deveoper’s preservation architect, we disagree that a glass building is
“massless.” In our opinion it could be even more visible than a solid material.
We also disagree that the end of the Pier shed is the “rear” of the shed. These pier sheds are -- by their
very nature -- viewed from the water, from above and from the land. The addition of the Bridge
Building will be highly visible from the water – from sailboats and cruise ships, etc.
Improper Height & Massing. As to the size, scale and proportion and massing, the DEIR states that
proposed new 2-story Bridge Building would be approximately 32 feet tall to the roof and 35 feet tall as
measured to the top of the parapet, and the elevator penthouse would rise to 44 ft. The Pier 15 pier shed
to which it will connect is a double-height, one story building capped by a combination shed and
monitor roof. The shed roofs are pitched away from the monitor roof. Although the DEIR fails to
provide the height of these existing transit shed features, the DEIR does state (at pages III.D-29 and -30)
that the Bridge Building “would be larger and would not be experienced as subordinate to the pier
shed. The proposed Bridge Building visually competes with the historic shed and interrupts the
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expression of the historic roof decking, roof monitor and unobstructed sight lines…” and proceeds to
acknowledge that this is not consistent Secretary’s Standard No. 9 because of the substantial change at
the east end of the historic resource and setting. None of the plans contained in the DEIR show the
profile of the existing transit shed features to the proposed Bridge Building.
Please provide these plans as well as accurate height measurements of the pier sheds and monitor roofs,
not just to the highest point on the roof. How much “larger” will the Bridge Building be than the transit
shed? Without this information, there is no way to accurately assess the scale and massing of the
proposed new Bridge Building.
Lack of Information in the DEIR:
The DEIR does not contain sufficient information to support its conclusion that Bridge Building will not
have a potentially significant adverse impact on these historic resources. In addition to the
measurements and drawings requested above as to the transit sheds in relation to the proposed Bridge
Building, the DEIR is inadequate in that it fails to answer the following questions, which we request be
addressed in the final EIR:
• How is the glass curtain-wall system consistent with the historic materials and elements
of Piers 15 and 17? Where are such materials and design elements found on Piers 15 and
17?
• How is the glass curtain-wall system consistent with the historic materials and elements
of other contributing buildings within the NR Historic District? Where are such materials
and design elements found in the NR Historic District?
• Although we see no reference to it in the DEIR, we understand that Cortend steel will be
an exterior design element, which will cause streaking and appear rusty. Where is Cortend
steel found within the NR Historic District and how is such material justified as being
compatible with the historic materials? What other materials are proposed to be used in the
new Bridge Building that are not disclosed or considered in the DEIR?
• Questions concerning the need for the height and bulk of the Bridge Building: How is the
proposed height and bulk of the Bridge Building, including the proposed roof deck railings
and elevator penthouse compatible in size and scale with the pier sheds of Piers 15 and 17?
Why does the mechanical apparatus room need to be in the Bridge Building, thereby
forcing the building to be even larger and extend further north into the view corridor
between the piers? What objectives would be fulfilled by the observation deck? How often
will it be utilized? Will it be open to the public or as a space to entertain donors? Glass
railings will make the building taller and more out of scale with the historic pier sheds and
will require the higher elevator penthouse. The project is proposing two cafes in Pier 15 –
a small take out cafe at the front end Embarcadero side that would be essentially walk
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through and a larger cafe that would occupy the ground floor of the connector building.
What are the seating capacities of the two proposed cafes? Are two cafes actually
necessary? Perhaps the proposed connector building could be reduced in height and mass
if the second café was eliminated, particularly since a third café is anticipated to be
included later within Pier 17. Why are 3 restaurants/cafes (a total of 17, 000 sq feet)
necessary for the project?
• How are the proposed glass bridges compatible with the materials and elements of the
National Register District?
• How do the proposed materials for the Bridge Building meet the Secretary of Interior’s
Standard No 9, which specifically requires that the new work shall be “compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing” of Piers 15 and 17 as
required by Standard No. 9.
• How are each of the other Secretary of the Interior’s Standards met? As to whether the
Standards are met, the DEIR contains statements to the effect that the Standards can be met
“on balance” or that the project is “generally in compliance” with the Standards. We
disagree with this conclusion. Compliance with the Secretary’s Standards is not a
balancing test. The project must be carefully analyzed based on each of the individual
Standards.
• As pointed out in the DEIR, the proposed Bridge Building would impact the original pier
shed’s clean unobstructed lines and the spatial qualities that characterize the pier shed. It
would also result in the removal of historic roof trusses inside Pier 15. Are these impacts
really necessary in order to accommodate the new proposed use of the piers for use by the
Exploratorium? Why can’t the new use be accommodated within a more compatible
structure?
• How is the proposed design of the Bridge Building, including the proposed glass and steel
materials, necessary to meet the needs of the Exploratorium? Why did the DEIR not
consider alternative designs and materials that would be more consistent with the historic
materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing of Piers 15 and 17?
• Policy 2.5 of the Urban Design Element of the General Plan requires that the care be used
in remodeling of older buildings in order to enhance rather than weaken the original
character of such buildings. Please explain how the materials, design, size and form of the
proposed new Bridge Building (including the glass curtain-wall system on the west and
east facades, the large areas of glazing, the glass bridges and the Cortend steel elements)
comply this Urban Design Element in relation to Piers 15 and 17.
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• Please cite other examples of piers anywhere in the NR Historic District or elsewhere on
the SF Bay that have a sizeable new building constructed at the water’s edge (with an
