To Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and Interested Parties:
RE:

December 17, 2009

CASE NO 2007.0211E: 740 WASHINGTON STREET

a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above‐referenced
project, described below, has been issued by the Planning Department. The NOP/Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting is either attached or is available upon request from Jeremy Battis, whom you may
reach at (415) 575‐9022 or at the above address. It is also available online at:
http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=80504. This notice is being sent to you because you
have been identified as potentially having an interest in the project or the project area.
Project Description: The proposed project would involve the demolition of an existing vacant, 41‐foot‐
high, three‐story‐over‐basement, 13,500‐square‐foot (‐sq.ft.) building constructed in 1907 in the
Chinatown neighborhood of San Francisco. It would include the construction of a four‐story‐over‐
basement with mezzanine, 50‐foot‐tall, 17,336‐sq.ft. building, which would contain a new institutional
use, a ground‐floor senior center (4,450 square feet [sq.ft.]), 18 affordable senior residential units in the
upper floors (9,578 sq.ft.), and storage and building service space in the basement (3,308 sq.ft.). The
project site is located on the north side of Washington Street, between Kearny Street and Wentworth
Street. The existing building is listed on the California Register as a contributor to a National Register‐
eligible Chinatown Historic District. The project site is within the Chinatown Visitor Retail (CVR) Zoning
District and a 50‐N Height and Bulk District. The project would require Conditional Use authorization
under San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) Section 303 to allow the following: (1) development on
a lot exceeding 2,500 sq.ft. in lot area (Planning Code Section 811.1.11), (2) a building height of 50 feet and
building bulk exceeding 100 feet of diagonal dimension (Planning Code Section 811.1.10), and (3) an
institutional use (the 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center) exceeding 2,500 sq ft. (Planning Code Section 811.1.20). The
project would require a variance under Planning Code Section 305 to allow the following: (1) lot coverage
exceeding 75 percent of the lot area at the first residential level and above (Planning Code Sections 134.1
and 811.1.12), (2) a reduction in the useable open space requirement (Planning Code Section 135), and (3) a
reduction in the dwelling unit exposure requirement (Planning Code Section 140). The Historic
Preservation Commission will review and comment on the Draft EIR, including preservation alternatives
and building design, because the site is located in the National Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic
District. The proposed project would require the following additional approvals: (1) the Planning
Commission in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission for shadows on Portsmouth
Square, (2) Department of Building Inspection for demolition and site permits, (3) Bureau of Streets and
Mapping of the Department of Public Works for street and sidewalk permits, and (4) the Department of
Parking and Traffic for any curb or road modifications.
The Planning Department has determined that an EIR must be prepared for the proposed project prior
to any final decision regarding whether to approve the project. The purpose of the EIR is to provide
information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and analyze possible
alternatives to the proposed project. Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the
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City to approve or to disapprove the project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision
makers must review and consider the information contained in the EIR.
Written comments will be accepted until the close of business on January 15, 2010. Written comments
should be sent to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA 94103.
If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of
your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your
agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to
use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of
the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the
proposed project, please contact Jeremy Battis at (415) 575‐9022.
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Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Date:
Case No.:
Project Title:
BPA Nos.:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Lot Size:
Project Sponsor:
Project Contact:

Lead Agency:
Staff Contact:

December 17, 2009

2007.0211E
740 Washington Street, a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center
2006.1017.5252 (Form 6)
Chinatown Visitor Retail (CVR) Use District
50‐N Height and Bulk District
0194 / 009
3,766 square feet
Self Help for the Elderly
Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Luce Forward Hamilton & Scripps, LLP
(415) 356‐4635 or abarkley@luce.com
San Francisco Planning Department
Jeremy Battis
(415) 575‐9022 or jeremy.battis@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project would involve the demolition of an existing vacant, 41‐foot‐high, three‐story‐
over‐basement, 13,500‐square‐foot (‐sq.ft.) building constructed in 1907 in the Chinatown
neighborhood of San Francisco. It would include the construction of a four‐story‐over‐basement with
mezzanine, 50‐foot‐tall, 17,336‐sq.ft. building, which would contain a new institutional use, a ground‐
floor senior center (4,450 square feet [sq.ft.]), 18 affordable senior residential units in the upper floors
(9,578 sq.ft.), and storage and building service space in the basement (3,308 sq.ft.). The project site is
located on the north side of Washington Street, between Kearny Street and Wentworth Street. The
existing building is listed on the California Register as a contributor to a National Register‐eligible
Chinatown Historic District. The project site is within the Chinatown Visitor Retail (CVR) Zoning
District and a 50‐N Height and Bulk District. The project would require Conditional Use authorization
under San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) Section 303 to allow the following: (1) development
on a lot exceeding 2,500 sq.ft. in lot area (Planning Code Section 811.1.11), (2) a building height of 50
feet and building bulk exceeding 100 feet of diagonal dimension (Planning Code Section 811.1.10), and
(3) an institutional use (the 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center) exceeding 2,500 sq ft. (Planning Code Section
811.1.20). The project would require a variance under Planning Code Section 305 to allow the
following: (1) lot coverage exceeding 75 percent of the lot area at the first residential level and above
(Planning Code Sections 134.1 and 811.1.12), (2) a reduction in the useable open space requirement
(Planning Code Section 135), and (3) a reduction in the dwelling unit exposure requirement (Planning
Code Section 140). The Historic Preservation Commission will review and comment on the Draft EIR,
including preservation alternatives and building design, because the site is located in the National
Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District. The proposed project would require the following
additional approvals: (1) the Planning Commission in consultation with the Recreation and Park
Commission for shadows on Portsmouth Square, (2) Department of Building Inspection for demolition and site
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permits, (3) Bureau of Streets and Mapping of the Department of Public Works for street and sidewalk
permits, and (4) the Department of Parking and Traffic for any curb or road modifications.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact
Report is required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines,
Sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings
of Significance), and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for
the project, which is attached.

PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS
Written comments will be accepted until the close of business on January 15, 2009. Written comments
should be sent to Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the
scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency's statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when
considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in
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INITIAL STUDY
740 WASHINGTON STREET SENIOR RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
CASE NUMBER 2007.0211E

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
LOCATION
The project site (Assessor’s Block 194, Lot 009) is located in the Chinatown neighborhood on the north
side of Washington Street between Kearny Street and Wentworth Street in the block bounded by
Washington Street to the south, Kearny Street to the east, Jackson Street to the north, and Grant Avenue
to the west (see Figures 1 through 4, pages 2 to 5). The project site is located on the opposite block face
from historic Portsmouth Square, which is a one‐square‐block, public bi‐level park of mainly hardscape,
with several structures housing community and recreational facilities, a playground, and pavilions for
board games. The project site is also located at the eastern edge of the National Register‐eligible
Chinatown Historic District, which abuts the Financial District and its high‐rise buildings, including the
Chinatown Hilton Hotel, one‐half block from the project site and Transamerica Pyramid, two blocks from
the project site. The approximately 3,766‐sq.ft. (0.09 acre) rectangular project site slopes upward to the
west, and contains a three‐story‐over‐basement, 41.5‐foot‐tall, 13,500‐sq.ft. commercial building that was
constructed circa 1906 after the 1906 earthquake. The South China Café occupied the ground floor of the
building in 1946. The Nam Yuen Restaurant occupied the entire building in 1969, and ceased operations
after the Loma Prieta earthquake. The building has been vacant since that time. The project site is within
the Chinatown Visitor Retail (CVR) Zoning District and a 50‐N Height and Bulk District.
Building access is from Washington Street. There are no trees on site or on the sidewalk adjacent to the
site. There are no off‐street loading areas on the project site and no existing on‐street commercial loading
spaces directly in front of the project site. However, there are some on‐street commercial loading and
passenger spaces nearby. There is one on‐street passenger‐loading zone on Washington Street in front of
the adjacent restaurant to the west. There are five on‐street commercial parking spaces and one passenger
zone across Sacramento Street (south side) from the project site extending along the entire block face
from Walter U. Lum Place to Grant Avenue. There are two on‐street yellow commercial loading spaces
on Wentworth Place (the alley beginning one lot west of the project site) at the corner of Washington
Street.
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PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
The proposed 740 Washington Street project (also known as Tom Do Hing Senior Center, herein
“proposed project”) would require demolition of the existing three‐story‐over‐basement building and
construction of a four‐story‐over‐basement, 50‐foot‐tall, 17,336‐sq.ft. (‐sq.ft.) building with a senior center
on the ground floor (institutional use), 18 studio apartments (residential use) on the upper floors, and
storage and building service space in the basement (see Table 1, page 7 and Figures 5 through 10, pages 8
to 13). The 18 residential units, containing 9,578 square feet (sq.ft.) would be located on floors two
through four of the proposed new building. The units would be rental studio units containing an average
of 330 sq.ft. and designed for elderly and disabled persons; these units would be affordable to
households with income not exceeding 60 percent of the City’s median income. A senior center,
providing meals to seniors on weekdays and social services including health care by appointment, would
occupy 4,450 sq.ft. of the ground floor and the mezzanine level of the building. The 3,308‐sq.ft. basement
would be used as storage and building service areas. The project sponsor anticipates that the senior
center will serve 50 to 75 hot meals per day. These meals would be delivered once daily in a Meals‐On‐
Wheels delivery van. The proposed project would not provide on‐site parking spaces or loading facilities
and the pedestrian entrance would be on Washington Street. Loading activity could be accommodated in
the five on‐street commercial parking spaces located mostly on the south side of Washington Street.
The existing building would be demolished. The basement and ground floor of the proposed building
would have 100 percent lot coverage. The upper floors would have approximately 90 percent lot
coverage. The Planning Code’s allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limits (Section 124) would not apply to
the residential or institutional uses.
The proposed project would not provide any Code‐required common or private usable open space. There
would be an approximately 670‐sq.ft. open‐air walkway on the east side of the building at the second
(first residential) level.
There are no trees on the site or street trees adjacent to the site; the project would include planting three
street trees along Washington Street as required by the Planning Code, subject to Department of Public
Works (DPW) approval.
The project’s basement would require excavation to a depth of two feet below the existing building’s
basement, requiring the removal of approximately 7,500 cubic feet (278 cubic yards) of soil. The project
sponsors anticipate using a mat slab foundation.
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Project construction is estimated to last 14 months from the spring of 2010 to the summer of 2011. The
project sponsor is Self‐Help for the Elderly and the project architect is Elevation Architects.

Table 1
Project Characteristics
Area/Amount

Use/Characteristics
Height

50 feet

Number of stories

4

Dwelling units

18

Residential Use

9,578 sq.ft.

Senior Center

4,450 sq.ft.

Basement Building & Support Space

3,308 sq.ft.

Total

17,336 sq.ft.

Common Useable Open Space

0

Off‐site Parking Spaces

0

Off‐site Loading Spaces

0

Source: During Associates, 2007

Project Sponsor
Self‐Help for the Elderly is a non‐profit community‐based agency founded in 1966 that serves seniors in
San Francisco, San Mateo, and Alameda Counties. Each year the agency serves over 25,000 seniors with a
range of multicultural and multilingual services through eight service departments specializing in Senior
Employment and Training, Social Services, Computer Learning Centers, Nutrition and Senior Centers,
Adult Day Services, licensed Home Care and Hospice, Senior Housing, and Residential Care Facilities for
the Elderly.1

1

Self‐Help for the Elderly, 2005‐2006 Annual Report, http://www.selfhelpelderly.org/, viewed on July 23, 2007.
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The main office of Self‐Help for the Elderly is located at 407 Sansome Street in San Francisco. The
organization currently has 126 employees and operates six senior centers and three residential projects
affordable to low‐income households in San Francisco: (1) the 70‐unit affordable Lady Shaw Senior
Housing at 1483 Mason Street, located above the Broadway Tunnel, funded by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD); (2) Autumn Glow, an Alzheimer residential care facility for
the elderly, at 654 Grove Street; and (3) Leonard House, a board and care facility at 1771 Waller Street.
The proposed project would add a senior center with affordable senior housing located in Chinatown to
the San Francisco facilities operated by Self‐Help for the Elderly.

Project Approvals
The proposed project would require the approvals discussed below in Compatibility with Existing
Zoning and Plans. No approvals or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department,
the Planning Commission in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, DPW, the
Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT) at the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), or Department
of Building Inspection (DBI) would be required. Except for the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD),2 no approvals or permits would be required from Regional, State, or Federal
Agencies. Based on the Planning Code’s current land use controls, the project proposal would require the
following approvals, with the approving body shown in parentheses and italics: e.g., (Planning
Commission).

2

•

Conditional Use authorization (Planning Commission) under Planning Code Section 303, to allow
development on a lot (3,766 sq.ft.) exceeding 2,500 sq.ft. in lot area (Planning Code Section
811.1.11), a building height of 50 feet and building bulk exceeding 100 feet of diagonal dimension
(Planning Code Section 811.1.10), and an institutional use (the 4,450‐sq.ft., first‐floor senior center)
exceeding 2,500 sq.ft. (Planning Code Section 811.1.20) in the CVR Zoning District.

•

Variances (Zoning Administrator) under Planning Code Section 305, from the 75 percent lot
coverage required at the first residential level (project has 82 percent; Planning Code Sections
134.1 and 811.1.12), from the required 432 sq.ft. of usable open space (project provides none;
Planning Code Section 135(d)(3), Table 135), and from the required dwelling unit exposure (15
units would not meet the requirement; Planning Code Section 140).

DBI will not issue a demolition permit to demolish the existing building until it receives a letter from the BAAQMB
that all the asbestos‐containing building materials have been removed and properly disposed of in accordance with
applicable local, state, and federal laws.
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In addition to these approvals, the Historic Preservation Commission will review and comment on the
Draft EIR, including preservation alternatives and building design, because the site is located in the
National Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District. The project also would require approval by the
Planning Commission in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission for shadow on
Portsmouth Square, the DBI for demolition and site permits, and approval by the Bureau of Streets and
Mapping of the DPW for street and sidewalk permits. Any curb or road modifications would require
approval by the DPT/MTA.

B. PROJECT SETTING
The project site is occupied by a vacant three‐story commercial building in San Francisco’s Chinatown.
The site is at an elevation of approximately 57 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) and slopes moderately
upward to the west (at an average approximately seven percent slope). Adjacent to the project site to the
west is the three‐story Chinatown Restaurant. Further west is Wentworth Street, a one‐lane, one‐way
southbound alley with parking on the west side. Adjacent to the project site to the east is a three‐story
building with an accounting office on the ground floor and residential units above; this building is
undergoing renovation. Further east is a paved private parking lot.
Across the street from and southeast of the project site is Portsmouth Square, a bi‐level public park with
open areas, landscaping, seating, children’s play equipment, a public meeting room, restrooms, a
pedestrian overpass to the Chinese Cultural Center located in the Hilton Hotel on the east side of Kearny
Street, and elevators to the Portsmouth Square Garage located underneath the park. Portsmouth Square
was San Francisco’s first park and the location of many historic events. It was the first public square
established in the early 1800s in the Spanish and Mexican community of Yerba Buena. During the
Mexican‐American War, the USS Portsmouth was ordered to seize Yerba Buena, and on July 9, 1846, the
first American flag was raised in the public square (eventually to be named Portsmouth Square). The
settlement’s name was changed to San Francisco in 1847. The square is considered the “Heart of
Chinatown,” and it contains many markers and statues recognizing historical events such as the first
public school in California, the Eastern Terminus of the Clay Street Hill Railroad Company, and use of
the park by Robert Louis Stevenson. Originally, the square was a simple open space with minimal
landscaping.3 By the 1850s fencing had been added along with a formal plan that included radial paths,

3

Tim Kelley, Historical Evaluation, 740‐742 Washington Street, San Francisco, California, November 2006, p.2. A copy of
this document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission
Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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lawns, and bedded shrubs. This layout remained until 1963 when construction of the subterranean
parking garage began. Subsequently, the layout changed to a bi‐level design that is mainly hardscape.
Improvements in the park include the Chinese Cultural Center, landscaping, large paved open areas,
seating areas, lawns, a playground, a pedestrian bridge connecting the park to a hotel across Kearny
Street and an underground parking garage. The northerly portion is generally sunnier, although shadow
conditions vary throughout the day. All of the park structures feature prominent Chinese motifs such as
upward curving eaves, visual references to pagodas, and glazed tile roofs.
The surrounding area is composed of residential and non‐residential land uses, including restaurant,
retail, commercial, office, hotel, religious, institutional, public park, and parking lots. Most of the
buildings west of Kearny Street and north of Sacramento Street, including those in the project block, are
three‐ to five‐story buildings dating from the early twentieth century. Building forms in the vicinity are
generally rectangular, often red brick structures, occupying all or nearly all of their full parcels. Many
buildings incorporate traditional Chinese styling and exterior detail. Single‐use residential apartment
and office buildings are interspersed with mixed‐use buildings (ground‐floor retail—with retail
sometimes on the second floor—with upper‐floor residential, office, or institutional uses). Small blocks
and many alleys combine with Chinatown’s density and variety of land uses, buildings, and architectural
styles to create an active, attractive, and engaging human‐scale, pedestrian‐oriented neighborhood that is
a cultural center and a tourist destination. In the areas east of Kearny Street and south of Sacramento
Street, high‐rise, late‐twentieth century office buildings typical of the Financial District predominate.