elevator penthouse). Can you cite any examples of any other piers anywhere in the state
that have a sizeable building at the water’s edge?
3.
Significant adverse effects of the proposed Bridge Building on Birds/Biological Resources is
not considered. The DEIR fails to consider the potentially significant impacts on birds flying into the
large expanses of glass that will comprise the structure proposed to be constructed at the end of the pier
shed. The glass railings proposed to enclose the roof deck will increase these impacts further, as would
the glass bridges, particularly the second bridge contemplated to be constructed to link the Bridge
Building to Pier 17 in the “Expanded Project” at the second level.
IMPACTS TO PIERS 15 AND 17 MUST BE CONSIDERED AS A SINGLE PROJECT UNDER
CEQA.
Although the DEIR describes the project as being comprised of both Pier 15 and Pier 17, it fails to
consider the changes to these historic resources as a single project as required under CEQA. The
possible expansion of the Exploratorium into Pier 17 is identified as the “Expanded Project” in the
DEIR, but the document contains no specific plans for the resulting modifications to Pier 17, the third
oldest Pier on the San Francisco Waterfront.
As stated in the DEIR at page III.D-32, the project description for Pier 17 is currently at the conceptual
level and “does not provide the level of detail necessary to determine whether the Expanded Project is
or is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. Because the proposed improvements that comprise
the future Expanded Project at Pier 17 remain conceptual and additional information is required to
support a determination as to their consistency with the Secretary’s Standards, these improvements have
the potential to impact Pier 17 and character defining features.”
Both Piers must be considered as a single project for purposes of CEQA. Otherwise, it is not possible
for the public or decision-makers to properly analyze the impacts of the project in making the decision
on whether to approve the project. The intended future uses and detailed plans for the inclusion of Pier
17 must be included and studied in the EIR. Without considering the impacts of potential changes to
Pier 17, the project is being piece-mealed in conflict with the requirements of CEQA. As described
further below, the DEIR’s deferral of consideration of the whole project’s potentially significant impacts
to a future date is in violation of CEQA and does not properly mitigate such impacts.
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A FINDING OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON HISTORIC RESOURCES CANNOT
BE BASED ON FUTURE REVIEW.
Future Review of Impacts to Pier 17:
As the “mitigation measure” for potentially significant impacts to Pier 17, the DEIR improperly relies
on future compliance of the project with “design and performance criteria” to reduce the project to less
than significant. According to the DEIR (page S-25), it will be the Planning Department Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) who will be responsible for monitoring the project sponsor’s compliance with
this mitigation measure. Under this process, the ERO will be required to consult with the Port prior to
making a determination that the Expanded Project has complied with this mitigation measure and the
project sponsor will hire a preservation architect to prepare an amended historic resources evaluation for
the Port’s review as to compliance with the mitigation measure.
This proposed “mitigation measure” is not an adequate mitigation measure under CEQA for potentially
significant impacts to Pier 17, nor is it a substitute for the failure to consider the impacts of the whole
project in the DEIR.
Future Review of Impacts Caused by the Bridge Building:
The DEIR improperly relies on future regulatory review by the State Office of Historic Preservation, the
National Park Service, Bay Conservation & Development Commission’s (BCDC) and the Port’s
Waterfront Design Advisory Committee “to achieve greater consistency with the Secretary’s
Standards” (page III.D-30) to reach its conclusion that the construction of the Bridge Building would
result in a less than significant impact on historic resources. Reliance on future regulatory procedures to
mitigate potentially significant impacts is not a substitute for environmental review under CEQA.
Please explain how this future regulatory review is relevant to the CEQA review of the impacts caused
by the project on historic resources?
We note that the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is not included in the list of required
regulatory review of this project. No mention is made of the requirement for HPC review and approval
of this project. Please explain the reason for this oversight.
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH EXISTING PLANS AND
POLICIES.
As you know, there are several plans governing the type of development permissible along San
Francisco’s Waterfront. These include the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan and the Waterfront Design
and Access Element and the Bay Conservation & Development Commission’s (BCDC) Special Area
Plan. Each of these plans call for the complete removal of the valley between Piers 15 and 17 and the
existing non-historic connector building in order to open up the water and thereby provide the public
with visual and physical access to the Bay. The proposed Bridge Building is inconsistent with these
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plans and cannot be built unless and until all of these plans are formally amended. (pages III.B-2
through 4).
The DEIR states that these plans and policies are not related to environmental impacts. On the contrary,
these plans and policies relate to aesthetics, the visual character of our waterfront, public view corridors,
and the enhancement and protection of San Francisco Bay. The proposed project, including the
construction of the new Bridge Building extending north 75 feet from the Pier 15 Shed and 2 bridges
spanning the valley between Piers 15 and 17 would impact public view corridors and impede the
restoration of the area to open bay water. Exactly how many square feet of the total of 98,350 square
feet of the valley between Piers 15 and 17 will be returned to open water? What percentage of the
opening between the Piers will be blocked by the Bridge Building? We urge consideration in the final
EIR of an alternative project that would decrease the percentage of proposed new physical structures and
obstructions within the valley between the two piers.
One of the reasons the THD had been excited and supportive of this project from the beginning was
because the Exploratorium was going to remove the valley floor in its entirety – quite literally
connecting residents to their waterfront.
THE DEIR DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE PROJECT’S POTENTIAL IMPACTS
ON TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION.
The following are some key transportation issues needs further discussed by the DEIR:
•

Curb changes. We would like to understand the impact of extensive cut outs/white
zones/drop off zones on pedestrians and bicycles/ bicycle lanes along on Herb Caen
Way.

•

Bus impact. Where will the buses park after dropping off field trip school children?

•

Parking impact. If Seawall Lot 321 across the street is changed from a long term
parking lot to 1 hr parking, where will the longer term parkers relocate? What are
the available alternatives? The impact on the surrounding neighborhood must
studied.

•

Ferry and water taxi service. Ferry service should be integral to the project. Since
fast ferries have been proposed for transit to the North and South bays, ferry service
should be integral to the project. In addition, water taxis should be utilized.
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THE DEIR DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE PROPOSED IMPACTS ON
ASETHETICS
Photo voltaic units on pier shed roofs. We are very concerned about the aesthetic impact on these
historic structures of the photo voltaic units. Reflectivity could also be an issue with these units. It is
important for the Exploratorium to use the very latest and best technology to show how photo voltaic
units can be utilized without negative visual and aesthetic impacts. We would like more information on
the type of unit proposed, its reflectivity and the number of square feet the units would take up on the
rooftops – are the units only being proposed for Pier 15’s rooftop for the moment?
We thank you for your consideration of our comments and we look forward to your responses with
regard to the issues and questions we have raised in this letter.
Sincerely,

Vedica Puri
Andreas Katz
Co-Chairs, Waterfront Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
cc:

James Suh
Project Manager
Wilson Meany Sullivan
Four Embarcadero Center, Ste. 2200
San Francisco, CA 94111
BCDC
Planning Commission
Waterfront Design Advisory Committee (WDAC)
State Office of Historic Preservation
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March 5, 2009
Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko,
On February 18, 2009, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a public hearing and
took public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed
Exploratorium Project at Piers 15 and 17. After discussion the HPC arrived at the comments
below:
The HPC recommends that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) provide a
detailed discussion of the proposed project’s compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, Rehabilitation Standard 9, as
it pertains to the addition of the “Bridge Building.” While the general size of the
proposed addition was found to be appropriate, there was not a consensus among the
HPC as to whether the addition’s proposed steel and glass materials comply with
Rehabilitation Standard 9.
The HPC recommends that the FEIR require HABS-level documentation of the pre1929 addition at the northwest corner of Pier 17 shed prior to its demolition as part of
the Cultural Resource Mitigation Measures;
The HPC appreciates the opportunity to participate in review of this environmental document.
Sincerely,

Charles Chase, Interim President
Historic Preservation Commission
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Thomas A. Lewis
Mark Paez
Michael Painter
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David P. Wessel
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March16,2009

Mr.BillWycko
EnvironmentalReviewOfficer
SanFranciscoPlanningDepartment
1650MissionStreet,Suite400
SanFrancisco,CA94103


DearMr.Wycko:

ThankyoufortheopportunitytocommentontheDraftEnvironmentalImpact
Report(DEIR)regardingtheadaptivereuseofPiers15and17forrelocationof
theExploratorium.ThisprojectissuretobegreatfortheCityandtheeconomy,
andwelookforwardtoseeingitcontinuetoevolve.

TheHeritageIssuesCommitteesawthisprojectinSeptember2008.Ingeneral
wearepleasedwiththechangesmadetothepreviousdesign,asreflectedinthe
DEIR.Weunderstandthatthereprobablyisnoprogramthatwouldallowforan
openspacefloorplan,butweencouragefurtherstudytoexploreand
experimentwithnew alternativesfortheinteriorinparticular,theapproach
andentryrelationshipstotheinteriorvolume.Itwouldtrulybeashametolose
thespectacularopennaveofthebuilding,asthecurrentdesignclosesthe
perspectiveview,evenwiththeglasswalls.

Therearemanypossiblealternativesforthisinteriorspace.TheEIRshouldlook
atalternativestominimizethebulkcreatedbytheclusterstoallowfortheview.
Perhapstheclusterscouldflankthenorthandsouthwalls,toleavethecenter
open.Theycouldthenbeconnectedwithbridgesorcatwalks.Anotheroption
wouldbetoextendtheclustersinlengthandmassthemagainstthenorthwall
inaonesidelateralload,leavingthesouthsideopenasadoubleheightopen
run.Thereshouldbefurtherexperimentationwithplacementtopreserve
perspectiveofspacealongthenave.Perhapsthecreationofanelevated
platformattheentrancetoenablethelongperspectiveviewwouldhelp.

Inregardstothenewaddition,weareenthusiasticabouttheideaofopeningup
thespacetothebayandbringingthetidalactionintothecourtyard.Our
previousconcernsregardingthematerialchoicesofthebridgebuildinghave
beenappeasedaswelearnedthattheprojectsponsorisreplacingthesteelwith
concrete.Nonetheless,theEIRshouldaddresstheSecretaryoftheInterior’s
StandardNo.9intermsofcompatibilityoftheaddition.Ifthedesignhasindeed
beenchanged,theEIRshouldapplytheStandardstothenewdesigntoassureits
compatibility.


2007 Franklin Street, San Francisco California 94109
(415) 441 – 3000

Mr.BillWycko
Page2
March16,2009


TheFinalEIRalsomustvisuallyreflectthesedesignchanges,astherearenonew
drawingsoftheproposedstructurewhichclearlyshowedthearchitectural
detailsorscaleheightmeasurementsincomparisontothehistoricareas.The
DEIRingenerallackssufficientgraphicrepresentationoftheproject,andits
potentialimpactonviewpointsandapproaches.

WeareinsupportofthereuseofPiers15and17fortheExploratorium.Itisour
hopethattheFinalEIRwilltakeintoaccountthecompatibilityofadditionsand
alternativedesignsfortheinteriorspaces.


Sincerely,




JackA.Gold
ExecutiveDirector

2007 Franklin Street, San Francisco California 94109
(415) 441 – 3000




March16,2009

BillWycko
EnvironmentalReviewOfficer
SanFranciscoPlanningDepartment
1650MissionStreet,Suite400
SanFrancisco,CA94103

Subject:
ExploratoriumRelocationProject–DraftEnvironmentalImpactReport

DearMr.Wycko:

TheBayTrailProjectisanonprofitorganizationadministeredbytheAssociationofBay
AreaGovernments(ABAG)thatplans,promotesandadvocatesfortheimplementation
ofacontinuous500milebicyclingandhikingpatharoundSanFranciscoBay.When
complete,thetrailwillpassthrough47cities,allnineBayAreacounties,andcrossseven
tollbridges.Todate,slightlymorethanhalfthelengthoftheBayTrailalignmenthas
beendeveloped.InSanFrancisco,9of24milesofBayTrailarecomplete.

Piers15/17arelocatedalonganexistingsegmentoftheBayTrailandtherelocationof
theExploratoriumtothissitewouldbeawelcomeadditiontotheSanFrancisco
waterfront.ThissectionofBayTrailalongtheEmbarcaderoPromenadeandthe
Embarcaderobikelanesisoneofthemostpopularshorelinedestinationsinthecityfor
bicyclistsandpedestrians.