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.
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE
The Planning Code, which incorporates the City’s Zoning Maps, implements the San Francisco General Plan
(General Plan) and governs permitted uses, densities, building envelopes, and other land use controls
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) the allowable exceptions are
granted pursuant to the applicable provisions of the Planning Code, or (3) amendments to the Planning
Code are included as part of the proposed project.
The project site is within the CVR Zoning District and a 50‐N Height and Bulk District (see Figures 11
and 12, pages 25 and 26, under Land Use, below). The CVR Zoning District, which extends along Grant
Avenue between California and Jackson Streets, “is intended to preserve the [district’s] present character
and scale and to accommodate uses primarily appealing to visitors (e.g., tourist gift shops, jewelry stores,
art goods, large restaurants” on the first two stories.4 The district contains a concentration of shopping
bazaars, art goods stores, and restaurants, which attract visitors and shoppers and contribute to the City’s
visual and economic diversity. In order to promote continuous retail frontage, entertainment, financial
services, medical service, automotive, and drive‐up uses are restricted. Administrative services (those not
serving the public) are prohibited to prevent the encroachment of downtown office uses. Building
standards protect and complement the existing small‐scale development and the historic character of the
area.
Both the 18‐unit residential component of the proposed project and the 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center (an
institutional use) are principally permitted uses in the CVR Zoning District (Planning Code Section
811.81). Planning Code Section 811.11 permits development on a lot up to 2,500 sq.ft. in lot area by right
and by Conditional Use authorization when lot area exceeds 2,500 sq.ft. Planning Code Section 811.20
allows nonresidential uses up to 2,500 sq.ft. of floor area by right and up to 5,000 sq.ft. with Conditional
Use authorization. Therefore, the proposed project’s 3,766‐sq.ft. lot and its 4,450 sq.ft. of institutional use
(the 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center) would require Conditional Use authorization. In a 50‐N Height and Bulk
District, pursuant to Planning Code Section 270, the maximum allowable length is 50 feet, which the 100‐
foot proposed building length would exceed, and the maximum allowable diagonal dimension is 100 feet
(which the approximately 107‐foot proposed diagonal dimension would exceed). Additionally, Planning
Code Section 132.3 provides procedures wherein a 15‐foot setback above 47 feet of building height may be
imposed as a condition of approval of a Conditional Use authorization within the CVR Zoning District.

4

This statement and following discussion is from Planning Code Section 811.1.
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Planning Code Section 151 requires no off‐street parking spaces for dwelling units specifically designed
for and occupied by senior citizens or physically handicapped persons, as defined by Planning Code
Section 209.1(m), or for senior centers or institutional uses. The proposed project would provide no off‐
street parking spaces.
Planning Code Section 152, Table 152, requires no off‐street loading spaces for a mixed‐use building with
residential and institutional uses less than 100,000 gross sq.ft. The proposed project would provide no
off‐street loading spaces.
Planning Code Section 134.1 limits lot coverage to 75 percent of the lot area at the first residential level
(second level of the proposed project). The proposed project would have an approximately 670‐sq.ft.
open‐air walkway on the east side of the building at the second (first residential) level and 82 percent lot
coverage, and therefore would not comply with Planning Code requirements.
Planning Code Section 135(d)(3) requires 24 sq.ft. of common usable open space per unit in the CVR
Zoning District, or 432 sq.ft. in the case of the proposed project’s 18 units. The proposed project would
not provide any common or private usable open space, and therefore would not comply with the
Planning Code requirement.
Planning Code Section 140 requires any residential unit with one room containing a minimum of 120 sq.ft.
to have one window directly facing any of the following three types of spaces: (1) an open area, (2) a
public street or alley, or (3) side yard that is 25 feet wide or no less than 25 feet in every direction facing
an inner court. The front three units facing Washington Street meet the Planning Code requirement;
however, the remaining fifteen units would have windows facing a 15‐foot‐wide side yard. Therefore, the
project would require a variance from the air and light exposure requirement of Section 140.
The existing building covers 89 percent of the site after accounting for the approximately four‐foot‐wide
walkway on the east side. At three stories plus a full basement, the floor area ratio (FAR) is about 3.7:1.
The allowable FAR for the CVR Zoning District under San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) Section
124 is 2:1 and does not apply to residential use.5

5

The basic FAR controls apply to nonresidential uses only in R, NC, and Mixed Use Districts, such as the CVR district.
In Chinatown mixed used districts, the basic FAR shall not apply to institutions or mezzanine commercial space.

Case No. 2007.0211E

18

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

PLANS AND POLICIES
San Francisco General Plan
In addition to the San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) and zoning policies, development in the
City is subject to the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan). The General Plan provides general policies
and objectives to guide land use decisions. Additionally, the project site is within the area encompassed
by the Chinatown Area Plan, which is an element of the General Plan. The applicable objectives and policies
in the various elements of the General Plan are generally discussed in more detail and are more focused in
area plans. The Chinatown Area Plan is the policy document that guides growth and development of the
mixed‐use neighborhood.
Another document that guides the improvement of Chinatown’s numerous alleyways and open space is
the Chinatown Alleyway Master Plan (1998) authored by the Chinatown Community Development
Center (CDC). The plan originated from community efforts to improve Chinatownʹs numerous
alleyways, and the Chinatown CDC co‐founded the Chinatown Alleyway Improvement Program in 1980
to increase open space within Chinatown. The Chinatown CDC worked with other grassroots groups
such as the Chinatown Alleyway Improvement Association (CAIA) and the Committee for Better Park
and Recreation in Chinatown (CBP&RC). The Master Plan contains policies and implementation actions
to improve and renovate 31 of Chinatownʹs alleyways. Endorsed by the San Francisco Planning
Commission, construction began in February 2000. The Plan contains five different project plans:
•

The Renovation Plan, which outlines physical improvements;

•

The Implementation Plan, which identifies construction phasing, budgets and schedules;

•

The Maintenance Plan, which recommends desired policies for the maintenance of the alleys;

•

The Enforcement Plan, which ensures the long‐term viability of the renovated alleyways; and

•

The Community Education Plan, which emphasizes the importance of community involvement.

Conflicts between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are
discussed in Section C, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed project
with General Plan and the Chinatown Area Plan objectives and policies that do not relate to physical
environmental issues will be considered by decision‐makers who decide whether to approve or
disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the process would not alter
the physical environmental effects of the proposed project.
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Housing Element
The San Francisco Planning Commission adopted an updated Housing Element of the General Plan in
May 2004. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Housing Element in September 2004,
and the State Department of Housing and Community Development certified the Housing Element in
October 2004. In June 2007, however, the First District Court of Appeals ruled that the updated Housing
Element should have been addressed in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Superior Court
issued its decision on April 6, 2009 allowing the City to use the 2004 Housing Element except for those
policies that the court determined could have significant environmental impacts.6 Therefore, the
discussion below refers to policies of the 2004 Housing Element that the Court found would not have
significant impacts.
The 2004 Housing Element of the General Plan describes objectives, policies, and implementation of
programs to address the City’s housing needs. The 2004 Housing Element addresses the City’s goals to
achieve decent, suitable, and affordable housing. The City intends to address the issues of housing
production and affordability in part through a Citywide Action Plan (CAP) that meets the City’s need for
housing and jobs in ways that capitalize upon and enhance the best qualities of San Francisco. CAP
initiatives include (among others) the Better Neighborhoods Program and the Downtown
Neighborhoods Initiative.

Chinatown Area Plan
The proposed demolition of the existing building, which is a historic resource, would be inconsistent
with Policy 1.4 to protect the historic resources.

Other Plans
Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area Air Quality Plan and the Bay Area 2005
Ozone Strategy, that directly address physical 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
proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental
plan or policy.

6

Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco, Order Containing Writ and Related Motions,
Hearing Date: January 27, 2009, Honorable Charlotte W. Woolard, Filed April 6, 2009, Gordon Park‐Li, Clerk, San
Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods, Plaintiff, City and County of San Francisco, Defendants.
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Planning Code Section 295 was adopted in 1984 pursuant to voter approval of Proposition K, to prohibit
new shadow on designated parks in the City. Section 295 generally prohibits the construction of
structures over 40 feet in height that would cause new shadow on any open space under the jurisdiction
of or designated to be acquired by the Recreation and Park Department. If a project would cast new
shadow on a park or recreational facility under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department,
the Recreation and Park Commission would review the impact of such new shadows and advise the
Planning Commission of its findings. The Planning Commission would hold a public hearing under
Section 295 of the Planning Code and determine if the new shadows would significantly affect the use of
the park.

Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative
In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the 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 office
development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (Question 1c, Land
Use); (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Questions 13 a‐d, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity); (7)
landmark and historic building preservation (Question 4a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of
open space (Questions 8a and b, Wind and Shadow, and Questions 9a and c, Recreation).
Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and
prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required
to find that the proposed project or legislation would be consistent with the Priority Policies. As noted
above, the consistency of the proposed project with the environmental topics associated with the Priority
Policies is discussed in the Evaluation of Environmental Effects, providing information for use in the case
report for the proposed project. The case report and approval motions for the proposed project will
contain the Department’s comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding consistency of the
proposed project with the Priority Policies.

Case No. 2007.0211E

21

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

Regional Plans and Policies
The five principal regional planning agencies and their policy plans to guide planning in the nine‐county
bay area include the Association for Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) “A Land Use Policy Framework” and
Projections 2005, the BAAQMD’s Clean Air Plan and Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan – Transportation 2030, the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan. Due to the size of the proposed project, there
would be no anticipated conflicts with regional plans.

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below.
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 Signif.

EFFECTS FOUND TO BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT
This Initial Study evaluates the proposed project to determine whether it would result in significant
environmental impacts. Topics noted as “Potentially Significant Impact” in the Initial Study mean that
the EIR assessment will enable a determination as to whether there would be a significant impact. The
proposed project could have a significant effect on historic architectural resources because it would
demolish a building listed on the California Register as a contributor to a National Register‐eligible
Chinatown Historic District. The EIR will therefore discuss this topic. The EIR will also discuss land use
for informational purposes.
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EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
The following potential individual and cumulative environmental effects of the 740 Washington Street
project were determined either to be less than significant or to be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level
through recommended mitigation measures included in this Initial Study: land use, aesthetics,
population and housing, cultural resources (archeology), transportation and circulation, noise, air
quality, wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and
soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, and
agricultural resources. The proposed project would cast a small net new shadow on Portsmouth Square
during late afternoon. The Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission, after a public
hearing, determined that the shadow impact would not significantly affect the use of Portsmouth Square
and adopted a Motion of Intent to increase the shadow limitation to accommodate the proposed project.7
Section E, discusses these items with recommended mitigation measures, where appropriate, and they
require no further environmental analysis in the EIR. All mitigation measures identified, including
archeological resources (Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, pages 41 to 44) and hazardous building materials
(Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1, page 100) have been agreed to by the project sponsor.
The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Except for the category of historic architectural resources, all items on the Initial Study Checklist have
been checked “Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated,” “Less than Significant
Impact,” “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” These categories indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has
determined that the proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating
to those issues. A discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than Significant Impact with
Mitigation Incorporated” and “Less than Significant Impact.” For all of the items checked “No Impact” or
“Not Applicable” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects,
and/or standard reference material available within the Department, such as the Department’s
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data

7

San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary, Planning Code Section 295, Hearing Date: December 4, 2008,
Case No. 2008.1300K (Portsmouth Square) and 2007.0211K (740 Washington Street, Staff Contact: Aaron Hollister,
Date, November 25, 2008. A copy of this document is available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case File No. 2007.0211E.
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Base and maps, published by the California Department of Fish and Game. For each checklist item, the
evaluation has considered the impacts of the project both individually and cumulatively.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

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?