BayTrailProjectstaffparticipatedintheBayConservationandDevelopment
CommissionDesignReviewBoardpublicreviewprocessforthisproject.Throughout
thisprocess,ourconcernshavefocusedonthecomponentsoftheprojectthatimpactthe
circulation,safetyandwaterfrontexperienceofbicyclistsandpedestrians.We
appreciatetheprojectsponsor’seffortstoaddresstheseconcerns.

Whilethecurbsideprivatevehicleandbusdropoffareasareconvenientformuseum
visitors,theseloading/unloadingareasencouragemultiplevehiclecrossingsofthe
existingnorthboundbikelaneandreducethewidthoftheexistingPromenade.Despite
thedesignfeatureshighlightedinthisdocument,wecontinuetohaveconcernsabout
thesafetyofbicyclistsandpedestrianswithintheprojectarea.

Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O. Box 2050 • Oakland, CA 94604-2050
Phone: 510-464-7900 • Fax: 510-464-7970
Web: www.baytrail.org

TheFinalEIRshouldaddresshowthepersonalvehicleloading/unloadingareaandthe
busloading/unloadingareaarefunctioningduringmuseumhoursANDwhenthe
museumisclosed.Amonitoringprogramshouldbeestablishedtodeterminewhether
thefacilitiesarefunctioninginasafemanner.

ThankyoufortheopportunitytocommentontheDraftEIRforthisproject.Ifyouhave
questions,pleasecontactmeat(510)4647935,orbyemailatlaurat@abag.ca.gov.


Sincerely,



LauraThompson
BayTrailProjectManager
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3

1

P R O C E E D I N G S

2

SECRETARY AVERY:

Commissioners, you are now on

3

item number 8, case number 2006.1703E, Piers 15 and 17,

4

the Exploratorium Relocation Project.

5
6

This is a public hearing on the draft
environmental impact report.

7

MS. WISE:

Good afternoon, President.

8

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

9

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

Commissioner Moore?
I need to make a public

10

announcement.

I sit on the port's waterfront design

11

advisory committee, and there has been a public question

12

as to whether or not that constitutes a conflict of

13

interest.

14

hour, it was determined that it doesn't.

15

in on the environmental review comments.

And repeatedly talking, even just half an

16

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

17

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA:

So I will sit

And Commissioner Sugaya?
I should also reveal one

18

client of ours, a chocolate-making factory in Pier 17,

19

was a client of ours a number of years ago.

20

think that presents a conflict at this point.

21

chocolates are great.

22
23
24
25

MS. WISE:

But I don't
The

Good afternoon, members of the

Commission.
I'm Viktoriya Wise, Planning Department staff,
and the purpose of today's hearing is to hear comments
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1

on the draft environmental impact report, case number

2

2006.1703E, the Exploratorium Relocation Project.
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3

Commissioners, before I delve into all the

4

procedural points, let me briefly summarize the project

5

description and, more importantly, provide a summary of

6

the analysis found in the Draft EIR.

7

The project, of course, is the relocation of

8

the Exploratorium museum from the Palace of Fine Arts to

9

the San Francisco waterfront, namely Piers 15 and 17.

10

It's been anticipated that the project is

11

actually going to occur in two phases.

12

is going to include relocation of the museum to Pier 15,

13

replacement of the connector building between Pier 15

14

and Pier 17, with a smaller new bridge building, and

15

partial removal of the paved area known as "the valley."

16

Phase number I

The Exploratorium will lease Pier 17 from the

17

Port but will sublease portions of Pier 17 to other

18

tenants.

19

Phase II refers to the expanded project.

This

20

would include expansion of the museum, at some future

21

date, into Pier 17, and associated rehabilitation of

22

that pier.

23

Embarcadero National Register, with the historic

24

district.

25

have potential to result in significant impacts with

Both piers are contributing resources to the

With that, the EIR found the project would
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1

respect to historical resources, noise, air quality, and

2

biological resources.

3

ensure that impacts are reduced along lines that are

4

significant.

5
6

However, mitigation measures

Let me just briefly touch on the four topics
which the Draft EIR found to have potentially
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7

significant impacts.

Specifically, with respect to

8

historic resources, while the EIR found Phase I would

9

have a less-than-significant impact on Pier 15, the

10

second phase would have a potential adverse impact on

11

Pier 17.

12

The second phase of the project is anticipated

13

to occur sometime in the future, and the project

14

applicant does not have well developed plans such that

15

the staff could produce a meaningful analysis of whether

16

modifications to Pier 17 would be consistent with

17

Secretary of the Interior standards.

18

The staff took a standard approach and said

19

this Phase II expansion has the potential to adversely

20

affect the historic resource.

21

forth pretty robust mitigation measures, written

22

specifically for Pier 17, to ensure that when the

23

expansion occurs in the future, it is consistent with

24

the standard and does not adversely affect the historic

25

resource.

And the Draft EIR sets
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1

The Historic Preservation Commission held a

2

hearing on the Draft EIR on February 18th.

3

comment letter on the Draft EIR was prepared, a copy of

4

which was distributed to you earlier today.

5

An official

At the Commission there was consensus that the

6

final EIR should address the Secretary of the Interior's

7

Standard number 9, and this pertains to the addition of

8

the new bridge building.

9

consensus among commissioners that the analysis focus on

10

Specifically, there's

the materials of the new bridge building, namely glass
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11

and steel.

12

Commissioners, let me just mention that the

13

project sponsor is no longer proposing to use Core-Ten

14

steel, and in fact, that material has been replaced with

15

precast concrete.

16

final EIR require HABS-level office addition at Pier 17,

17

which is proposed to be demolished.

18

The HPC also recommended that the

Other cultural resources has to do with

19

archaeology; potential impact to archaeological

20

resources to be found.

21

forth a standard mitigation measure to ensure that

22

impact is reduced.

23

The Planning Department set

With respect to other issues, like noise and

24

air quality and biology, all impacts have to do with the

25

construction of the project rather than the project
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1

itself.

2

potential to exceed noise thresholds and create sound

3

waves that affect marine mammals and have the potential

4

to emit air pollutants.