1a. Established Community. The project site is located in the northeast portion of San Francisco within
the Chinatown neighborhood, at the base of the eastern slope of Nob Hill. The site faces the northwest
corner of Portsmouth Square, an urban park located above an underground public parking garage. As
described above in Section B, Setting, Portsmouth Square was San Francisco’s first park and the location
of many historic events. It is considered the “Heart of Chinatown” and contains many markers and
statues commemorating those events described above.
Kearny Street and Grant Avenue are both one‐half block to the west, Montgomery Street is one and one‐
half blocks to the east, and Columbus Avenue is approximately one and one‐half blocks to the east and
north. The project site is zoned CVR and the surrounding area is a mixture of zoning districts, including
Chinatown Residential Neighborhood Commercial (CRNC) to the north, east, and west; Residential,
Mixed, High Density (RM‐4) to the north and northeast; CVR to the north and south; Downtown Office
(C‐3‐O), Public (P), and Chinatown Community Business (CCB) to the southeast. See Figure 11 on the
following page for a map of zoning districts in the vicinity.
The project site is within a 50‐N Height and Bulk District, which extends along both sides of Grant
Avenue between Broadway and Bush Street. The 65‐N and 65‐D‐2 Height and Bulk Districts are to the
south of the project site. The 65‐N and 200‐S Height and Bulk Districts are to the east and southeast of the
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project site. Portsmouth Square southeast of the site is an OS Height and Bulk District. See Figure 12 on
the following page for a map of Height and Bulk Districts in the vicinity.
Land uses in the vicinity of the project site are mixed, comprising residential and various non‐residential
land uses, including restaurant, retail, commercial, office, hotel, religious, institutional, religious, public
park, and parking lots. While the buildings vary greatly in size and age, most of the buildings west of
Kearny Street and north of Sacramento Street are low‐rise, one‐ to five‐story buildings dating from the
early twentieth century, while high‐rise, late‐twentieth century office buildings typical of the Financial
District dominate the areas east of Kearny Street and south of Washington Street.
Land uses in the vicinity continue along the north side of Washington Street on the project block are a
mixture of ground‐floor retail/commercial uses with residential uses on the upper floors of many of the
buildings. Adjacent to the project site to the west is a three‐story restaurant (744 Washington Street, ca.
1907). Further west is Wentworth Street, a one‐lane, one‐way southbound alley with parking on the west
side. West of Wentworth Street on the north side of Washington Street is a three‐story building with
ground‐floor commercial and residential units above (750 Washington Street, ca. 1906). On the northeast
corner of Washington Street and Grant Avenue, a three‐ story building with ground‐floor commercial
and residential units above (754 Washington Street/900 Grant Avenue, ca. 1909). Adjacent to the project
site to the east is a three‐story building with ground‐floor commercial and residential units above (738
Washington Street, ca. 1909). Further east is a paved private parking lot, a five‐story building with a
ground‐floor restaurant and residential units above (730 Washington Street, ca. 1925), and the two‐story,
roughly 30‐foot‐tall Buddhaʹs Universal Church (720 Washington Street, ca. 1964). On the northwest
corner of Washington and Kearny Streets, a two‐story building with ground‐floor commercial and
residential units above (801 Kearny Street, ca. 1908).
Land use patterns in the vicinity continue along a one‐lane southbound alley almost directly south of the
project site, Walter U. Lum Place, running between Washington and Clay Streets. Southeast of the site,
bounded by Washington, Kearny, and Clay Streets and Walter U. Lum Place, is Portsmouth Square, a
public park described above under Project Setting. On the southwest corner of Washington Street and
Walter U. Lum Place is a three‐story building with ground‐floor commercial and residential above (727
Washington Street, ca. 1906). Land uses farther west on the south side of Washington Street west of
Walter U. Lum Place consist of two three‐story buildings with ground‐floor restaurant and residential
above (733/735 and 737 Washington Street, ca. 1912 and 1906, respectively) and a one‐story commercial
building occupied by a bank (743 Washington Street, ca. 1909). At the southeast corner of Washington
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Street and Grant Avenue is a three‐story building with ground‐floor commercial and office uses above
(864 Grant Avenue, ca. 1906).
Along Washington Street west of Grant Avenue, building uses, types, heights, and ages are similar to
those building types east of Grant Avenue and in the vicinity as described above. On the northwest
corner of the Washington Street and Grant Avenue intersection is a three‐story, plain white brick
building with retail on the ground floor and residences above (901‐903 Grant, ca. 1906). The ground‐floor
retail includes a teahouse, vegetable market, bar, and painting vendor (802 Washington, ca. 1922). The
adjacent building is a three‐story building with a clothing business on the ground floor (812 Washington,
ca. 1922) and residential above (810 Washington). The building to the west is wider, with a restaurant on
the ground floor (818 Washington, ca. 1907) and offices or residences in the upper two stories
(814 Washington). The building façade has been renovated with black Chinese‐styled brickwork on the
ground floor that continues as decorative outline around the upper‐floor windows. The upper floors are
painted orange above and below the windows and green otherwise. Directly across from Waverly Place
(north) is a three‐story and a four‐story building. Both buildings have Chinese‐styled balconies on each
floor and pagoda‐shaped parapets decorating the front of their roofs. The three‐story building is a
restaurant (826 Washington, ca. 1910), while the four‐story building is a mix of retail (838 Washington, ca.
1920) and office uses. The aging adjacent three‐story, light‐colored brick building at the northeast corner
of Ross Alley has a restaurant on the ground floor and residences above (846 Washington, ca. 1907). A
wide four‐story, stucco‐faced building on the northwest corner of Ross Alley contains residences in the
upper floors and four small retail businesses on the ground floor, three jewelry shops, and a restaurant
(856‐860 Washington, ca. 1907). Another white four‐story brick building contains residences in the upper
floors and a jewelry shop, a trading company, a fashion salon, and a grocery store (870‐874 Washington,
ca. 1907). A large four‐story, stucco‐faced building anchors the northeast corner of the Washington and
Stockton streets intersection, with residential uses on the upper floors and two jewelry stores, a hair
salon, and a trading company on the ground floors (1000‐1032 Stockton Street, ca. 1907).
Across Washington Street on the southeast corner of Washington and Stockton streets is the mixed use,
modern, 16‐story tower (13 residential floors above 3 commercial floors) (946‐950 Stockton Street, ca.
1970). The adjacent three‐story, stucco‐faced building (867 Washington, ca. 1929) to the east (towards
Grant Street and the project site), has a small convenience grocery store on the ground floor and
residences above. The adjacent stucco‐faced, two‐story building (863 Washington, ca. 1900) also houses a
greeting card and toy store on the ground floor and residences above. The adjacent red brick building on
the southwest corner of Spofford Alley has a ground‐floor herb shop and residences above
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(857 Washington, ca. 1906). Across Spofford Alley to the east are one two‐story, one four‐story, and one
three‐story red brick building (845‐851 Washington, ca. 1906 – 1907). On the ground floors, the buildings
contain two stores selling household items, two clothing stores, two restaurants, and one store selling
fine furnishings and antiques (at the corner of Waverly Place). The upper stories of the buildings are
residences. Across Waverly Place is a three‐story stucco‐faced modern building with a gift shop on the
ground floor and residences above (162‐164 Waverly Place, ca. 1954). The adjacent three buildings, a
three‐story, a very narrow two‐story, and a larger three‐story building anchoring the southwest corner of
the Washington Street and Grant Avenue intersection follow the same pattern of other buildings in the
area: ground‐floor retail with upper‐story residences (a gift shop, a restaurant, and a tourist shop) (1813‐
1817 Washington Street and 857 Grant Avenue, all ca. 1907).
Nearby land use patterns continue south of the project site. Portsmouth Square is located east of Walter
U. Lum Place, as described above, a one‐block long street connecting Washington to Clay streets along
the western edge of Portsmouth Square. Buildings along the western side of Walter U. Lum Place all
have ground‐floor retail. Many of them have upper story residences. Buildings vary from older two‐story
brick structures with limited‐to‐extensive sinocized design detail to simpler modern buildings. The eight‐
story China Trade Center building (ca. 1966) is an example of more extensive modern sinocized design.
The three‐story brick building on the southwestern corner of Walter U. Lum Place and Washington Street
(727 Washington Street, ca. 1906) is painted yellow on the ground floor and beige on the upper
residential floors. Although the adjacent building is a more recently built stucco‐faced building (ca. 1930),
many buildings are red or beige brick, or painted brick. The remainder of the block of Walter U. Lum
Place contains two three‐story buildings with ground‐floor commercial and residential above (57 and 49
Walter U. Lum Place, ca. 1930), an eight‐story commercial building (the aforementioned China Trade
Center, which occupies a through‐lot to Grant Avenue, 838 Grant Avenue), a five‐story building with a
ground‐floor church and residential above (21 Walter U. Lum Place, ca. 1907), a three‐story office
building (19 Walter U. Lum Place, ca. 1913), a three‐story commercial building (15A Walter U. Lum
Place, ca. 1913), a five‐story building with ground‐floor restaurant and residential above (11 Walter U.
Lum Place, ca. 1907), and a three‐story building with ground‐floor restaurant and office above (760 Clay
Street, ca. 1907).
Land use patterns in the vicinity continue along the south side of Clay Street across from Portsmouth
Square with two‐ to four‐story buildings with ground‐floor commercial, and mostly upper‐story
residential continue up the street to the west. Most of the buildings are natural red or beige brick or brick
painted white, yellow, or green. Rooflines and other façade details are sinocized, and include painted
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patterns or patterns made from brickwork, upper‐level balconies, and curved pagoda‐like rooflines and
features. On the west side of Grant Avenue between Clay and Washington Streets, there are one‐ to four‐
story structures with ground‐floor commercial and residential above.
In contrast to the generally low‐rise, early twentieth century buildings west of Kearny Street in the
vicinity of the project site described above, the area east of Kearny Street contains high‐rise buildings of
contemporary design defining the western edge of the Financial District, including the 29‐story Hilton
Hotel on the southeast corner of Kearny and Washington Streets (750 Kearny Street, ca. 1970). The 15‐
story International Hotel (senior housing) is on the southeast corner of Kearny and Jackson Streets
(846 Kearny, ca. 2005) and the site of an approved five‐story school (St. Mary’s) is immediately to the
south. A paved surface parking lot that occupies the northeast corner of Kearny and Washington Streets
is the site of the approved 13‐story Chinatown North Beach Campus of the San Francisco Community
College District. One and one‐half blocks east of, and clearly visible from, the project site is the 48‐story,
853‐foot‐high Transamerica Pyramid (600 Montgomery Street, ca. 1971) on the east side of Montgomery
Street between Washington and Clay Streets, San Francisco’s tallest building, and the 20‐story
commercial/residential Washington‐Montgomery building (655 Montgomery, ca. 1983). Also clearly
visible from the project site, and three blocks to the southeast on the west side of Kearny Street between
California and Pine Streets, is the 52‐story, 779‐foot‐high Bank of America building (555 California Street,
ca. 1969), San Francisco’s second tallest building. In addition to these landmarks, a number of other high‐
rise buildings are located within one to three blocks of the project site, in the areas east of Kearny Street
and south of Washington Street.
Land use impacts are considered significant if the proposed project would physically divide an
established community, conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, or substantially
and adversely change the existing character of land uses on the site or in the surrounding area.
The proposed project would replace an existing vacant three‐story building with a four‐story mixed‐use
(residential senior center) building, and would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of
surrounding uses and activities. The proposed project would be constructed within the existing lot
boundaries and would not interfere with or change the existing street pattern. The proposed project
would not impede the passage of persons or vehicles. The proposed project would fit in with the
surrounding uses and activities. For these reasons, the proposed project would not physically divide an
established community.
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1b. Consistency with Plans and Zoning. As described above in Section C. Compatibility with Zoning,
Plans, and Policies, the proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the proposed project
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
1c. Character. The proposed residential and institutional building would not introduce new or
incompatible land uses to the area. The height and intensity of the proposed project would be similar to
those of the taller buildings in the immediate vicinity, and the nature of land uses of the proposed project
would be consistent with the mixed land use character of the area as discussed above.
The proposed project is similar to many of the buildings in the immediate vicinity of the project that
contain a mixture of residential and non‐residential development characteristic of the Chinatown area.
The addition of more residential units and a small‐scale institutional use to the area would not conflict
with surrounding uses, nor change the character of surrounding land uses substantially or adversely. The
proposed project’s intensification of land uses on the project site would, therefore, not be considered a
significant impact.
Conclusion. The proposed project would add residential and institutional uses to the project site, but
would not physically divide an established community, conflict with adopted land use plans, or
substantially and adversely alter the land use character of the vicinity. The proposed project’s land use
impacts would, therefore, be less than significant under CEQA. For informational purposes, land use
issues will be discussed in the EIR.

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?
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Topics:

d)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

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?

2a. Scenic Vistas. The undulating topography and dense pattern of development in the project vicinity
limit public scenic vistas of the City and San Francisco Bay, although a small portion of the Bay is visible
from Washington Street to the east, framed by buildings along the street. The nearest public open space
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department is Portsmouth Square, located southeast of
the project site on the opposite side of Washington Street. The Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground
(formerly the Chinese Playground) is located approximately two blocks southwest of the site, between
Clay and Sacramento Streets west of Grant Avenue. St. Mary’s Square is located three blocks south of the
site on the south side of California Street. The proposed project, at four stories, would be visible from
nearby vantage points along Washington Street, Portsmouth Square, Walter U. Lum Place, and the
segment of Clay Street opposite the south side of Portsmouth Square. Intervening buildings and the
sloping topography screen views of the project site from other nearby street‐level vantage points.
The project site faces the northwest corner of Portsmouth Square, which has two levels, and conforming
to the topography of the area, slopes upward to the west. The elevation of the project site is similar to that
of the upper, western level of the Square, from which the project would be visible. The proposed project
would not substantially change the dense urban skyline as viewed from the Square, and existing trees in
the Square would partially or completely obscure views of the proposed project from many areas of the
upper level of the Square. Little or none of the proposed project would be visible from the lower, eastern
level of the Square. Thus, the proposed project would not significantly change the character of views to
the north from the Square. Due to the distance and intervening buildings between the project site and the
Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground and St. Mary’s Square, the proposed project would not be visible
from these parks.
Views from Private Residences. The proposed project would be visible from some residential buildings in
the area, including the upper residential floors of buildings on the western side of Walter U. Lum Place,
and on the south side of Clay Street between Walter U. Lum Place and Kearny Street. From these private
residences, the proposed project could block views of a portion of the sky. The blocked views would
constitute a small portion of the field of view and the proposed project would not substantially change
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the visual character of the existing skyline. Reduced private views of the sky from some nearby
residences might be considered an undesirable change by some of those individuals. However,
reductions or modifications of private views are a typical outcome of development in dense urban
settings such as that of the proposed project. Therefore, the change in private views would be considered
a less‐than‐significant impact.
2b. Scenic Resources. The proposed project would not substantially damage any scenic resources, as no
scenic corridor or other scenic resource exists on the project site. For informational purposes, the project’s
effect on scenic vistas and views will be discussed in the EIR.
2c. Visual Character. Low‐rise buildings (one to five stories, with the exception of one eight–story
building) with a mix of uses, including residential uses on the upper floors, surround the project site.
Buildings with an early twentieth century design character predominate, and most are rectilinear in
character, built to the lot lines, and three to four stories in height. The project site is within the National
Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District and masonry construction, fenestration, and decorative
painted sheet metal cornices (some in copper) characterize district buildings.8 Building heights rarely
exceed four stories and relate well to the street. Façades at street level are typically continuous. Ground
floors are tall and glassy. Over time, many original storefronts have been redesigned or replaced.
Fenestration above street level is recessed, regularly spaced, and vertically oriented. Some buildings
feature Chinese‐inspired decorative motifs, while others are in Italianate, Renaissance, Gothic Revival,
and Neoclassical styles.
Surrounding buildings follow the hilly topography of the area; they step up and down with the
topography, thereby generally creating a visual street pattern of stepped building heights as the
Washington Street grade rises to the west. Slightly farther away and outside of the neighborhood, but as
near as one block from the site, are the contrasting, contemporary high‐rise buildings of the Financial
District.
At four stories and 50 feet tall, the proposed building height and form would be about 18 feet taller than
the adjacent three‐story structure to the east and about 10 feet taller than the adjacent three‐story
structure to the west. The proposed building would be generally consistent with the building types,

8

April Hesik, San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response Memorandum, 740
Washington Street, May 31, 2007, pp.1‐2. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at the San
Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E
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heights, and massing of the mainly three‐ and four‐story buildings found in the immediate project
vicinity
The façade of the existing three‐story, red brick commercial building consists of two upper stories of red
brick over a one‐story base finished in square gold tile. Some of the five arched window frames on each
upper story have been boarded up. A gull wing canopy covers the recessed commercial entrance. Neon
signs are mounted between the two entrances and a projecting lighted sign is mounted at the top right of
the façade.9
A modern building, whose materials and design reference surrounding buildings, would replace the
existing building. The proposed project’s articulated façade is intended to create visual interest and
mimic the scale of nearby buildings (see Figure 9, Proposed Project Elevation, page 12). The articulated
façade also reduces the appearance of building mass.
The entrance to the building would be off‐center to the left with an adjacent aluminum storefront
window at the center of the building base. The remainder of the building base would consist of other
translucent glass and concrete material. The entrance would have an aluminum canopy extending over
the sidewalk. An aluminum trim band would visually separate the first floor façade from the mezzanine
façade, which would include a large glazed element framed by brown face brick. Another aluminum trim
band would visually separate the mezzanine from the second and third floors. The simple façade of the
second and third floors would consist of two rows of four windows surrounded by brown face brick. A
projecting metal cornice would separate the third and fourth floors at about the same height as the
horizontal roofline of the adjacent building to the west. One large rectangular picture window
surrounded by grey face brick would occupy about half of the fourth floor façade. A narrow column of
grey face brick on the left side of the building would create the appearance of a mini tower, and include
two long narrow windows that allow daylight into the interior stairwell.
The existing building is no taller than the adjacent building to the west and about one‐half story taller
than the adjacent building to the east. The new building, at one‐half story taller than the existing
building, would break the stepped roofline by extending about one‐half story taller than the adjacent

9

The discussion of the existing building façade summarizes information from Tim Kelley, Historical Evaluation – 740‐742
Washington Street, San Francisco, California, November 2006, p. 1‐2. A copy of this document is on file and available for
public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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building to the west and one story taller than the adjacent building to the east. The proposed project
would include the planting of three new street trees along Washington Street.
Design and aesthetics are, by definition, subjective and open to interpretation by decision‐makers and
members of the public. A proposed project would therefore be considered to have a significant adverse
effect on visual quality under CEQA only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative
change. The proposed project would not cause such a change. The proposed project would change the
visual character of the project site, by replacing the site’s three‐story, 41.5‐foot‐tall commercial building
with a four‐story, 50‐foot‐tall senior residential building. The proposed project’s height and massing
would be similar to some of the existing buildings in the vicinity. While intensifying the use on the
project site and adding a taller modern‐design interpretation, the proposed project would not be
considered visually inconsistent with other buildings in the area. For these reasons, the proposed project
would not cause a substantial and demonstrable negative change or disruption to the existing visual
character of the project vicinity. The proposed project’s environmental effect on aesthetics and urban
design will not be analyzed in the EIR.
2d. Light and Glare. A three‐story commercial building occupies the project site. The proposed project
would result in the construction of a four‐story, 50‐foot‐high residential and institutional building, with
exterior lighting typical of other buildings in the project vicinity. The proposed project would comply
with Planning Commission Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass.
Mirrored glass would not be used in the new building. Exterior lighting would be consistent with similar
lighting on surrounding land uses and the fixtures would be directed downward to minimize visible
light on and off the project site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not generate obtrusive
light or glare that would substantially impact other properties. Light and glare would not be considered a
significant impact of the proposed project and will not be analyzed in the EIR.
Conclusion. In summary, the proposed project would not be expected to substantially degrade scenic
views or vistas, private views, or light and glare conditions. For informational purposes, these topics will
be discussed in the EIR. However, the proposed project may have a significant effect on the visual
character of the site and surrounding historic district, and this topic will be examined in the EIR.
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

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?

c)

Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

3a. Population Growth. San Francisco consistently ranks as one of the most expensive housing markets
in the United States. It is located in an attractive region known for its agreeable climate, open space,
recreational opportunities, cultural amenities, a strong and diverse economy, and prominent educational
institutions. As a regional employment center, San Francisco attracts people who want to live close to
where they work. These factors continue to support strong housing demand in the City. Providing new
housing to meet this strong demand is particularly difficult because the amount of land available for
residential development is limited, and because land and development costs are high.
Annual housing production in San Francisco from 1988‐2007 has ranged from a low of about 380 units
(1993) to a high of about 2,730 units (2003). The citywide annual average over that 20‐year period is 1,540
units.10 In May 2008, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projected the Bay Area’s need for
housing based on their Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND) 2007‐2014 allocation. The
RHND estimated the jurisdictional need of the City as 31,193 dwelling units (rounded to 32,000), or an

10

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Housing Element of the General Plan, February 2003, page 29.

Case No. 2007.0211E

36

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

average annual need of 4,000 net new dwelling units.11 The Planning Department expects the San
Francisco housing stock will grow by 54,020 units between 2010 and 2030.12
The project site contains no dwellings or residents, and the commercial building on the site has been
vacant since the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989. The proposed project would replace the existing 13,500‐
sq.ft. building with a 17,336‐sq.ft. building containing 18 affordable residential units and a 4,450‐sq.ft.
senior center. The addition of 18 new studio dwelling units would accommodate approximately 18
residents on the site, and the senior center would employ eight full‐time and two part‐time staff, and
accommodate 50 to 75 users.13 The increase in daily on‐site population would range from 18 to 103
people, depending on the time of day and usage of the senior center. While noticeable to immediately
adjacent neighbors, this increase would not result in a substantial impact on the population of the City
and County of San Francisco. The 2000 U.S. Census indicates that the population in the project vicinity is
approximately 3,175 persons.14 The 18 permanent residents of the proposed project’s dwelling units
would increase the population in the vicinity by approximately 0.6 percent. The maximum daily on‐site
population of 103 people would increase the population in the project vicinity by up to approximately 3.2
percent; however, the users of the senior center would be individuals who currently reside in the project
vicinity, and the proposed project would not substantially affect the overall population of the
neighborhood or the City and County of San Francisco.
Of the eight full‐time staff, six would be existing staff persons that would be reassigned to the proposed
center from other senior centers operated by the project sponsor at other Chinatown/North Beach
locations (407 Sansome Street, 601 Jackson Street, 777 Stockton Street, 848 Kearny Street, and 1483 Mason
Street). Thus, there would be two new full‐time and two new part‐time employees at the site. Although
some of these four positions could be filled by current residents of San Francisco or the Bay Area, up to
four new employees could move to San Francisco or the Bay Area. These four workers would generate an

11

Association of Bay Area Governments, Final Regional Housing Needs Allocation, Adopted May 15, 2008,
www.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/pdfs/Final_RHNA.pdf. Additional information regarding ABAG’s 2007‐
2014 Regional Housing Needs Determination can be found at www.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds.