5

Specifically, pile-driving activities have the

And the other is, rehabilitation work on the

6

roof of the two piers could impede the nesting of

7

Western gulls, which we are concerned about.

8

wants to ensure all these impacts be reduced to a

9

less-than-significant level.

10

So the EIR

With that, let me talk about a few procedural

11

points regarding this hearing.

12

the Draft EIR began on January 28th and will extend

13

until March 16th.

14

The public comment for

Comment will be transcribed by the court
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15

reporter and will be responded to in writing.

16

to the comments, we will respond to all written and

17

verbal comments received at the public hearing, and also

18

revisions to the Draft EIR as appropriate.

19

In regard

This is not a hearing to consider approval or

20

disapproval of the project.

21

in fact, that very well could occur after the

22

certification of the EIR.

23

That really is a hearing,

This hearing is on the adequacy and accuracy of

24

the information gained in the documents rather than the

25

merits of the project.
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1

With that, I would like the commenters to speak

2

slowly and clearly.

3

name and their address, so they can be properly

4

identified and so they be sent a copy of the results of

5

the document once it's completed.

6

Also, commenters should state their

After hearing comments from the general public,

7

we will also take comments from the Commission, of

8

course.

9

This concludes my presentation.
PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Thank you.

10

will open the public hearing.

11

speaker cards.

12

Middlestar and Martin Beebe.

13

With that, I

I have a number of

Ernestine Weiss followed by Bob

SPEAKER WEISS:

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

14

My name is Ernestine Weiss and I have been involved with

15

this Exploratorium move from the get-go, and I'm very

16

excited about this.

17

the waterfront.

18

come here, because we need that, really.

It will make such a difference in

We are really fortunate to have them
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19

The piers -- I don't have to tell you what

20

shape they're in.

21

waterfront; just another jewel in the necklace, and I'm

22

so proud.

23

This is a welcome addition to the

I liked what I saw from the beginning.
They are very anxious to cooperate and smooth

24

everything out, and I am sure they will because, knowing

25

their reputation, I have every confidence in them.

So
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1

let's go ahead with it, and I would like to see that

2

happen as soon as possible.

3

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

4

SPEAKER MIDDLESTAR:

Thank you.
Good afternoon,

5

Commissioners.

6

architect in the city, and I'm here to represent Renew

7

SF, which is revitalizing and energizing the northeast

8

waterfront of San Francisco, and this falls right into

9

our area, and I would like to add my strong support for

10

My name is Bob Middlestar.

I'm an

this project.

11

I think it's coming at a very good time.

It's

12

going to be a world-class resource for San Francisco,

13

and I'll just repeat what the previous speaker said, in

14

principal.

15

the bus drop-off for the children, and I would like to

16

recommend that it not be moved from the front of the

17

building, because I think children's safety is of

18

paramount importance.

19

I think there is a potential problem with

And I have actually seen the drawings for the

20

building of Pier 15, and I think the building looks very

21

good.

22

heard about and certainly will be an addition to the

I think it meets all the objections that I have
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23

city.

24

Thanks.

I urge you to lend your support to this project.

25

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Thank you.
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1

If the speakers would realize the hearing is on

2

the adequacy of the environmental document.

3

project will be considered at a later date.

4
5

SPEAKER BEEBE:

The actual

I'm Martin Beebe, 150 Lombard,

the waterfront.

6

I am a many-year resident of Telegraph Hill,

7

down on Lombard Street on the second block of the

8

waterfront.

9

Ferry Building's remodel and the farmer's market on

I know the area well.

The addition of the

10

Saturday mornings draws an enormous amount of traffic

11

and is enormously successful.

12

We're there every week.

I can see in terms of

13

traffic flow, drop-off, all those factors, that the

14

consideration of the Exploratorium is quite important,

15

in that it will draw a lot of traffic, both for kids and

16

adults.

17

area.

18

I think it's a very positive impact on the

I think everything they have in their drawings,

19

their outline, the way they conduct themselves in the

20

Exploratorium, where they are, is excellent, and I hope

21

you will be endorsing their efforts in the near future.

22

I thank you very much.

23
24
25

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Thank you.

Sarah Delaney,

Peter Winklestein, and Tim Roche.
SPEAKER DELANEY:

Hello.

My name is Sarah
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11

1

Delaney, 93 Thorn Street.

I'm a science teacher here in

2

San Francisco, and I've taught at public school and at

3

private school, and I teach middle school, which is

4

probably the most challenging age to teach when you're

5

trying to organize groups of kids.

6

I wanted to say that I support the findings of

7

this report, and I do think it's very important that we

8

continue to focus on safety of children and

9

accessibility for children and, basically, more than

10

anything, the enjoyment of the people going there.

11

if teachers and parents and kids are stressed because of

12

other factors, it's going to decrease that enjoyment and

13

the learning experience.

14

So I wanted to just support that the bus

15

dropoff continues to stay on the same side as the

16

museum.

17

excited about this.

And I appreciate all your work.

18

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

19

SPEAKER WINKELSTEIN:

And

I'm very

Thank you.
Good afternoon,

20

Commissioners.

I'm Peter Winkelstein, and I'm here to

21

represent SPUR, San Francisco Planning and Urban

22

Research Association.

23

This project has come before our committee that

24

reviews projects, and I'm a member of that committee, so

25

we are very familiar with the proposal, and we are very
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1

supportive of the project.
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2

I understand that there's some concerns about

3

the connector building being changed to a conservatory

4

building, and we looked at that and felt that it did not

5

have any negative impacts on the area, on the

6

neighborhood.

7

about material, which you have already heard have been

8

changed.

9

And particularly there were concerns

There is also concerns about the elevator

10

shaft, which has now been moved out of the view

11

corridor.

12

impacts, based on the current design.

13

good project and support that.

So we feel that we don't see any negative

14

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

15

SPEAKER ROCHE:

So we feel it's a

Thank you very much.

Thank you.

My name is Tim Roche; I live at

16

3727 25th Street.

I'm an avid bicyclist.

I live and

17

bike here.