12

San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Policy and Analysis, Housing Element Growth Projections, personal
communication with Teresa Ojeda, April 15, 2009, and Aksel Olsen, April 20, 2009. Figures are from ABAG’s Projections
2009. The Planning Department is finalizing their projections, but expects to meet the ABAG’s Projections 2009 for
citywide totals. The Planning Department projects that San Francisco household population, households, and jobs will
be approximately 789,100, 346,680, and 568,730, respectively, by year 2010 and about 913,000, 400,700, and 748,100,
respectively, by 2030.

13

Self‐Help for the Elderly, op cit.

14

The population estimate is based on data from the 2000 Census for Census Tract 114.
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increased demand for housing of up to approximately three dwelling units (at a ratio of 1.5 employees
per household). In the context of the average household occupancy of the City, both the potential worker
housing demand and the increase in residents at the proposed project would not be considered to result
in a “substantial” population increase. Furthermore, the housing demand of the proposed project’s
employees would be less than the current number of vacant dwelling units in San Francisco. The
proposed project would be located in an established urban neighborhood in an already developed area,
and would not necessitate or induce the extension of municipal infrastructure.
3b. and 3c. Population and Housing Displacement. There are no dwellings or residents on the site, and
none would be displaced by the proposed project. The proposed project would add 18 affordable
housing units to the City’s affordable housing stock. In light of the above, the proposed project would not
be expected to induce a substantial amount of growth, or create an additional substantial demand for
housing.
Conclusion. As discussed above, the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth
nor have significant physical environmental effects on housing demand or population. The proposed
project’s population and housing impacts would, therefore, be less than significant under CEQA, and
will not be analyzed in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
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 an 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?
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4a. Historic Architectural Resources.15,16 The project site is currently occupied by a three‐story building
constructed in 1907 after the 1906 earthquake and fire and designed by the architect‐builder William
Helbing. It replaced an earlier building of the same general type and form, with the ground floor devoted
to commercial uses and the upper floors used as residential. The building at 740 Washington Street is not
listed in Article 10 of the Planning Code (Preservation of Historical Architectural and Aesthetic
Landmarks) or Article 11 of the Planning Code (Preservation of Buildings and Districts of Architectural,
Historical, Aesthetic Importance in the C‐3 Districts). The building is a contributor to the National
Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District, and is therefore listed on the California Register, making
the building a historic resource for CEQA purposes.
The Planning Department’s Preservation Technical Specialist concluded:17
“…the [National Register‐eligible] Chinatown Historic District was determined eligible for listing
in the National Register in 1997. The district includes the blocks to the west, north and south of
Portsmouth Square and has a period of significance from 1906‐1930. The buildings in the district
are characterized by masonry construction with masonry and steel framed facades, carefully
proportioned fenestration, and decorative cornices, some in copper, but most in painted sheet
metal. The building height is generally well related to the street, with few buildings over four
stories in height. The facades are unusually continuous at street level. Ground floors are usually
tall and glassy, while fenestration above street level is usually recessed, with regularly spaced,
vertically‐oriented windows. Some buildings feature Chinese‐inspired decorative motifs, while
others are designed in the Italianate, Renaissance, Gothic Revival, and Neoclassical styles. Many
of the original storefronts have been replaced.
“The [building on the project site] is located on the opposite block face from Portsmouth Square,
a one‐square‐block public park that has historic significance as the site of the plaza for the
original Spanish and Mexican pueblo, Yerba Buena. The square was remodeled in 1963. Today
the bi‐level square is mainly hardscape, with several structures housing community and
recreational facilities, a playground, and pavilions for board games. All park structures feature
Chinese motifs, such as upward curving eaves, visual references to pagodas, and glazed tile
roofs.”

15

Tim Kelley Consulting, Historical Evaluation 740‐742 Washington Street, San Francisco, California, November 2006. A
copy of this document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650
Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.

16

April Hesik, San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum: Historic Resource Evaluation Response, May 31,
2007. This document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650
Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.

17

Ibid.
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Under the guidelines in San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16, the building falls into Category A.1, and
only the removal of the property’s listing by the California Historic Resources Commission would
preclude evaluation of the property as a historic resource under CEQA. Given the building’s status as a
historic resource, demolition of the building, as proposed, would have a significant adverse impact on a
historic resource pursuant to CEQA, and the EIR will assess this issue further. The EIR will describe the
history, architect, architectural character, and significance of the building on the project site. The EIR will
include analysis of the appropriateness of the new design and alternatives, including discussion of the
consistency of the new design with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties.
4b. Archeological Resources.18 There are approximately 50 known prehistoric archeological sites within
San Francisco; however, there have not yet been any prehistoric sites discovered in the Financial District‐
Chinatown area. The project site is located in the historic center of Yerba Buena which was the name of
the small pre‐Gold Rush & pre‐American trading community (1835‐1848) that later became “San
Francisco.” As a result, the project site has the potential to contain archeological resources, particularly
archeological deposits/features related to the earliest phase of San Francisco’s European settlement and
urban history, the Yerba Buena period (1835‐1848). Because the project site’s documentary record is
incomplete and inconsistent, the historical record alone cannot be relied upon to identify the extent to
which archeological resources (structures, uses, and occupants) were located on the project site during
this period. However, any archeological resources present at the project site that were associated with the
Yerba Buena or Gold Rush period would likely qualify as significant cultural and historic resources.
The basement for the new building would extend at most one foot below the depth of the existing
basement. It is not known if the new basement would extend laterally beyond the interior walls of the
existing basement, which are set back approximately two feet from the perimeter of the site and the
easement along the eastern lot line. An eight‐food‐wide basement, connected to the exiting basement,
extends beneath the public sidewalk right‐of‐way. It is not known if the new basement would expand
this vault. The foundation for the new building would be either spread footings or mat slab requiring an
excavation of approximately two feet below the existing basement slab. Excavation for new elevator pits
and their foundation would extend approximately five feet below the depth of the existing basement.

18

Randall Dean, Planner, Major Environmental Analysis (MEA), San Francisco Planning Department (SFPD). Memo to
Jeremy Battis, Planner, MEA, SFPD, March 3, 2008, RE: 740 Washington Street. A copy of this document is on file and
available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No.
2007.0211E.
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The project site, the existing building, and the basement are underlain by clayey sand deposits that
become dense two feet below the existing basement grade. Soils become hard sandy clay deposits six feet
below the basement grade. The first two feet of deposits below the existing basement may be fill material.
Based on the single soil boring taken within the project site,19 native sediments occur at least two feet
below the existing basement. Perhaps elsewhere within the site, the depth to native soil may be closer to
existing basement depths. Although it is not clear if the proposed project would also disturb surrounding
sediments located horizontally outside the shell of the existing basement and sidewalk vault (areas
beneath the public sidewalk right‐of‐way and easement along the eastern property boundary), native
soils may lie nearer existing grades in these locations.
Based on the potential presence of Gold Rush‐era archeological resources in the native soils under the
project site and the proposed project’s potential disturbance of those native soils, the proposed project
would have a potentially significant archeological resources impact. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure M‐CP‐1 (Testing), the proposed project’s potential impact on CEQA‐significant archeological
resources would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. Archeological resources, therefore, require no
further analysis and will not be included in the EIR.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 (Testing)
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the
project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant
adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project
sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in
California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall
undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall
be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultantʹs work shall be conducted in accordance
with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and
reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the
ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final
approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this
measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less‐than‐significant level potential
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5(a)(c).

19

Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Development at 1740 (sic) Washington
Street, San Francisco, California, November 7, 2006. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at
the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.

Case No. 2007.0211E

41

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO
for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property
types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes a historical resource under CEQA.
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit
a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological
testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the ERO
determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:
A) The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archeological resource; or
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.
Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions:
•

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

•

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the
expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of
an archeological resource;

•

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

•

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

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils‐disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment
temporarily until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile
driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation
with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable
effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant
shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.
Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted
in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a
draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall
identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes
the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the
historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive
methods are practical.
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:
A) Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.
B) Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.
C) Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post‐field discard
and deaccession policies.
D) Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public interpretive program during
the course of the archeological data recovery program.
E) Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource
from vandalism, looting, and non‐intentionally damaging activities.
F) Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.
G) Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.
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Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains
and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity
shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of
the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coronerʹs
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the
California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Section 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project
sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of,
with appropriate dignity, human remains, and associated or unassociated funerary objects
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of
any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a
separate removable insert within the final report.
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 in or the high interpretive value of the
resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that
presented above.
4c. Paleontological Resources. Paleontology is a multidisciplinary science that combines elements of
geology, biology, chemistry, and physics in an effort to understand the history of life on earth.
Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once‐living organisms
preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources include vertebrate, invertebrate, and plant
fossils or the trace or imprint of such fossils. The fossil record is the only evidence that life on earth has
existed for more than 3.6 billion years. Fossils are considered non‐renewable resources because the
organisms from which they derive no longer exist. Thus, once destroyed, a fossil can never be replaced.
Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of
paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types
representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not
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favorable, fossils will not be present. Lithologic units that may be fossiliferous include sedimentary and
volcanic formations. Subsurface borings to a depth of 11.5 feet below the existing basement floor slab
revealed soils at the project site consist of loose clayey sand underlain by layers of dense clayey sand and
hard sandy clay to a depth of approximately 11.5 feet below the basement floor slab.20 The proposed
project, which would involve excavating to a depth of up to two feet below the existing basement slab
and would not expected to disturb lithologic formations. The project would not use piles that would
extend into the subsurface soils beyond the sandy soils found to a depth of 11.5 feet below the existing
basement slab. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any adverse effects on paleontological
resources.
4d. Human Remains. Although no known human remains have been recorded at the project site,
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, discussed above, would reduce any potentially significant disturbance,
damage, or loss of human remains to a less‐than‐significant level.
Conclusion. For the reasons discussed above, demolition of the existing building on the project site
would cause a significant historical architectural resource impact and the issue will be assessed further in
the EIR. Although the proposed project could have a significant archeological resource impact,
Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐1, would reduce that impact to less than significant. The proposed project
would not have a significant effect on paleontological resources and neither archeological nor
paleontological resources issues will be discussed further in the EIR.
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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)?

20

See discussions in Section E.4.b., Archeological Resources, and in Section E. 13. Geology and Soils.
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Topics:

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 site is not located near a public or private airport or within an airport land use plan area.
Topic 5c would not apply.
Street Network. In Chinatown, Washington Street is a one‐way, one‐lane street in the westbound
direction with on street parking on both sides of the street. In the immediate vicinity of the proposed
project (between Kearny Street and Walter U. Lum Place), Washington Street has two travel lanes and
on‐street parking on the north side only. The left lane is a left turn only lane for vehicles turning left to
Walter U. Lum Place. The total curb‐to‐curb width at this location is approximately 30 feet with 10‐foot
sidewalks on both sides.
Almost directly across from the project site is Walter U. Lum Place, a one‐way southbound alley that
connects Washington Street with Clay Street and directs Portsmouth Square visitors to the Portsmouth
Square Garage. The curb‐to‐curb width is approximately 20 feet.
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Grant Avenue near the Washington Street is a two‐lane, one‐way northbound street with parking on the
west side of the street. Kearny Street is a three‐lane, one‐way northbound street. On Kearny Street
between Clay and Washington Streets, there is no parking but there is an entrance/exit lane on the west
side providing access to the Portsmouth Square Garage. North of Washington Street and south of Clay
Street, there is parking on both sides of Kearny Street. Wentworth Street is a one‐lane, one‐way
southbound alley connecting Washington and Jackson Streets, with parking on the west side.
In the General Plan, Washington Street is designated as a Major Arterial east of Kearny Street and as a
Secondary Arterial west of Kearny Street in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network, a
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Network Street, a Neighborhood Commercial Street, and a
Freight Traffic Route (Other Major Arterials) east of Kearny Street. Kearny Street is designated as a Major
Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network, a Metropolitan Transportation System
(MTS) Network Street, a Secondary Transit Street, and a Freight Traffic Route (Other Major Arterials).
The intersections of Washington/Kearny and Washington/Grant are signalized.
5a. and 5b. Traffic Congestion. Intersection operating conditions are characterized by the concept of
Level of Service (LOS), which provides a description of an intersection’s performance based on traffic
volumes, intersection capacity, and vehicle delays. LOS A represents free flow conditions, with little or
no delay, while LOS F represents congested conditions, with extremely long delays; LOS D (moderately
high delays) is considered the lowest acceptable level in San Francisco.
Along Washington Street, traffic volumes and parking occupancy are generally lower in the morning and
higher during midday and evening peak hours. Traffic in the area is usually higher on weekends than on
a typical weekday, and there are frequent local events or funeral processions in Chinatown that attract
additional traffic to the project vicinity. During these periods, parking occupancy also increases. Traffic
levels on Washington Street and Grant Avenue are moderate, traffic levels on Walter U. Lum Place and
Wentworth Street are low, and traffic levels on Kearny Street are moderate to heavy. The block of
Washington Street adjacent to the project site has approximately 340 vehicles during the p.m. peak
hour.21

21

CHS Consulting, Nam Yuen Senior Housing Project Traffic Management Concept Plan, February 12, 2006. A copy of this
document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as
part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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The proposed project would increase the average daily on‐site population by an estimated 18 to 103
persons (18 project residents, 10 employees, and 50 to 75 users of the senior center); the commercial
building on the site is currently vacant. One elderly, low‐income individual would occupy each of the 18
studio dwelling units. None of the residents in other senior housing facilities of the project sponsor (such
as Lady Shaw Center) own automobiles, and it is anticipated that the future residents of the proposed
project also would not have private vehicles. The 18 units of senior housing would generate 90 daily
person trips, of which five would occur during the p.m. peak hour.22 In Census Tract 114 where the
project site is located, 49 percent of trips are by public transit, 48 percent are walk trips, and three percent
are by automobile. Thus, less than one p.m. peak hour vehicle trip would be generated by the residential
uses of the proposed project.
It is anticipated that virtually all users of the senior center would travel on foot, by public transit, or in
vans owned by the project sponsor, that trips would be distributed throughout the day, and that few or
no additional automobile trips would be generated.
Currently, the project sponsor employs 126 staff in San Francisco.23 Of all the staff at the sponsor’s sites,
71 percent travel to work by public transit, seven (7) percent walk to work and 22 percent drive. Fifteen
of the 28 staff members who drive to work are visiting nurses or therapists that are based at the
407 Sansome Street facility for administrative purposes, but who work at other field office locations. The
nurses and therapists who work out of the Chinatown centers do not drive. The other employees who
drive are those stationed at the 407 Sansome Street office with administrative responsibility for
overseeing the operations of the centers outside the neighborhood. As discussed under the Population
and Housing section, six of the ten employees would be relocating from nearby locations and two of
those would be part‐time, so the number of net‐new employees would be four, generating eight daily
person‐trips. If a similar proportion of the proposed project’s employees drive to work, approximately
one of the proposed project’s four net‐new employees would drive, generating one inbound trip during
the a.m. peak hour and one outbound vehicle trip during the p.m. peak hour. However, as noted above,
the vehicle‐trips generated by the project sponsor’s other senior centers and housing facilities consist of
field trips to these other facilities from the project sponsor’s headquarters located at 407 Sansome Street,

22

Luba Wyznyckyj, LCW Consulting, email to Stu During, During Associates, August 6, 2007. A copy of this document is
on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case
No. 2007.0211E.
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Self‐Help for the Elderly, op cit.
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three blocks from the project site. The proposed project’s employees would therefore generate less than
one vehicle‐trip in either the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
The estimated less than one new employee vehicle‐trip, along with less than one resident‐generated trip,
and, possibly, a small number of user‐related vehicle trips, would travel through the intersections
surrounding the project block, but would not substantially increase traffic volumes at these intersections.
Vehicle trips generated by the proposed project may slightly increase the average delay per vehicle at
surrounding intersections, but the increase would not be expected to be substantial or noticeable. The
proposed project would not change existing intersection Levels of Service.
Cumulative traffic growth would occur from other developments in San Francisco, as well as from the
proposed project. Under 2025 Cumulative conditions, traffic is anticipated to increase. The
Kearny/Washington intersection would change from LOS A to LOS B, and the Washington/Montgomery/
Columbus intersection would remain at LOS B, while the Kearny/Jackson and Jackson/Columbus
intersections would change from LOS A and B, respectively, to LOS B and C, respectively.24 These
conditions would occur with or without the project and indicate enough roadway capacity to
accommodate the proposed project’s trips without the risk of changing nearby intersections to LOS E or
F. The proposed project’s less than one employee peak hour vehicle trip (a.m. and p.m.) would make a
very small contribution to the total 2025 Cumulative volumes and to the growth between Existing and
2025 Cumulative conditions (less than 0.1 percent). The proposed project would therefore not contribute
significantly to 2025 Cumulative conditions, and would not have any significant cumulative
transportation impacts.
Construction. The project construction period is anticipated to be approximately 12 months. There are no
Muni bus stops on Washington Street in the project block, and no bus stop relocation would be required.
The construction contractor would install a temporary covered pedestrian walkway along the project
frontage throughout the entire construction period, to allow continuous pedestrian flow along the north
side of Washington Street.

24

CHS Consulting, CCSF Chinatown/North Beach Campus Transportation Study, Final Report, May 10, 2007, Table 24,
Intersection Level of Service: Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Future Cumulative, p. 37. A copy of this document is
on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case
No. 2007.0211E. The more recent traffic analysis indicates that conditions at the Montgomery/Washington intersection
may have improved, with an existing and year 2025 LOS A. See: San Francisco Planning Department, 555 Washington
Street DEIR, March 25, 2009, Table 3.5: Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Intersection LOS, PM Peak Hour, p. 3‐80
(source: Fehr & Peers, 2008; Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition; and Adavant Consulting, 2008), at
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/2002.0113E_555_Washington_DEIR.pdf.
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Throughout the construction period, there would be a flow of construction‐related trucks into and out of
the site. 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 both traffic and
transit operations. Based on the construction traffic management plan, construction vehicles would enter
the project site from the Washington/Kearny intersection and exit to Walter U. Lum Place and Clay
Street.25 This truck route would minimize the number of heavy construction trucks going uphill on
Washington Street through the block of Washington Street with the heaviest traffic volumes, and
eliminate any additional construction trucks on Grant Avenue and Stockton Street. The size of the
construction vehicles would be limited to 14 cubic yards to minimize construction traffic impacts. The
construction contractor would hire a flagman to direct construction vehicle ingress and egress, and
barricades and fences would be used to secure the construction site. The construction contractor would
schedule concrete pouring on a light traffic day (possibly on a weekend day), starting approximately at
7:00 a.m. Because concrete pouring must be continuous, concrete trucks would require either an off‐site
staging area or parking space near the construction site. The project sponsor would coordinate with the
Traffic Engineering Division of the DPT/MTA to establish areas for off‐site concrete truck staging. Two
possible locations are Kearny Street south of Sacramento Street and Washington Street east of
Montgomery Street. The frontage of these two blocks is typically office use; thus, reserving on‐street
parking spaces at these two blocks for concrete truck staging on a weekend day would not have a
substantial impact on traffic.
Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. The construction
contractor would provide off‐site parking for the construction workers, so construction workers would
not occupy the limited number of meter parking spaces in the neighborhood.
The impacts of construction on parking and traffic would be limited in scope and temporary in duration,
and would not be significant. However, limiting construction‐related truck traffic during off‐peak
periods would lessen construction impacts as discussed below in Improvement Measure I‐TR‐A.

Improvement Measure I-TR-A (Construction Traffic Measures)
The following measures would minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent
streets:


25

To the extent possible, truck movements should be limited to the hours between 9:00
a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by the DPT/MTA).

CHS Consulting, op cit.
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The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Traffic
Engineering Division of the DPT/MTA, the Police Department, the Fire Department,
Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office, the Planning Department, and other
City agencies to determine feasible traffic measures to reduce traffic congestion, impacts
on funerals and major events in Chinatown, and other potential transit disruption and
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project.

5g. Transit and Alternative Transport. The project site is well served by public transit, with MUNI and
regional transit providing service in the immediate vicinity. MUNI lines passing within one block of the
project site include the 1‐California, 9AX‐San Bruno “A” Express, 9BX‐San Bruno “B” Express, 30‐
Stockton, and 45‐Union‐Stockton. In addition, Golden Gate transit buses (regional transit to Marin
County) pass along Sansome Street, approximately two and one‐half blocks east of the project site. The
nearest BART station (Montgomery Street) is approximately one‐half mile southeast of the project site on
Market Street. It is anticipated that the 44 average daily transit trips by project residents and users of the
senior center would be distributed throughout the day and most would occur during off‐peak hours. As
discussed in Traffic, above, 71 percent of project employees are anticipated to commute to work by public
transit. As a result, the proposed project would generate approximately six net‐new transit trips by
employees (three inbound and three outbound). In addition, there would be approximately three transit
trips by residents (see Traffic, above) and a small number of transit trips by users of the senior center
during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These trips would be distributed over the transit lines serving the
area. The increase in transit demand associated with the proposed project would not noticeably affect
transit services in the area or affect acceptable transit operations. In view of the above, the proposed
project’s impacts on public transit would not be significant.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions. Pedestrian infrastructure in the area around the project site includes the
bridge across Kearny Street from the Hilton Hotel to Portsmouth Square and “scrambled” intersections
along Grant Avenue to allow a phase of exclusive pedestrian use. Pedestrian conditions near the project
site, on both sidewalks and crosswalks, were observed to be operating at acceptable levels of service.
Approximately one of the ten project employees would walk to work (see Traffic, above), and the
proposed project would generate a small number of other p.m. peak hour walk trips, which would be
dispersed throughout the study area, depending upon the origin/destination of each trip. The proposed
project would not be expected to change existing pedestrian conditions substantially, and would not
result in any significant impacts on pedestrian conditions.
In the vicinity of the project site, Broadway, Stockton Street, and Pacific and Columbus Avenues are
designated Citywide Bicycle Routes. Route 11 passes the project site one block to the east along
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Columbus Avenue and Battery and Sansome Streets. Route 17 passes near the project site two blocks to
the west along Stockton Street. Route 10 runs along Broadway Street three blocks north of the project site.
During a field survey, few bicyclists were observed to be riding near the project site. Although the
proposed project would result in an increase in the number of vehicles near the project site, this increase
would not be substantial enough to affect bicycle travel in the area, and project impacts on bicycles
would be less than significant.
No bicycle parking spaces would be provided in the proposed residential and institutional project, and
none is required in the Planning Code.
5f. Parking. In the CVR District, the Planning Code does not require off‐street parking for the proposed
project’s residential use, for the senior center institutional use, or for employees. There are currently no
parking spaces on the project site, and the proposed project would not provide any parking spaces. The
Planning Code requires no car‐share spaces and none would be provided.
The proposed project would generate a parking demand (which can differ from the Planning Code
parking requirement) of less than one long‐term parking space for the estimated less than one employee
who would drive to work (see Traffic, above), plus a relatively small number of short‐term parking
spaces associated with deliveries and other miscellaneous trips to the facility. As the proposed project
would not provide any parking spaces, this parking demand would result in a shortfall of less than one
long‐term space plus a small number of short‐term spaces. These vehicles would need to find parking in
other nearby on‐street or off‐street facilities, such as (1) the 500‐space Portsmouth Square Garage, located
beneath Portsmouth Square on the opposite side of Washington Street from the project site; or (2) the
surface parking lot on the north side of Washington Street between the project site and Kearny Street.26
On‐street metered parking and residence permits are also available.
Under CEQA, parking deficits are considered social effects rather than physical environmental impacts.
In the experience of San Francisco transportation planners, 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, may induce many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits, which is

26

The surface parking lot on the northeast corner of Washington and Kearny Streets may not remain if a proposal for a
City College campus in Chinatown, currently under review, is approved.
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in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.27 In view of the above discussion, the proposed project
would not cause a significant environmental impact on parking. However, encouraging alternative
modes of travel and carpooling would lessen parking impacts, and this could be accomplished through
Improvement Measure I‐TR‐B.

Improvement Measure I-TR-B (Encourage Alternate Modes of Travel)
As improvement measures to reduce the proposed project’s parking demand and parking
shortfall and to encourage use of alternative modes, the project sponsor could provide a
transportation packet for the project employees that would provide information on transit service
(MUNI and BART lines, schedules and fares), information on where Fast Passes could be
purchased, and information on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program.
Loading. There are no off‐street loading areas on the project site and no existing on‐street commercial
loading spaces directly in front of the project site. However, there are some on‐street commercial loading
and passenger spaces nearby. There is one on‐street passenger loading zone on Washington Street in
front of the adjacent restaurant to the west. There are five on‐street commercial parking spaces and one
passenger zone across Sacramento Street (south side) extending along the entire block face from Walter
U. Lum Place to Grant Avenue. There are two on‐street yellow commercial loading spaces at the corner
of Washington Avenue and Wentworth Place, the alley up hill (west) of the project site one lot.
The Planning Code does not require off‐street loading spaces in CVR Districts and the proposed project
would not provide any. The number of delivery and service vehicles generated by the proposed 4,450‐
sq.ft., 18‐unit senior center would be low (on average, 0.7 truck trips per day).28 It would consist
primarily of deliveries for the proposed project’s meals program, which would deliver hot lunches in
standard small vans from 11 a.m. to 1 p.m., and could be met at the curb on Washington Street (or double
parked if necessary), where the building’s entrance would be located. The project sponsor anticipates that
the senior center will serve 50 to 75 hot meals per day. These meals would be delivered once daily in a
Meals‐On‐Wheels delivery van. Other deliveries would include limited instances of residents moving
into or out of the 18‐unit building, for which spaces could be reserved through the DPT/MTA, and

27

The City’s “Transit First” policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 8A.115, provides that “parking policies for
areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative
transportation.”

28

San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002,
Appendix H, Freight Delivery and Service Methodology. Average daily rate calculated based on 4,450 square feet of
institutional use at a rate of 0.1 truck trips per 1,000 square feet and 9,578 square feet of residential use at a rate of 0.03
truck trips per 1,000 square feet. The proposed project would generate 0.03 trips per average hour (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.) and
0.04 trips per peak hour (10 a.m. to 1 p.m.).
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residential deliveries using standard delivery services like FedEx or UPS, which already deliver packages
in the area and would not contribute additional loading trips. The proposed project could involve other
delivery and service trips, including vanpool trips for resident activities. All loading activity could be
accomplished at the curb on Washington Street or in the nearby existing commercial on‐street parking
spaces noted above.
5d. and 5e. Hazards and Emergency Access. The proposed project does not include any features that
would alter the existing street pattern nor substantially increase transportation hazards (e.g., creating a
new sharp curve or dangerous intersections). As discussed above under Topic 1. Land Use and Land Use
Planning, Land Use Character, page 24, the proposed project would not introduce any incompatible uses.
Similarly, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact with regard to emergency access,
as the project site is accessible from major streets, including Washington Street. As a result, the proposed
project would not create transportation hazards and they will not be discussed further in the EIR.
Conclusion. The proposed project would add residential and institutional uses, and intensify land uses
on the project site, but would not have a significant individual or cumulative impact on intersection
operations, transit demand, pedestrian circulation, bicycles, parking, traffic hazards, construction traffic,
emergency vehicle access, or adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.
The proposed project’s traffic and circulation including impacts would therefore be less than significant
under CEQA, and will not be discussed in the EIR further.

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 groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

c)

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
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Topics:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

The project site is not within the boundaries of an airport’s land use plan, nor is it near a private airstrip;
therefore checklist items 6e and 6f are not applicable to the proposed project.
Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels in greater San Francisco, which are
dominated by vehicular traffic, including, cars, Muni buses and streetcars (in this case, on Kearny Street
and Grant Avenue), and emergency vehicles. Field observation indicates that surrounding land uses do
not noticeably conduct noisy operations; however Portsmouth Square, directly across Sacramento Street
from the project site, attracts a large number of park users all day and into the evening. The nearest
sensitive receptors to the project site would be nearby residents living in the upper floors of buildings
along Washington Street between Kearny Street and Grant Avenue, on the western side of Walter U.
Lum Place, on the south side of Clay Street between Walter U. Lum Place and Kearny Street, and along
Kearny Street between Clay and Washington Streets.
6a. – 6d. and 6g. Construction Noise. Demolition, excavation, and building construction would
temporarily increase noise in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise and
possibly vibrations temporarily and intermittently around the project site that could be considered an
annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The project would not require pile driving. The proposed
project would use a mat slab foundation.
According to the project sponsor, the construction period would last approximately 12 months.
Construction noise levels would fluctuate depending on construction phase, equipment type and
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duration of use, distance between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers. Impacts
would generally be limited to the period of foundation and exterior construction. Exterior walls would
substantially reduce noise during construction of the building interior.
Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code),
amended in November 2008.29 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 (jackhammers, hoerammers, impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust
muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of the DPW or DBI. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits
construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by
5 dBA at the project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the DPW or
DBI. The project must comply with regulations set forth in the Noise Ordinance.
As stated above, there are residents but no other sensitive noise receptors adjacent to the project site that
have the potential to be adversely affected by construction noise. However, Portsmouth Square, across
Washington Street from the project site, serves as a concentrated activity center all day and evening on
most days of the week. A large group of Tai Chi practitioners uses the park regularly. Many senior
citizens frequent the park throughout the day. As a result, construction activities at the project site may
be noticeable to park users. Construction activities (other than pile driving, which would not be
employed in project construction) typically generate noise levels no greater than 90 dBA 50 feet from the
activity, excavation for instance, while other activities, such as concrete work, are much less noisy. Closed
windows typically can reduce daytime interior noise levels to an acceptable level. Therefore, for nearby
sensitive receptors, although construction noise could be annoying at times, it would not be expected to
exceed noise levels commonly experienced in an urban environment, and would not be considered
significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐B, included for this project to reduce less‐than‐significant traffic
effects, would have the secondary effect of reducing less‐than‐significant construction noise effects.
Noise Compatibility. The Environmental Protection Element of the General Plan contains Land Use
Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. These guidelines, which are similar to, but differ
somewhat from, state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. For residential

29

See also the discussion under the San Francisco Department of Public Health’s Noise Program on their website,
http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Noise/default.asp.
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uses, the maximum “satisfactory” exterior noise level without incorporating noise insulation into a
project is 60 dBA (Ldn), while the guidelines indicate that residential development should be
discouraged at exterior noise levels above 65 dBA (Ldn). Where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA, a
detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and
approval, and new construction or development of residential uses will require that noise insulation
features be included in the design.
In addition, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations establishes uniform noise insulation standards
for residential projects. The proposed project’s 18 senior residential units would be designed to meet Title
24’s requirements that interior noise levels with windows closed from exterior noise sources shall not
exceed 45 decibels in any habitable room (Title 24 requirements for residential structures other than
detached single‐family dwellings). This standard is consistent with the objectives and policies of the
Transportation Noise section of the General Plan Environmental Protection Element, particularly
Objective 10, Minimize the Impact of Noise on Affected Areas, and Policy 10.2, Promote the
Incorporation of Noise Insulation Materials in New Construction.
Based on modeling of traffic noise volumes conducted by the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH), the traffic noise level on Washington Street is between 60 and 64 dBA.30 Therefore, the proposed
project would locate new residential units—considered to be “sensitive receptors”—in an environment
with exterior noise levels above those considered normally acceptable for residential uses. As a result, the
project sponsor would be required by the General Plan and by Title 24 to incorporate noise insulation
features in the project to maintain an interior noise level of 45 dBA. It is anticipated that, at a minimum,
sound‐rated windows and/or doors would be installed as part of the proposed project. The DBI would
review project plans for compliance with Title 24 noise standards.
Compliance with Title 24 standards and with the General Plan would ensure that effects from exposure to
ambient noise would not result in significant impacts, either individually or cumulatively.
Traffic Noise. Generally, traffic must double in volume to produce a noticeable increase in average noise
levels. Traffic volumes would not be expected to double on area streets as a result of the proposed project
or cumulative traffic growth; therefore, the proposed project would not cause a noticeable increase in the
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San Francisco Department of Public Health, Transportation Noise Map 2008,
http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/TransitNoiseMap.pdf.
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ambient noise level in the project vicinity, nor would the project contribute to any potential cumulative
traffic noise effects.
Operational Noise. The proposed project would include mechanical equipment that could produce
operational noise, such as heating and ventilation systems. These operations would be subject to
Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance. As amended in November 2008, this section establishes a noise limit
from mechanical sources, such as building equipment, specified as a certain noise level in excess of the
ambient noise level at the property line. For noise generated by residential uses, the limit is 5 dBA in
excess of ambient levels. For noise generated by commercial and industrial uses, the limit is 8 dBA in
excess of ambient levels. For noise on public property, including streets, the limit is 10 dBA in excess of
ambient levels. In addition, the Noise Ordinance provides for a separate fixed‐source noise limit for
residential interiors of 45 dBA at night and 55 dBA during the day and evening hours. Compliance with
Article 29, Section 2909, and Title 24, would minimize noise from building operations. Therefore, noise
effects related to building operation would not be significant, nor would the buildings contribute a
considerable increment to any cumulative noise impacts from mechanical equipment.
Conclusion. In light of the above, noise effects related to the proposed project would be less than
significant.