18

cutoffs being on the same side of the Exploratorium

19

should have any serious detrimental effect on the bike

20

traffic.

I don't think that the move and the bus

Thank you.

21

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

22

SPEAKER HAAS:

Thank you.

Andy Haas.

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

23

My name is Andy Haas.

My address is on Telegraph Hill.

24

We have submitted some of our detailed comments on the

25

Draft EIR to all of you and will be meeting again with
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1

representatives of the Exploratorium group next week.

2

But I did want to take this opportunity to make a few

3

comments on the EIR.

4
5

T.H.D. is very excited about the Exploratorium
project at Pier 15 and 17.

It will be a wonderful site
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6

and resource for both tourists and residents.

We do,

7

however, have some concerns about the design of the

8

project and the adequacy of the DEIR to consider very

9

important environmental impacts.

For the proposed new

10

bridge building, there are no detailed drawings in the

11

DEIR which clearly show the architectural detail or

12

scaled height measurements in comparison to proposed

13

sheds.

14

Some of the materials are incompatible with --

15

Piers 15 and 17 are on the National Register -- and

16

those include the glass bridges and the glass wall

17

system.

18

We're also concerned about the height and bulk

19

of the bridge building.

20

mechanical apparatus room needs to be in the bridge

21

building, causing it to extend further north, into the

22

view corridor between the piers.

23

We wanted to understand why the

Also, there's the potential for three

24

restaurants and cafes totaling 17,000 square feet within

25

Piers 15 and 17, which could be consolidated and located
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1

so as to reduce the mass and the height of the bridge

2

building.

3

I also wanted to mention that I wanted to ask

4

the question of how the proposed design of the bridge

5

building, including glass and steel materials, is

6

necessary to meet the needs of the Exploratorium.

7

did the DEIR not consider alternative designs, more

8

consistent with features, scale size, proportion, and

9

massing of 15 and 17.
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10

We urge that the final EIR that would increase

11

the percentage of proposed new structures and

12

obstructions within the valley be reconsidered.

13

current proposed plan calls for the bridge building to

14

extend north 75 feet, and two bridges to stand in the

15

valley.

16

obstruction.

17

The

This will break the impact and limit visual

Thank you for considering our comments, and we

18

look forward to working with you and with the

19

Exploratorium.

20

SPEAKER CROWLEY:

Good afternoon, President

21

Miguel, Commissioners.

I'm Gerry Crowley, 7 Fielding

22

Street, San Francisco 94133.

23

Thank you.

And it's G-e-r-r-y.

I'm former president of Telegraph

24

Hill Dwellers.

I come today to highlight some of the

25

points that were outlined in the letter you received
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1
2

from us.
First, we disagree that the end of the pier

3

shed is the rear of the shed.

4

nature, due to the water from above and from the land.

5

The addition of the bridge building will be highly

6

visible from the water, from the sailboats, from the

7

cruise ships, and I suppose even people driving in from

8

the East Bay, occasionally, from the Bay Bridge.

9

These sheds are, by their

Another issue is that there are no examples of

10

piers anywhere in the National Register Historic

11

District, or elsewhere in the San Francisco Bay, that

12

have a sizable new building constructed at the water's

13

edge, with an elevator penthouse.
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14

understanding that there are no other examples on the

15

California coastline where a building appears at the end

16

of a pier.

17

Here's one I like.

You know how proud we are

18

of our wild parrots of Telegraph Hill.

19

adverse effect of the proposed bridge building on birds

20

and biological resources is not considered.

21

A significant

The DEIR fails to consider the potentially

22

significant impacts of birds flying into the large

23

expanses of glass that will comprise the structure,

24

comprise -- increase these impacts -- let me start all

25

over again.
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1

The DEIR fails to consider the potentially

2

significant impacts of birds flying into the large

3

expanses of glass that will compromise the -- increase

4

these impacts -- gee, I'm telling you, today is bad --

5

will compromise the structure, the structure proposed to

6

be -- the glass ceilings will increase these impacts

7

further, as will the glass bridges, particularly the

8

second bridge, contemplated to be built to Pier 17, in

9

the expanded project, the second level.

10
11

Currently we are concerned, as you will hear
from others that there is no plan for Pier 17 --

12

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

13

SPEAKER BASH:

Thank you.

Alec Bash.

Mr. President, members of the

14

Commission, and staff, my name is Alec Bash.

15

936 Church Street, San Francisco 94114.

16

speak as an interested individual who also happens to

17

serve on the port's northeast waterfront advisory group.
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18

We have had several presentations of the

19

project there, and everybody is most interested in

20

seeing how things proceed with the Exploratorium.

21

one comment I would make with regard to the EIR is that

22

in the old project alternative, it does mention that the

23

buildings are either red- or yellow-tagged, or portions

24

of those buildings, and as you probably know from

25

reading the newspapers and other sources you have, the

The
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1

port is in dire financial straits in terms of trying to

2

preserve all those piers, which are all now within the

3

Historic District.

4

one of the things they do bring with them is a

5

public/private partnership which acts to preserve those

6

buildings and those resources for the city.

7

So as projects do come before you,

So I would urge that there would, to some

8

degree, be some mention, in the no-transit alternative

9

that that could increase the likelihood of the piers

10
11

ultimately deteriorating over time.
I don't think any real analysis is needed, and

12

I'm not asking for that, but I think there should be

13

some mention in that regard.

14

this afternoon.

Thank you for your time

15

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Thank you.

16

SPEAKER GOLINGER:

Good afternoon,

17

Commissioners.

18

G-o-l-i-n-g-e-r.

19

Beach, and I'm here today speaking as an individual.

20
21

My name is Jon, J-o-n, Golinger,
I live at 66 A Green Street in North

I will mention by way of background, I helped
found the Citizens to Save the Waterfront, which is a
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22

coalition of neighborhood groups and local businesses in

23

the northeast waterfront.

24
25

I'm particularly active around the Bell
Project, a few years ago, and I became familiar
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1

professionally, and I'm personally concerned with smart

2

development on the northeast waterfront in particular.

3

As you know, San Francisco's waterfront is a

4

unique resource.