Topics:

7.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

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)?
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Topics:

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) legislates
ambient air standards and related air quality reporting systems around which regional regulatory
agencies develop mobile and stationary source control measures to ascertain whether the standards are
met. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the primary responsible regulatory
agency in the Bay Area for planning, implementing, and enforcing the federal and state ambient
standards for criteria pollutants.31 Criteria air pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead.
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin encompasses many counties including San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Napa and parts of Solano and Sonoma Counties. The San Francisco Air
Basin has a history of air quality violations for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. The basin
currently does not meet the State ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. BAAQMD has
adopted air quality management plans over the years to address control methods and strategies to meet
air quality standards, the latest plans being the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan, 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan,
and 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy.
7a. – 7d. Construction Air Quality Emissions. Site preparation activities such as excavation, grading,
foundation construction, and other ground‐disturbing construction activity would temporarily affect
localized air quality during the construction. The movement of heavy equipment would create fugitive
dust (particulate matter, including PM10 and PM2.5). Diesel fuel combustion would emit nitrogen oxides
(NOx), CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), reactive organic gases or hydrocarbons (ROG or HC), and particulate
matter with a diameter of less than 10 microns (PM10).
While construction emissions would occur in short, temporary phases, they could cause adversely affect
local air quality. Construction of the proposed buildings would move approximately 278 cubic yards of

31

State and Federal air quality standards and the Bay Area’s attainment status can be viewed on the BAAQMD website
at http://www.baaqmd.gov.
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soil off site due to the two feet of excavation required below the current basement foundation.
Excavation, site preparation, and foundation construction would last approximately three months and
would create the potential for wind‐blown dust to add to the particulate matter in the local atmosphere
from exposed soil. Although more of a nuisance than a health hazard to most people, the dust could
affect persons with respiratory diseases immediately downwind of the site, as well as any sensitive
electronics or communications equipment. Seniors, children, or other potentially sensitive receptors near
the proposed project may be exposed to some limited airborne dust associated with the project
demolition and ground‐disturbance activities.
On July 30, 2008, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors’ Construction Dust Control Ordinance
(Ordinance 176‐08) took effect. It amended the San Francisco Building and Health Codes and specifies a
set of measures that project sponsors and contractors would execute prior to and during project
construction. These measures would reduce the quantity of dust generated during site preparation,
demolition and construction work and thereby protect the health of the public and onsite workers,
minimize public nuisance complaints, and avoid orders to stop work by the DBI. These regulations and
procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code would ensure that potential dust‐related
construction air quality impacts would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
Operational Air Quality Emissions. According to the BAAQMD, vehicles are the primary source of
operational project‐related emissions.32 The proposed project would affect local air quality by increasing
vehicular traffic on nearby roads and at the project site, and by adding stationary emissions (mechanical
equipment) to the project site. The BAAQMD has established thresholds of significance for project
operations, listed below in Table 2.
The BAAQMD has also established thresholds for which projects require review for potential air quality
impacts.33 These thresholds are based on the minimum size projects that the BAAQMD considers capable
of producing air quality problems due to vehicular emissions. The BAAQMD generally does not
recommend a detailed air quality analysis for residential projects with fewer than 320 single‐family or
510 multi‐family units, or projects that would generate fewer than 2,000 vehicle trips per day. The
proposed project’s additional 18 dwelling units and 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center would generate well below
2,000 daily vehicle trips. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the BAAQMD thresholds.

32

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and
Plans, December 1999.

33

Ibid, page 25.
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Table 2
Thresholds of Significance for Project Operations—Air Quality
Pollutant

ton/year

pound/day

kilogram/day

ROG1

15

80

36

NOx2

15

80

36

PM103

15

80

36

Notes:
1
2
3

Reactive organic gases
Nitrous oxide
Particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 microns

Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, December 1999.

Additional stationary source emissions, generated by mechanical equipment, and the combustion of
natural gas for building space and water heating would be relatively minimal, and would therefore be
considered less than significant. The proposed project would not violate any BAAQMD ambient air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. For all of the
above reasons, the proposed project would not generate significant operational air quality impacts.
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines indicate that for any project that does not individually have significant
operational air quality impacts, the determination of whether it has a significant cumulative impact
should be based on whether it is consistent with the General Plan. The proposed project, with its minor
vehicle traffic and pollutant contribution, would be generally consistent with the General Plan and, as
such, air quality management plans such as the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan, and the Bay Area 2005 Ozone
Strategy. Additionally, the General Plan, the Planning Code, the Administrative Code, and the City Charter
implement various transportation control measures identified in the 2005 Ozone Strategy through the
City’s Transit First Program, bicycle parking requirements, transit development fees, and other actions.
Accordingly, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative air quality impacts,
nor would it 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. The operational characteristics of the proposed
project would not result in cumulatively considerable increases in regional air pollutants.
Greenhouse Gases. Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs)
because they capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere in the same
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manner as a greenhouse. The accumulation of GHGs 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 describe the changing of the earth’s climate as being caused by
natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities that 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 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 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” (CO2E)
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 having
much

greater

heat‐absorption

potential

than

carbon

dioxide

include

hydrofluorocarbons,

perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and they 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,
34

and more drought years. Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts on
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
35

metric tons (about 550 million U.S. tons) of CO2E GHG emissions. The CEC found that transportation is
the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in state

34

35

California Air Resources Board (ARB), 2006a,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/meetings/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.

Case No. 2007.0211E

62

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

and out‐of‐state) at 23 percent and industrial sources at 13 percent.

36

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 GHG emissions,
followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil refining currently accounts for approximately 6 percent of the
total Bay Area GHG emissions.

37

Statewide Actions. In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change,

Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S‐3‐05. It sets forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of greenhouse gases (GHG) would be progressively reduced: by 2010, a
reduction to 2000 levels; by 2020, a reduction to 1990 levels; and by 2050, a reduction to 80 percent below
1990 levels.

38

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). It requires the
California Air Resources Board (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 has prepared a scoping plan to meet the 2020 greenhouse gas
reduction limits outlined in AB 32. In order to meet these goals, California must reduce their greenhouse
gases by 30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels or about 10 percent from
today’s levels. In December 2008, CARB adopted a Scoping Plan that estimates a reduction of 174 million
metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2E). Approximately one‐third of the emissions reductions

36

37

38

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,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/emissiondata.htm.
BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2002, D,
http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning‐and‐Research/Emission‐Inventory‐and‐Air‐Quality‐
Related/~/media/A06B5C918A5F413B9BDBE0B63AC2340E.ashx.
California Air Resources Board (CARB), Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change, June 2008
Discussion Draft, http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/index.php. Accessed July 29, 2008.
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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 62.3
MMTCO2E. Emissions from the electricity sector are expected to reduce another 49.7 MMTCO2E.
Reductions from the electricity sector include (1) building and appliance energy efficiency and
conservation, (2) increased combined heat and power, solar water heating (AB 1470), (3) the renewable
energy portfolio standard (33% renewable energy by 2020), and (4) 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. Regional GHG targets are
expected to yield a reduction of 5 MMTCO2E.39 Measures that could become effective during
implementation pertain to construction‐related equipment and building and appliance energy efficiency.
Some 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 proposed project and the proposed project
could be subject to these requirements, depending on the proposed project’s timeline.
Local Actions. 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.
•

Transit First Policy. In 1973, San Francisco instituted the Transit First Policy, which added Section
8A.115 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.

39

Ibid.
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•

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) declaring a goal of
reducing the GHG emissions of the City and County of San Francisco 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
40

Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 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 Plan, and many of the actions require further development
and commitment of resources, the 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% 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.

40

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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•

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% 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 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:
o

Determine 1990 City greenhouse gas emissions by 2008, the baseline level with reference to

o

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

o

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

o

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

which target reductions are set;

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 take three actions: (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
their “GoSolarSF” program to San Francisco’s businesses and residents, offering incentives in the
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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, saving 220,000 megawatt hours of power, saving
100 million gallons of drinking water, reducing waste and stormwater 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.41
The Green Building Ordinance also continues San Francisco’s efforts to reduce the City’s
greenhouse gas emissions to 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012, a goal outlined in the
City’s 2004 Climate Action Plan. In addition, by reducing San Francisco’s emissions, this
ordinance also furthers the State’s efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions statewide as
mandated by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

The City has also passed ordinances to reduce waste from retail and commercial operations. Ordinance
295‐06, the Food Waste Reduction Ordinance, prohibits the use of polystyrene foam disposable food
service ware and requires biodegradable/compostable or recyclable food service ware by restaurants,
retail food vendors, City Departments, and City contractors. Ordinance 81‐07, the Plastic Bag Reduction
Ordinance, requires stores located within the City and County of San Francisco to use compostable
plastic, recyclable paper and/or reusable checkout bags.
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.

41

These findings are contained within the final Green Building Ordinance, signed by the Mayor August 4, 2008.
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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 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 Plan, 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.
Impacts. The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has asked the California Air Resources Board to
“recommend a method for setting thresholds of significance to encourage consistency and uniformity in
the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions” throughout the state because OPR has recognized that “the global
nature of climate change warrants investigation of a statewide threshold for GHG emissions.”42 On June
19, 2008 OPR released a Technical Advisory for addressing climate change through CEQA review. OPR’s
technical advisory offers informal guidance on the steps that lead agencies should take to address climate
changes in their CEQA documents, in the absence of statewide thresholds. OPR will develop, and the
California Resources Agency will certify and adopt amendments to the CEQA Guidelines on or before
January 1, 2010, pursuant to Senate Bill 97.
The informal guidelines in OPR’s technical advisory provide the basis for determining proposed project’s
contribution of greenhouse gas emissions and the project’s contribution to global climate change. In the
absence of adopted statewide thresholds, OPR recommends the following approach for analyzing
greenhouse gas emissions:
1) Identify and quantify the project’s greenhouse gas emissions;
2) Assess the significance of the impact on climate change; and

42

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Technical Advisory‐ CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review. June 19, 2008. This document is available online at the Office of
Planning and Research’s website at: www.opr.gov. Accessed July 24, 2008.
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3) If the impact is found to be significant, identify alternatives and/ or mitigation measures that
would reduce the impact to less‐than‐significant levels.
The following analysis is based on OPR’s recommended approach for determining a project’s
contribution to and impact on climate change.
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 not
applicable to the proposed 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 and annual
CO2E 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 requirements and additional water conservation
measures implemented by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).43 Given the
anticipated degree of water conservation, GHG emissions associated with the transport and treatment of
water usage would similarly decrease through 2030, and therefore increased GHG emissions from water
usage is not expected.
The proposed project would increase on‐site activity by adding 18 residential units and a 4,450‐sq.ft.
senior center. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long‐term increases in GHGs as
a result of traffic increases (mobile sources) and residential and commercial operations associated with
heating, energy use, water usage and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal (area sources).

43

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) City and County of San Francisco Retail Water Demands and
Conservation Potential, November 2004, documents the current and projected water demand given population and
housing projections from Citywide Planning. This document is available at the SFPUC’s website at:
http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/13/MSC_ID/165/C_ID/2281. Accessed July 28, 2008. The analysis provides
projections of future (2030) water demand given anticipated water conservation measures from plumbing code
changes, measures the SFPUC currently implements, and other measures the SFPUC anticipates on implementing.
Conservation measures the SFPUC currently implements results in an overall reduction of 0.64 million gallons of water
per day (mgd).
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Demolition and construction of the proposed project would emit 180 metric tons CO2E.44 Direct project
emissions of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2E) (including CO2, NOx, and CH4 emissions) include 12
metric tons of CO2E/year from transportation, and 29 metric tons of CO2‐E/year from heating, for a total
of 65 tons of CO2E/year of project‐emitted GHGs. The project would also indirectly result in GHG
emissions from off‐site electricity generation at power plants (approximately 55 to 84 metric tons of
CO2E/year), from electricity used for water conveyance to and from the project site (approximately one
[1] metric ton of CO2E/year), and from anaerobic decomposition of solid waste disposal at landfills,
mostly in the form of methane (approximately 3 metric tons of CO2‐eq/year), for a GHG emissions total of
approximately 151 tons of CO2E/year.45 Construction emissions represent approximately 0.0022 percent
of San Francisco’s GHGs emitted in 2007, and annual emissions represent approximately 0.0012 – 0.0015
percent of total San Francisco GHGs emitted in 2007.

46

Assessing the significance of the impact on climate change. The project’s incremental increases in GHG
emissions associated with construction, traffic increases and residential heating, electricity use, and solid
waste disposal would contribute to regional and global increases in GHG emissions and associated
climate change effects.
OPR encourages public agencies to adopt thresholds of significance, 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.

44

Construction emissions and annual emissions are not intended to be additive as they occur at different points in the
project’s lifecycle. Construction emissions are one‐time emissions that occur prior to building occupancy. Annual
emissions are incurred only after construction of the proposed project and are expected to occur annually for the life of
the project.
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Numbers reported are rounded to the nearest whole number; therefore, reported numbers may be off by up to one‐
half, and may not appear to add accurately.
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San Francisco Planning Department, Major Environmental Analysis, Jessica Range, Table: Summary of Carbon Dioxide
Equivalent Emissions Inventory, 740 Washington, November 12, 2009. This documents is on file and available for public
review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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The 2020 GHG emissions limit for California, as adopted by CARB in December of 2007 is approximately
427 MMTCO2‐eq. The proposed project’s annual contribution would be 0% of this total 2020 emissions
limit, and therefore the proposed project would not generate sufficient emissions of GHGs to contribute
considerably to the cumulative effects of GHG emissions such that it would impair the state’s ability to
implement AB32, nor would the proposed project conflict with San Francisco’s local actions to reduce
GHG emissions.
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.” And, “In 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% reduction in communitywide greenhouse gas emissions
below the Kyoto Protocol 1990 baseline levels. The 1997 Kyoto Protocol sets a greenhouse gas reduction
target of 7% below 1990 levels by 2012. The “community‐wide inventory” includes greenhouse gas
emissions generated by San Francisco by residents, businesses, and commuters, as well as municipal
operations. The inventory also includes emissions from both transportation sources and from building
energy sources.
Probable future greenhouse gas reductions will be realized by implementation of San Francisco’s recently
approved Green Building Ordinance. Additionally, the recommendations outlined in the Draft AB 32
Scoping Plan will likely realize major reductions in vehicle emissions.
Further, the State of California Attorney General’s office has compiled a list of greenhouse gas reduction
measures that could be applied to a diverse range of projects.47 The proposed project would meet the
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State of California, Department of Justice, “The California Environmental Quality Act: Addressing Global Warming
Impacts at the Local Agency Level.” Updated December 9, 2008. Available at:
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf. Accessed July 7, 2009.
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intent of many of the greenhouse gas reduction measures identified by the Attorney General’s office: (1)
As infill development, the project would be constructed in an urban area with good transit access,
reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, and therefore the project’s 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
48

Francisco; (2) As new construction, the proposed project would be required to meet California Energy
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, helping to reduce future energy
demand as well as reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative regional GHG emissions; (3) the
proposed project would also be required to comply with the Construction Demolition and Debris
Recovery Ordinance (Ordinance No. 27‐06), requiring at least 65% of all construction and demolition
material to be diverted from landfills; and (4) the proposed project would preserve existing street trees
and plant an additional three street trees, regulating outdoor temperatures and aiding in carbon
sequestration.

49

Given that: (1) the proposed project would not contribute significantly to global climate change such that
it would impede the State’s ability to meet its greenhouse gas 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 greenhouse gas 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 greenhouse gas emissions levels,
and (4) current and probable future state and local greenhouse gas reduction measures will continue to
reduce a project’s contribution to climate change, the proposed project would not contribute significantly,
either individually or cumulatively, to global climate change.
Toxic Air Contaminants/Roadway Particulate Exposure. The CARB established its statewide comprehensive
air toxics program in the early 1980s. CARB created California’s program in response to the Toxic Air
Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) to reduce exposure to air toxics.
CARB identifies 244 substances as Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) that are known or suspected of being
emitted in California and that have potential adverse health effects. Public health research consistently
demonstrates that pollutant levels are significantly higher near freeways and busy roadways. Human
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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%). This paper is available online at:
http://www.capcoa.org/CEQA/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper.pdf. Accessed July 7, 2008.
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Carbon sequestration is the capture and long‐term storage of carbon dioxide before it is emitted into the atmosphere.
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health studies demonstrate that children living within 100 to 200 meters of freeways or busy roadways
have poor lung function and more respiratory disease; both chronic and acute health effects may result
from exposure to TACs. In 2005, the CARB issued guidance on preventing roadway related air quality
conflicts, suggesting localities “avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway [or
other] urban roads with volumes of more than 100,000 vehicles/day.” However, there are no existing
federal or state regulations to protect sensitive land uses from roadway air pollutants.
The DPH has issued guidance for the identification and assessment of potential air quality hazards and
methods for assessing the associated health risks. Consistent with CARB guidance, the DPH has
identified that a potential public health hazard for sensitive land uses exists when such uses are located
within a 150‐meter (approximately 500‐foot) radius of any boundary of a project site that experiences
100,000 vehicles per day. To this end, San Francisco added Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code,
approved November 25, 2008, which requires that, for new residential projects of 10 or more units
located in proximity to high‐traffic roadways, as mapped by the DPH, an Air Quality Assessment be
prepared to determine whether residents would be exposed to potentially unhealthful levels of PM2.5.
Through air quality modeling, an assessment is conducted to determine if the annual average
concentration of PM2.5 from the roadway sources would exceed a concentration of 0.2 micrograms per
cubic meter (annual average). If this standard is exceeded, the project sponsor must install a filtered air
supply system, with high‐efficiency filters, designed to remove at least 80 percent of ambient PM2.5 from
habitable areas of residential units.

The project site, at 740 Washington Street is not located within the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone, as
mapped by the DPH.50 Pursuant to Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, and no further action is
required, and the project would not result in a significant impact from exposure of sensitive receptors to
high concentrations of roadway‐related pollutants.
7e. Odors. According to the BAAQMD, typical operational uses that may result in significant odor
impacts include wastewater treatment plants, landfills, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing,
painting/coating operations, and coffee roasters. The proposed project would not increase or change
perceptibly odors on the project site or vicinity, as it would not include uses with objectionable odors.
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San Francisco Planning Department, Major Environmental Analysis, Jessica Range, Planner, Potential Roadway
Exposure, Potential Roadway Exposure Zone.pdf. Also, Potential Roadway Exposure Zone Parcels.xls. Copies of these
documents are on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street
as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.

Case No. 2007.0211E

73

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

Observation indicates that surrounding land uses are not sources of objectionable odors that would
adversely affect project residents. Therefore, creation of objectionable odors would not be an impact of
the proposed project.
Conclusion. For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant air
quality 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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not
Applicable

8a. Wind. Winds in San Francisco are generally from the west, off the Pacific Ocean. Wind speeds, in
general, are greatest in the spring and summer, and lowest in the fall, and generally the strongest wind
(speed) is in the late afternoon and the lightest is in the morning.
Ground‐level wind accelerations near buildings are controlled by three main elements: exposure,
massing, and orientation. Exposure is a measure of the extent that the building extends above
surrounding structures into the wind stream. A building that is surrounded by taller structures is not
likely to cause adverse wind accelerations at ground level. Building massing controls how much wind is
intercepted by a structure and patterns of wind distribution and accelerations. In general, a flat façade
would have a greater potential for wind problems, particularly at the ground level, as compared to an
articulated façade (i.e., buildings with unusual shapes or that utilize setbacks). Similar to massing,
orientation determines how much wind is intercepted by the structure, a factor that directly determines
wind acceleration. In general, buildings that are oriented with their wide axis across the prevailing wind
direction will have a greater impact on ground‐level winds than a building oriented with its long axis
along the prevailing wind direction.
The project site, occupied by a three‐story building, is located mid‐block on Washington Street within the
block bounded by Washington Street, Kearny Street, Jackson Street, and Wentworth Street. The buildings
on either side of the project site are three stories in height, as are most of the buildings in the immediate
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project vicinity. The proposed four‐story project would be one story taller than the adjacent buildings.
The site is partially sheltered from prevailing winds, including westerly winds, by the adjacent three‐
story building to the west, and in general by the upwardly sloping terrain to the west.
Typically, a new 50‐foot‐tall building on a project site surrounded by other buildings of similar height
would not substantially change the existing wind environment. Wind impacts are generally caused by
large building masses extending above nearby structures sufficiently to catch the prevailing wind or
oriented such that a large wall catches a prevailing wind, particularly if such a wall includes little or no
articulation. For westerly and northwesterly winds, only the top (fourth) floor of the proposed building
would rise above adjacent structures and be exposed to winds from this prevailing direction. Due to the
massing of the proposed structure and location of existing structures, any limited wind accelerations
generated by this upper floor would be elevated above pedestrian spaces. The proposed walkway along
the east side of the site would be sheltered from winds by a combination of the proposed building and
the existing adjacent building to the east. The proposed project would not be expected to alter
substantially the existing street wall along Washington Street. Since the proposed project would be
approximately one story taller than the adjacent building to the west, and other nearby buildings would
generally be one or two stories lower or higher, the proposed project would not be expected to adversely
affect ground‐level winds. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in a significant wind
impact.
In summary, based on consideration of the exposure, massing, and orientation of the proposed project,
the proposed building would not have the potential to cause significant changes to the wind
environment in pedestrian areas adjacent or near the site. The proposed project would not affect the
climate either in the neighborhood or regionally. Accordingly, the proposed project would result in a
less‐than‐significant wind impact. Therefore, the EIR will not include a discussion relating to wind
issues.
8b. Shadow. The proposed project would shade adjacent properties, but would not increase the total
amount of shading in the neighborhood above levels that are common and generally accepted in urban
areas. Section 295 of the Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed November
1984) in order to protect certain public open spaces from shadowing by new structures during the period
between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, year round. Planning Code Section 295
restricts net new shadow on public open spaces under the jurisdiction of, or to be acquired by, the
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Recreation and Park Department, by any structure exceeding 40 feet, unless the Planning Commission, in
consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, finds the impact to be less than significant.
The nearest public open space in the vicinity of the project site under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department is Portsmouth Square, located southeast of the project site across Washington
Street. In 1989, the Planning Commission adopted shadow criteria for 14 downtown parks, including an
Absolute Cumulative Limit for new shadow for each of the parks and set forth qualitative criteria for
assessing new shadow.51 For projects that would affect parks for which a quantitative limit was
established, shadow impacts have typically been judged less than significant if the project would not
exceed the Absolute Cumulative Limit. In establishing the Absolute Cumulative Limits for these
downtown parks, the Planning Commission and Recreation and Park Commission established a “no new
shadow” standard for parks less than two acres where 20 percent of the potential “Prop. K” sunlight was
already blocked by then‐existing shadows. The “no new shadow” standard was applied to nine smaller
downtown parks, including Portsmouth Square located across from the project site.
To determine whether the proposed project would conform to Section 295, a shadow fan study was
prepared by the Planning Department.52 The shadow fan study indicated that the proposed project
would cast net new shadow on Portsmouth Square. An independent consultant subsequently prepared a
shadow analysis.53 The shadow analysis determined that the proposed project would cast an additional
45,089 square‐foot hours of shadow on Portsmouth Square, equivalent to 0.022 percent of the existing
available annual square‐foot‐hours of sunlight on the park between late April and mid‐August, for
approximately 17 weeks per year in the early evening from 6:30 to 7:30 p.m. Maximum duration would
occur on June 21st, the summer solstice, for 38 minutes based on criteria set forth in Section 295 of the
Planning Code. The additional shadow would occur in the northeastern corner of the Portsmouth Square,
next to a stairway leading up from the garage, and within a landscaped area of trees and plants screening
the stairway.
The project sponsor, Self‐Help for the Elderly (SHE), sought a change in the “no new shadow” criterion
for Portsmouth Square from the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission,
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San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595.

52

San Francisco Planning Department, Memo, November 9, 2007 (Case No. 2007.0211K), 740 Washington Street, Shadow
Analysis. A copy of this document is available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, San Francisco, as part of Case File No. 2007.0211E.
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Environmental Science Associates, Memo, October 22, 2008. A copy of this document is on file and available for public
review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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because the proposed project would benefit the wider community by providing low income housing and
a senior center.54 The Commissions held a joint hearing on December 4, 2008, to consider raising the
absolute cumulative shadow limit on Portsmouth Square from zero percent to 0.022 percent of the
theoretical potential of sunlight on the park, as recommended by staff. The hearing resulted in a Motion
of Intent to approve the draft motion and resolution based on the recommendation.55 The findings of the
Commissions’ Draft Motion are as follows:56
1.

The additional shadow cast by the project, while numerically significant, would not be adverse
and is not expected to interfere with the use of the park, for the following reasons: (1) the area to
be shaded consists primarily of flat, open concrete space with a few benches and a landscaped
area between the square and the public right‐of‐way on the Washington Street frontage; (2) all
net new shadows would be cast after 6:30 p.m., when usage of the park is generally low; and (3)
sculpting the building to avoid casting net new shadows on the park would require the reduction
or elimination of the upper floors of the building, resulting in the loss of potential affordable
housing units and open space terraces intended for the use of the residents of the project.

2.

The staff of both the Planning Department and the Recreation and Park Department have
recommended allocating to the project up to 45,089 square‐foot hours of shadow on the park,
equivalent to 0.022 percent of the existing available annual square‐foot hours of sunlight on the
park

3.

A determination by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to
allocate net new shadow to the project does not constitute an approval of the project.

At the time of the Commissions’ hearing on December 4, 2008, the Final Environmental Impact Report
was not completed. Therefore, the Commissions were not able to take final action on the Draft Motion.
However, when and if the EIR is certified, the Commissions would adopt the Draft Motion and
Resolution. Upon adoption of the Final Motion, the additional shadow would be consistent with existing
policies because additional cumulative shadow would then be allocated to the proposed project, the
shadow would not occur before 6:00 p.m. on any day and would it would not be cast on park areas that
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Letter of August 11, 2008 on behalf of the project sponsor, Self‐Help for the Elderly, from Alice Suet Yee Barkley to Mr.
John Rahaim, Director, San Francisco Planning Department; also letter of November 24, 2008, on behalf of the project
sponsor, Self‐Help for the Elderly, from Alice Suet Yee Barkley to Commissioner Christina Olague and Commissioner
Larry Martin. A copy of these documents is available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case File No. 2007.0211E.
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Aaron Hollister, San Francisco Planning Department, e‐mail to Scott Edmondson, During Associates, September 19,
2009.

56

San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary, Planning Code Section 295, Hearing Date: December 4, 2008,
Case No. 2008.1300K (Portsmouth Square) and 2007.0211K (740 Washington Street, Staff Contact: Aaron Hollister,
Date, November 25, 2008. A copy of this document is available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case File No. 2007.0211E.
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could be used for active recreational purposes, the proposed project would add 18 affordable housing
units to the City’s housing stock, and sculpting the proposed building further to reduce the shadow
would eliminate affordable housing units. Therefore, the proposed project’s shadow impact would be
considered less than significant under CEQA, and shadow effects will not be discussed in the EIR.
Conclusion. Based on the above discussion, The proposed project would not have a significant wind
impact because the proposed building’s four‐story height above surrounding one‐ to three‐story
buildings would not be expected to substantially change ground‐level wind speed. In addition, the
limited shadow cast by the proposed project would be less than significant because it would occur
during the early evening hours when usage of the park is generally low, and because the shadow would
fall on a landscaped area of the park that cannot be used actively for recreational activities. Wind and
shadow issues will not be discussed further in the EIR.

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

9a. – 9c. Parks and Recreation. There are six recreation facilities in the immediate four‐block vicinity of
the project site. Portsmouth Square is located southeast of the project site on the opposite side of
Washington Street. The Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground (formerly the Chinese Playground),
located approximately two blocks southwest of the site, is between Clay and Sacramento Streets west of
Grant Avenue. St. Mary’s Square is located three blocks south of the site on the south side of California
Street. The Chinese Recreation Center, located approximately three and one‐half blocks west of the site, is
on the southwest corner of Washington and Mason Streets. Who Hei Yuen Park is located approximately
four blocks northwest of the site on the northwest corner of Jackson and Powell Streets. Maritime Plaza,
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located approximately four blocks east of the site, is on the west side of Battery Street between
Washington and Clay Streets.
The project site is located in an area identified in the San Francisco General Plan as a High Need Area for
recreational facilities and improvements (to be given the highest priority for new parks and recreational
facilities in the City).57 The proposed project’s 18 new residents and employees may increase use of
existing community recreational facilities in the area. However, this incremental new demand would not
result in substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational resources and would not be considered
a substantial adverse increase in demand for public recreational facilities. The proposed project would
not require the construction or expansion of off‐site recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.
For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would have a less‐than‐significant impact with
regard to recreation and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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
stormwater 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?

57

San Francisco Planning Department, Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan, Map 9: Open
Space Improvement Priority Plan, Adopted July 1995.
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Topics:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

The project site is within an urban area that is served by utility service systems, including water,
wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment, and solid waste collection and disposal. The
proposed residential and institutional building would increase demand for and use of such utilities and
services, but not in excess of levels expected and provided for in this area.
10a. – 10c., 10e., and 10g. Wastewater/Stormwater. The project site is served by San Francisco’s combined
sewer system, which handles both sewage and stormwater runoff. The Southeast Water Pollution Control
Plant (Southeast Plant) provides wastewater and stormwater treatment and management for the east side
of the City, including the project site. No major new sewer or stormwater facilities or construction would
be needed to serve the proposed project, which would use the water and sewer connections installed for
the project site’s previous use. The proposed project would meet the wastewater pre‐treatment
requirements of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, as required by the San Francisco
Industrial Waste Ordinance in order to meet Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements.58 The
proposed project’s 18 residential units would generate approximately 2,070 gallons of wastewater per
day and the 4,450‐sq.ft. senior center would generate an additional relatively small quantity.59 The project
would have a small incremental effect on the total volume discharged through the combined sewer
system since stormwater runoff contributes greatly to the total flow (as opposed to wastewater), and the
existing site is completely covered with impervious surfaces. The proposed building would not

58

City and County of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 19‐92, San Francisco Municipal Code (Public Works), Part II, Chapter
X, Article 4.1 (amended), January 13, 1992.

59

The residential wastewater estimate for the proposed project is 115 gallons x 18 units or 2,070 gallons per day. The estimate of
115 gallons per day per household of wastewater is based on water consumption estimates, which are consistent with water
use assumptions incorporated within the San Francisco Public Utility Commissionʹs Year 2000 Urban Water Management
Plan.
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substantially increase the demand for wastewater treatment and would therefore result in a less‐than‐
significant wastewater service impact. This topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
10d. Water Supply. The proposed project, with 18 residents, four net new employees, and up to 75 daily
users of the senior center, would consume an estimated 2,289 gallons of water per day.60 The vacant
commercial building on the site currently consumes a negligible amount of water per day. Although the
proposed project would incrementally increase the demand for water in San Francisco, the estimated
increase in demand could be accommodated within anticipated water use and supply for San Francisco.61
The new construction would be designed to incorporate water‐conserving measures, such as low‐flush
toilets and urinals, as required by the California State Building Code Section 402.0(c). As discussed under
Topic 7. Air Quality, during project construction, the project sponsor and building contractor must
comply with Ordinance 175‐91, passed by the Board of Supervisors on May 6, 1991, which requires that
non‐potable water be used for dust control activities. Since the proposed project’s water demand could be
accommodated by the existing and planned supply anticipated under the San Francisco Public Utility
Commission’s 2005 UWMP, and since it would use best‐practice water conservation devices, it would not
result in a substantial increase in water use and could be served from the SFPUD’s existing water supply
entitlements and resources. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less‐than‐significant project‐
specific and cumulative water impacts and this topic will not be further discussed in the EIR.
10f. and 10g. Solid Waste.62 Through its expanding recycling and composting programs, the City
increased its annual landfill diversion from less than 400,000 tons in 1995 to approximately 1.37 million
tons in 2005, or 69 percent. San Francisco generated about 5,420 tons of solid waste daily and
approximately 1.98 tons in 2005.63 City‐based collection companies transport approximately 82 percent of
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Based on current residential use in San Francisco of 62 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), and current non‐residential
service sector use of 17 gpcd (SFPUC, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco (UWMP),
December 2005, pages 40 and 41, available online at
http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/7/MSC_ID/106/MTO_ID/NULL/C_ID/2776). The 18 facility residents would consume
approximately 1,116 gallons of water per day, and the four net new employees and 75 senior center users would consume
approximately 1,173 gallons per day.
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San Francisco Public Utility Commission, 2005 UWMP. The 2005 UWMP uses the San Francisco Planning Departmentʹs
current long range growth projections – Land Use Allocation 2002 – an estimate of total growth expected in the City and
County of San Francisco from 2000 – 2025. These projections have similar employment growth and approximately
15,000 higher household growth than ABAG Projections 2002.
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Robert Haley, Zero Waste Manager, SF Environment, City and County of San Francisco, E‐mail communication,
December 6, 2007. Also, SF Environment Grant Program 2006‐07, Environmental Justice and Zero Waste Grant
Announcement, www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/FINALEJandRecyclingRFP0607(122106).doc. Also, “SF Achieves
69% Recycling,” Press Release, April 25, 2007,
http://www.sfenvironment.org/our_sfenvironment/press_releases.html?topic=details&ni=151.
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Rounded from 1,978,748 tons annually.
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non‐diverted material to the Altamont Landfill, located 62 miles away in Alameda County, while the rest
goes to other landfills in the region.
The San Francisco Board of Supervisors and Commission on the Environment set the City’s landfill
diversion goals at 75 percent by 2010 and 100 percent (zero waste) by 2020 (Resolutions 679‐02 and 002‐
03‐COE). In order for the City to reach its 75 percent diversion goal, it must divert over 100,000
additional tons per year from the residential, commercial, and City government sectors.
A substantial expansion of the Altamont landfill was approved in 1997, although San Francisco’s current
contract is projected to expire between 2012 and 2015. San Francisco has a long‐term agreement with the
Altamont Landfill, allowing for 15 million tons of disposal. The City is developing a timeline and
disposal options for San Francisco beyond the current agreement. 64
The solid waste associated with project construction and operation is an assumed part of the projected
annual waste stream that San Francisco manages. It would not substantially affect the projected life of the
Altamont Landfill or the City’s current disposal agreement, and this impact would be less than
significant. The size and types of the proposed project’s land uses would be expected to fully adhere to
published national, state, or local standards relating to solid waste or litter control.
Conclusion. No new water delivery or wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be required
to serve the proposed project. The proposed project’s solid waste would be recycled as feasible at the
Norcal transfer station, with non‐recyclables disposed of at the Altamont Landfill. The proposed project
would incrementally increase the demand for water, wastewater, and other utilities on‐site, but not in
excess of anticipated demand projected for the City of San Francisco. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in a less‐than‐significant utilities and service systems impact and this topic will not be
further discussed in the EIR.

64

City and County of San Francisco. SF Environment. Our City Programs ‐‐ Landfill Alternatives.
http://www.sfenvironment.org/our_programs/interests.html?ssi=3&ti=7&ii=128.
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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?