5

projects that you like, and you can include the

6

Exploratorium in that category -- it clearly invites

7

people to the waterfront in a way that connects them to

8

it -- we need to make sure we get it right the first

9

time because we only have one waterfront.

10

We only have one.

So even with

Let me speak to the two concerns I want to

11

address with the DEIR.

12

an adequate analysis of the inconsistencies between the

13

project proposal and the waterfront land-use plan.

14

There is a comprehensive land-use plan in place,

15

mandated by the voters by Proposition H -- and it, along

16

with the waterfront, is not an access element, and the

17

BCCE; all three call for the elimination of the existing

18

building at the end of Piers 15 and 17 and opening up of

19

the middle area in a way that that project does not do.

20

First and foremost, there is not

In the DEIR, it sort of dismisses that

21

conflict, by stating that the visual concerns, the view

22

corridor, and the conflict with the land-use plan are

23

not environmental impacts for the purposes of the DEIR.

24

But I submit to you that the visual character of the

25

waterfront, the esthetics, the protection of our bay, of
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1

the waterfront plan, as mandated by the voters, are

2

exactly environmental impacts and need to be studied

3

more carefully, or at least analyzed more carefully than

4

the DEIR gives them credit.

5

Secondly, Piers 15 and 17, this is being

6

proposed as a single project, and the DEIR doesn't

7

require that they be analyzed as a single project, under

8

CEQA.

9

The fully fleshed-out details, or at least a

10

more fully formed proposal of Pier 17 should be

11

considered rather than what effectively can become

12

piecemeal of the project by giving it approval now and

13

studying the effects later.

14

The proposal that the mitigation measure, by

15

hinging future compliance of the project with design and

16

performance criteria that will be reviewed later by

17

other agencies, I submit, does not comply with the CEQA

18

requirement to analyze the project in detailed phases,

19

and do it fully.

20

Thank you for your time.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Thank you.

21

further public comments on this?

22

closed.

23

Are there any

If not, that is

I would like to make a few remarks.

I

24

appreciate the fact that this is going to activate that

25

section of the waterfront and will rehabilitate piers
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1

that greatly need rehabilitation.

2

on that at all, and I happen to have three friends who

3

are very, very active with the Exploratorium.

4

the work they do, as do my kids and do my grandchildren.

5

There is no question

I love

But that aside, we're talking about the

6

environmental impact.

7

first review of it, that the concept of that much glass,

8

as to impact on birds, the Audubon Society is upset, as

9

well as others -- as well as additional light pollution

10

I am not certain that, from my

-- totally works.

11

I do feel that the view corridor, in my mind --

12

and I often disagree with CEQA -- in my mind is an

13

environmental concept that has to be looked at.

14

also, as the last speaker commented on, have a great

15

deal of problem in my mind when we deal with an

16

environmental impact report on something that may not

17

even come to fruition for 15 years or more.

18

Pier 17.

19

And I

And that is

That may be a lot longer in the future than

20

anyone presumes.

And I have seen situations in the past

21

where portions have been taken care of on something that

22

has gone through an environmental impact report; other

23

portions were held in abeyance for a number of reasons,

24

and many years down the line, when they came up,

25

circumstances had totally changed, and the cumulative
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1

effects of what had happened in the interim around that

2

particular location were totally different than they had
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3

been at the time of the environmental impact report.

4

And that can primarily have to do with

5

transportation, but perhaps many other things.

6

have a problem with the Pier 17 situation in there when

7

I have no concept whatsoever, nor do I think others do,

8

as to when that may come into play.

9

Commissioner Lee?

10

COMMISSIONER LEE:

Viktoriya addressed four

11

issues.

12

resolved by historical preservation.

13

So I

Historical resource, I think the issue will be

Regarding the other issues -- noise, air, and

14

biological issues -- the noise and air, you're going to

15

have it anyway.

16

There are mitigation issues required by OSHA.

17
18
19

But my sense is it's more of an EPI.

Regarding those four issues, I think the draft
EIR is fine.

I think it addresses it.

Regarding this whole view issue, my view on it

20

is it is not required by CEQA.

21

you might as well get rid of the Planning Department and

22

make sure we don't build anything else in the city.

23

And if we take views,

How can you discriminate between a court area

24

versus the rest of the area we're going to build.

25

high-rises going to block someone's view?

Are
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1

If we take views as part of the CEQA process,

2

which we have never done before, we're setting a new

3

standard here.

4

got to be a policy decision by the City, and maybe by

5

all the voters.

6

block someone's views.

If that's the case, you say views, it's

If that's the decision, you're going to
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7

Regarding the bird issue, there are other

8

places in the United States that are high-rises.

9

are on port property.

They

If you go to New York City, they

10

have high-rise buildings made of glass.

11

has glass there.

12

and how they hit, granted there's different cities and

13

they have different rules and regulations.

14

have an issue with how they designed Pier 15 out there.

15

In some ways I like it.

16

the Mayor for not thinking outside the box in

17

architecture.

The question of where the birds come

But I don't

And we have been criticized by

Maybe this will fit in.

18

I haven't seen design.

19

about the design itself, nor should it.

20

Maryland also

The EIR does not talk

Regarding other areas, the EIR is very

21

consistent legally with all the other EIRs.

I have

22

taken the opportunity to look at other EIRs.

23

matter of fact, I think we have looked at a lot more

24

detail, maybe because you are in the Bay Area, because

25

you need to do that.

As a
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1
2

Otherwise, I don't see, on my personal view,
how this issue comes at all with the draft EIR.

3

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

4

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

5

draft EIR was very thorough.

6

are many issues about the building, which, as many

7

people commented on, is really a piece of work in the

8

making.

9
10

Commissioner Moore.
A couple of comments.

The

But they also show there

The project design is significant and
responsive to a number of concerns, that it was starting
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11

to address some of those issues being raised.

12

Generally, I think very strong support for the

13

building and its use, because it really does complement

14

the northern end of the waterfront, and some of the

15

technical issues, I think, remain part of the design

16

requirement, and an accountability of the building,

17

ultimately, to the EIR process and approvals.

18

It's not just two trains not meeting in the

19

night, but indeed they will have to meet somewhere.

20

one concern I would say, as we're making the building,

21

moving it out of port and glass, it still needs to have

22

a transparency in order to allow views to the bay

23

through the building, in some form or another.

24
25

The

It's a critical balance about an element which
is more a materiality point of view, responding to the
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1

pier buildings, but is also one which allows views or

2

partial views through it or alongside it.

3

The fact that the elevator housing has been

4

moved over brings that element more into the massing of

5

the overall.

6

because the building is being looked at by a number of

7

competent people who are shaping it with public interest

8

in mind.

9

So many of the things are being addressed

Generally, I would agree with the comment

10

President Miguel made.

I am concerned that the

11

quantitative and qualitative aspects of Pier 17 are not

12

described.

They are addressed in some generic form.

13

I would like to fully support what Commissioner

14

Miguel said, and I would rather like to either have more
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15

disclosure or take 17 out of this particular approval

16

process.

Thank you.

17

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Commissioner Antonini?

18

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

First a question.

And

19

I guess I read through the records, and we're talking

20

about the facades, and of course 15 has a neoclassic

21

facade, and from what I can tell, 17 never did.

22

correct?

23
24

MS. WISE:

That is correct.

Is that

It is one of the

few piers that do not have a bulkhead on it.

25

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

Right.

Because where
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1

that is, the public would command the most of the

2

facades that inter run the Embarcadero.

3

described, that was not ever there, so there's nothing

4

to restore it back to its original state.

5

there were some changes that occurred to the front of

6

that pier over the years.

7

MS. WISE:

But as you

Although

Yes, and even though there's no

8

bulkhead to Pier 17, it still has a facade with wood

9

doors.

10

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI:

Yes.

I read the

11

history, and other questions with regards to the

12

connector bridge, I think it's been analyzed correctly

13

here.

14

between the existing connector building and the proposed

15

bridge.

16

There's a difference in height of four feet

I mean, I guess the question began to be

17

raised, should you be analyzing Pier 17 at the same time

18

as Pier 15 if Pier 17 might not be utilized at the same
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19

time.

We hear we have to do analysis that is wider in

20

scope, because of future development, although in doing

21

that, we may analyze something years before it's

22

actually finished.

23

So it is kind of a quandry, but I think you're

24

better to err to decide about the wider analysis than a

25

narrower analysis.
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1

Finally, on the issue of the birds, a couple of

2

weeks ago I thought they were higher buildings and they

3

were mistaking them for stars.

4

lower-flying birds.

5

commentary was.

6
7

So this may be

I'm not quite sure what that

I didn't analyze it.

I'm not sure that it has

to, in my opinion.

8

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

9

MR. SUGAYA:

Commissioner Sugaya?

I'm sure this has been analyzed

10

already in terms of Pier 17, and why it's included, and

11

the level to which the analysis has taken place.

12

little uncomfortable with it, but on the other hand, I

13

would think if the development of 17 is way down the

14

road, there will be another kind of tiered environmental

15

report, or something of that nature, I would expect.

16
17
18

MS. WISE:

I'm a

Especially if circumstances have

changed surrounding the projects.
COMMISSIONER SUGAYA:

Exactly.

Just to

19

comment, I think the DEIR itself is woefully inadequate

20

in terms of its graphics.

21

that the connector building is sort of okay and arrive

22

at some mitigation measures, at least on what's on the

How we can make a conclusion
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23

published document, I don't see how we can reach those

24

conclusions.

25

assist the public in doing so.

And perhaps some better graphics would
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1

To Commissioner Lee's point, though, there is

2

the esthetic section, which does treat views from

3

various places, from Telegraph Hill and the Embarcadero

4

and what-not, so views and esthetics are analyzed within

5

the context of the EIR.

6

And I think with respect to the design, just

7

aside from the graphics, we are concerned about its

8

location within the National Register District, of

9

course, and the adherence and compliance with the

10
11

Secretary of Interior standards.
In this case, I would think it would be

12

rehabilitation.

13

ongoing, because there will be, especially if the port

14

is going to follow its usual procedure of requiring this

15

to be submitted for, I think, I don't know, since this

16

is a nonprofit, but submitted for tax credits?

17

making them do that or not?

18

developer.

19
20
21

And I assume that's going to be

MS. WISE:

Are they

It's not a for-profit

They're considering it, but I don't

think they've committed.
COMMISSIONER SUGAYA:

Because they could enter

22

into some kind of complicated lease arrangement.

In any

23

case, that's neither here nor there.

24

with view-to-view, if it does go through the National

25

Park Service, there was a huge amount of concern, which

In my experience
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1

I believe the consultants to the Exploratorium already

2

know about, about how the interior spaces are viewed,

3

and how much of the interior spaces can be experienced

4

as a volume, since the volume of the pier sheds are one

5

of the most important character-defining features.

6

So I can tell from, somewhat from the plans

7

that are in the EIR, that there are large chunks of open

8

space in the pier sheds.

9

think, is the actual approach and entry relationships to

10

But one of the concerns, I

the interior volume.

11

So those are just some comments.

12

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

13

COMMISSIONER MOORE:

Commissioner Moore?
I want to make one more

14

comment about the graphic depiction of some of the

15

elements.

16

3C-13, which is the volume depiction existing before,

17

and project and expand project, are somewhat

18

insufficient because they're taken from a viewpoint that

19

is so far away that I literally had to ask someone if

20

they saw something new on the thing.

21

I have to say that the viewpoint analysis,

I think that does some in justice to what is

22

really a change, and it should be depicted.

If it's

23

really holding up to public scrutiny, you might as well

24

be on this side of the street and look at it, meaning

25

the water side of the street.
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It's impossible to discern.
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2

viewpoint up a little closer, with the computer.

3
4
5
6
7

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

Anymore questions?

Comments?
With that, the hearing is closed.
(Whereupon, the proceedings were adjourned at 4:38 p.m.)
--oOo--
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