11a. Police and Fire Protection Services. The project site receives police and fire protection services from
the San Francisco Police Department and the San Francisco Fire Department, respectively. The proposed
addition of a maximum of 21 residents, four net new employees, and up to 75 daily users of the senior
center would incrementally increase the demand for fire and police services to the project site. Police
protection is provided by the Central Station located at 766 Vallejo Street, six blocks away. The nearest
fire station is Station 13, located approximately three blocks away at 530 Sansome Street. Although the
proposed project could increase the number of calls received from the area or the level of regulatory
oversight that must be provided as a result of the increased concentration of activity on site, the increase
in responsibilities would not likely be substantial in light of the existing demand for police and fire
protection services in the area. The proposed building would be required to comply with the current
Building Code’s fire safety and fire prevention standards. The increase in demand for police and fire
protection services resulting from the proposed project expansion would not be substantially greater than
existing demand for fire and police protection services in the project area, and meeting this additional
service demand would not require the construction of new police or fire prevention facilities.
11a. (cont.) Schools. The nearest public elementary schools are the Chinese Education Center at
657 Merchant Street, approximately one block southeast of the site, Commodore Stockton Child
Development Center at 949 Washington Street, approximately two blocks west of the site, and Gordon J.
Lau Elementary School at 950 Clay Street, approximately two blocks southwest of the site. The nearest
middle school is Francisco Middle School at 2190 Powell Street, approximately 0.7 miles northwest of the
site, and the nearest high school is Galileo High School at 1150 Francisco Street, approximately 1.1 miles
northwest of the site. The residents of the proposed project’s 18 single‐occupancy units would be seniors.
As a senior age housing project, no school age children would occupy the proposed project. For this
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reason, the proposed project would have no impact on school facilities, and the EIR will not discuss
school‐related impacts further.
Conclusion. The proposed project would not result in a significant environmental impact associated with
increased demand for police or fire protection services or school facilities. These topics will not be
discussed further in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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?
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The project site is not located within or near any riparian habitat, sensitive natural community, federally
protected wetlands, or adopted conservation plan. Therefore, checklist items 12b, 12c, and 12f are not
applicable to the proposed project.
12a. – 12d. Habitat and Wildlife. The project site is within a developed urban area and is completely
covered by impervious surfaces. The site, therefore, does not provide habitat for any rare or endangered
plant or animal species, and the proposed project would not affect or substantially diminish plant or
animal habitats, including riparian or wetland habitat. The proposed project would not interfere with any
resident or migratory species, or affect any rare, threatened, or endangered species. There are no adopted
habitat conservation plans applicable to the project site.
12e. Trees. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors recently adopted legislation that amended the City’s
Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code Sections 801 et. seq., to require a permit from the DPW to
remove any protected trees. Protected trees include landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees
located on private or public property anywhere within the territorial limits of the City and County of San
Francisco. No trees exist on the project site or adjacent sidewalks and therefore, none would be removed
with the proposed project.
Conclusion. For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would have no impact on biological
resources, and the EIR will not analyze this issue further.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

iii)

Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv)

Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c)

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

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code, 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?

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

The proposed project would connect to the City’s sewer and stormwater collection and treatment system
and would not use a septic waste disposal system. Therefore, checklist item 13e would not be applicable
to the proposed project.
The project site is at an elevation of approximately 57 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) and slopes
moderately upward to the west, at an average inclination of approximately 15:1 (horizontal: vertical). A
vacant three‐story commercial building occupies the project site, except for an approximately four‐foot‐
wide easement area along the eastern boundary of the property.
Based on the geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project, the site is covered by about two feet
of loose clayey sand underlain by layers of dense clayey sand and hard sandy clay to the maximum
depth explored of 11.5 feet below the existing basement floor.65 The upper loose material may be backfill
placed during construction of the existing building. The subsurface investigation included one boring
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Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Development at 1740 (sic) Washington
Street, San Francisco, California, November 7, 2006. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at
the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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drilled to a depth of approximately 11.5 feet below the basement floor slab of the existing building on the
site. Groundwater was not observed in the boring at the maximum depth drilled of 11.5 feet. Mapping of
the area indicates that the free groundwater surface near the site is approximately ten feet below the
ground surface. The depth of the free groundwater may fluctuate with the seasons.
13a. – 13d. Seismic and Geologic Hazards. The Community Safety Element of the General Plan contains
maps that indicate areas of the City where one or more geologic hazards exist. Maps 2 and 3 in the
Community Safety Element of the General Plan show the intensity of ground shaking in San Francisco
from two of the most probable earthquakes, one of magnitude 7.1 on the San Andreas Fault and one of
magnitude 7.1 on the northern segment of the Hayward fault. The project site is in a Seismic Hazards
Study Zone. The California Division of Mines and Geology designates this area subject to “non‐
structural” to “extreme” damage from seismic groundshaking along either the Peninsula segment of the
San Andreas Fault or the Northern segment of the Hayward fault. The project site is not in an area subject
to landslide, seiche, or tsunami run‐up, or reservoir hazards (Maps 5, 6, and 7 in the Community Safety
Element).66 During the geotechnical engineer’s site reconnaissance, no evidence of active slope instability
was observed at the site or its immediate vicinity.
Based on its San Francisco location, it is likely that the site would experience periodic minor earthquakes
and potentially a major (moment magnitude [Mw] greater than 7.1 characteristic) earthquake on one or
more of the nearby faults during the life of the proposed development. The closest mapped active fault to
the project site is the San Andreas Fault located approximately 8.5 miles to the southwest. The Working
Group for California Earthquake Probabilities estimates a 62 percent probability of an earthquake of Mw
6.7 or greater occurring on one of the major faults in the Bay Area by 2031.67
The project site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by the Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act and no known fault or potentially active fault exists on the site. In a seismically active area,
such as the San Francisco Bay area, the possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults
previously existed. The geotechnical investigation report for the project site found no evidence of active
faulting on the site and concluded that the risk of surface faulting is low. However, during an earthquake
along any of the major faults mentioned above, the ground at the project site would experience strong to
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City and County of San Francisco, Community Safety Element of the San Francisco General Plan, April 1997.
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Earthquake probabilities were analyzed by the Working Group for California Earthquake Probabilities, a group
assembled by the U.S. Geological Survey, Earthquake Hazards Program. Its analysis is available online for review at
http://quake.usgs.gov/research/seismology/wg02/.
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very strong shaking. Strong shaking during an earthquake can result in ground failure associated with
soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential compaction (also referred to as cyclic densification).
The project site is not located in an area delineated by the California Division of Mines and Geology as
historically or potentially subject to liquefaction (Map 4 in the Community Safety Element), and the
material encountered by the geotechnical consultant from the on‐site boring is not subject to liquefaction.
Therefore, the geotechnical consultant concluded that there is low potential for damage to the proposed
project from liquefaction.
Lateral spreading or lurching is generally caused by liquefaction of marginally stable soils underlying
gentle slopes. Because the site has a low potential for liquefaction, the geotechnical consultant concluded
that the potential for lateral spreading also is low.
Densification can occur in clean, loose granular soils during earthquake shaking, resulting in seismic
settlement and differential compaction. The geotechnical consultant concluded that earth materials
subject to seismic densification do not exist beneath the project site in sufficient thickness to affect the
proposed project adversely.
Geotechnical Recommendations. The geotechnical analysis completed for the proposed project made
recommendations for foundation design, seismic design, site preparation and grading, suitable fill,
temporary slopes, underpinning for adjacent buildings and improvements, shoring, dewatering,
drainage, and other geotechnical aspects of the proposed project. The geotechnical analysis found the site
suitable for development provided that geotechnical recommendations were incorporated into the design
and construction of the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to follow the recommendations
of the current and any updated geotechnical report in constructing the proposed project.
Plan Review. The final building plans would be reviewed by the DBI. In reviewing building plans, the DBI
refers to a variety of information sources to determine existing hazards and assess requirements for
mitigation. Sources reviewed include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and known landslide areas
in San Francisco as well as the building inspectors’ working knowledge of areas of special geologic
concern. The above‐referenced geotechnical investigation would be submitted to the DBI during its
review of building permits for the site. In addition, the DBI could require preparation of additional site‐
specific soils report(s) in conjunction with permit applications, if needed.
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13f. Topography. The project site is generally flat and has no unique topography. The proposed project
would have no significant impact with respect to topographical features of the site.
Conclusion. For all of the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts
related to geology, topography, or seismic or soil hazards, either individually or cumulatively. These
issues will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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
stormwater 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?
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Topics:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

14a., 14b., and 14f. Water Quality. The proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality
or contaminate a public water supply. All wastewater from the proposed project building, and
stormwater runoff from the project site, would flow into the City’s combined sewer system to be treated
at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay. Treatment
would be provided pursuant to the effluent discharge standards contained in the City’s National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the plant. During operations and
construction, the proposed project would be required to comply with all local wastewater discharge and
water quality requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water
quality.
Groundwater. As discussed in Topic 13. Geology and Soils, above, groundwater was not observed in the
boring drilled to a maximum depth of 11.5 feet below the existing basement level, but mapping of the
project area indicates that the free groundwater surface in the vicinity of the site is approximately ten feet
below the ground surface (bgs).
Due to the anticipated depth of excavation of approximately two feet below the existing basement level,
which is the approximate level of mapped groundwater in the project area, dewatering could be required
during excavation. The Bureau of System Planning, Environment, and Compliance of the Public Utilities
Commission must be notified of projects requiring dewatering, and may require groundwater analysis
before discharge. Any groundwater discharged during construction of the proposed project would be
subject to requirements of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance (Ordinance Number 199‐77) that
groundwater meet specified water quality standards before it may be discharged into the sewer system.
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Should dewatering be necessary, the final soils report would address the potential settlement and
subsidence impacts of this dewatering. Based on this discussion, the soils report would determine
whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to monitor any movement or
settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets. If a monitoring survey were recommended, the
DBI would require that a Special Inspector (as defined in Article 3 of the Building Code) be retained by
the project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells might be installed to
monitor potential settlement and subsidence. If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable
movement were to occur during construction, groundwater recharge would be used to halt this
settlement. The project sponsor would delay construction if necessary. Costs for the survey and any
necessary repairs to service lines under the street would be borne by the project sponsor. If dewatering
were necessary, the project sponsor and its contractor would follow the geotechnical engineers’
recommendations regarding dewatering to avoid settlement of adjacent streets, utilities, and buildings
that could potentially occur as a result of dewatering.
The project site is completely covered with impervious surfaces and natural groundwater flow would
continue under and around the site. Construction of the proposed project would not increase impervious
surface coverage on the site nor reduce infiltration and groundwater recharge. Therefore, the proposed
project would not substantially alter existing groundwater quality or surface flow conditions.
14g., 14h., and 14i. Flooding Potential. As noted above, the project site is covered with impervious
surfaces and the proposed project would not change the amount of impervious surface area at the site. As
a result, there would be no increase in the quantity and rate of stormwater runoff from the site that flows
to the City’s combined sewer system. Site drainage would be redesigned with the proposed project, but
site runoff would continue to drain to the City’s combined storm and sanitary sewer. The basement area
of the building would be water‐tight to avoid the need to permanently pump and discharge water.
Because stormwater flows from the proposed project could be accommodated by the existing combined
sewer system, and because there would not be an expected increase in stormwater flows, the proposed
project would not significantly impact surface or ground water quality nor cause substantial flooding or
erosion.
Erosion. Over the construction period, there would be a potential for erosion and transportation of soil
particles during site preparation, excavation, foundation pouring, and construction of the building shell.
Once in surface water runoff, sediment and other pollutants could leave the construction site and
ultimately be released into San Francisco Bay. As discussed above, stormwater runoff from project
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construction would drain to the combined sewer and stormwater system and be treated at the Southeast
Water Pollution Control Plant. Pursuant to Building Code Chapter 33 (Excavation and Grading) and the
City’s NPDES permit, the project sponsor would be required to implement measures to reduce potential
erosion impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality.
Flood Hazards. 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 maps are published for the City.
However, FEMA is preparing Flood Insurance Rate Maps (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 “base flood” or “100‐year flood”).
FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area
(“SFHA”).
Because FEMA has not previously published a FIRM for the City and County of San Francisco, there are
no identified SFHAs within San Francisco’s 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. FEMA anticipates publishing a revised preliminary FIRM in 2009, 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.
FEMA has tentatively identified SFHAs along the City’s shoreline in 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).68 According to the preliminary map, the 740 Washington Street project site is
not within an “A” or a “V” zone.
On June 10, 2008, legislation was introduced at the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to enact a
floodplain management ordinance to govern new construction and substantial improvements in flood
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City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance Program Flood Sheet,
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/factsheet.pdf.
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prone areas of San Francisco, and to authorize the City’s participation in NFIP upon passage of the
ordinance. Specifically, the proposed floodplain management ordinance includes a requirement that any
new construction or substantial improvement of structures in a designated flood zone must meet certain
flood damage minimization requirements. The NFIP regulations allow a local jurisdiction to issue
variances to its floodplain management ordinance under certain narrow circumstances without
jeopardizing the local jurisdiction’s 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.
Once the Board of Supervisors adopts the Floodplain Management Ordinance, the DPW will publish
flood maps for the City, and applicable City departments and agencies may begin implementation for
new construction and substantial improvements in areas shown on the Interim Floodplain Map.
Conclusion. Based on the information presented above, the proposed project would not have significant
water quality, groundwater, flooding, or erosion impacts, nor be at risk from dam or levee failure or from
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow inundation. Therefore, these topics will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

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?

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?
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Topics:

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?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Not Applicable

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip;
therefore, checklist items 15e and 15f would not apply to the proposed project.
15a. – 15d. Hazardous Materials Use and Emissions. The City has adopted an ordinance (Ordinance 253‐
86, signed by the Mayor on June 27, 1986), which requires analyzing soil for hazardous wastes within
specified areas, known as the Maher area, when over 50 cubic yards of soil is to be disturbed and on sites
specifically designated by the Director of the DPW.69 The project site falls outside the boundary of the
Maher Ordinance and, therefore, would not be subject to this ordinance. As discussed in Topic 11. Public
Services, Schools, above, there are several public schools located within ¼ mile of the project site.
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the project site.70 An ESA assesses
possible environmental concerns related to on‐site or nearby chemical use, storage, handling, spillage,
and/or on‐site disposal, with particular focus on potential degradation of soil or groundwater quality.
The ESA also reviews the land use history of the project site and operating practices at or near the site to
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The Maher Ordinance applies to that portion of the City bayward of the original high tide line, where past industrial
uses and fill associated with the 1906 earthquake and bay reclamation often left hazardous waste residue in soils and
groundwater. The ordinance requires that soils must be analyzed for hazardous wastes if more than 50 cubic yards of
soil are to be disturbed.
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Innovative & Creative Environmental Solutions (ICES), Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 740 Washington Street, San
Francisco, California, December 19, 2006. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at the San
Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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assess potential hazards from reported chemical releases on nearby properties and the potential
migration of chemicals, contaminants, and toxics onto the project site.
Project Site. Based on historic aerial photographs (dating from 1946) and historic Sanborn Fire Insurance
Maps (dating from 1877), the project site was occupied by a three‐story structure in 1877, which was
destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire. The existing structure on the site was built after the 1906
earthquake. Uses at the structures on the site since 1877 have included a store, a restaurant, and
residential. Any site that burned in the Great Fire resulting from the 1906 Earthquake is presumed to be
contaminated with acrid and lead rubble fill. Site inspection conducted for the Phase I ESA did not
indicate the presence or former presence of below‐ground fuel storage tanks (USTs) or below‐ground
hazardous waste storage, or note any evidence of spills or dumping on‐site. The project site is not on the
Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, commonly called the “Cortese List,” compiled by the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. The project site is not listed in database reports from state and federal regulatory agencies that
identify businesses and properties that handle or have released hazardous materials or waste.
Due to potential presence of lead within the subsurface of the site, a limited site investigation was
conducted. Three samples were taken between 24‐30 inches beneath the basement floor which is at 10.5
feet below street level. Laboratory analytical results indicated that the soil samples contained lead
concentrations ranging from 11 to 100 parts per million (ppm) total threshold limit concentrations (TTLC)
for lead.71 The detectable lead concentrations are below the hazardous waste levels, within background
levels for soil in the Bay Area, and below the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Environmental
Screening Levels (ESLs) of 200 ppm for residential land use.72 Therefore, based on the DPH findings for
the presence of lead in project site soil being below background levels and the threshold considered
unsafe, no further action is necessary.
Operating the new building would involve handling a range of common types of hazardous commercial
and household products, such as paints, cleaners, toners, solvents, disinfectants, and detergents.
Businesses are required by law to ensure employee safety by identifying hazardous commercial
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Innovative & Creative Environmental Solutions (ICES), Limited Site Investigation Report, 740 Washington Street, San
Francisco, California, October 7, 2009. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at the San
Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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Stephanie Cushing, SF Department of Public Health, Local Oversight Committee Hazardous Waste, e‐mail to Jeremy
Battis, Planning Department, October 15, 2009. A copy of this document is on file and available for public review at the
San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E
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products, and adequately training workers. Household products are labeled to inform users of potential
risks and to instruct them in appropriate storage, handling, and disposal procedures. For these reasons,
hazardous materials use for operating the proposed residential and institutional building would not pose
a substantial public health or safety hazards to the surrounding area.
Surrounding Area. Surrounding property historically has been used for residential and a variety of
commercial purposes. In the database reports from State and federal regulatory agencies mentioned
above, a total of 348 cases with possible releases of chemicals of concern to the environment were
identified in the site vicinity within the area of the search. Of these, 347 are considered not to have
impacted the project site because they have a status of no further action (NFA), were de‐listed, have no
reported violations, are approximately one‐eighth mile or greater from the project site, or are cross‐ or
down‐gradient from the site. An NFA or de‐listed status for a site/case indicates that chemical releases to
the environment had not occurred or had been successfully remediated. Sites/cases with a “No
Violations” notation have not had known releases of chemicals into the environment. The local
topography suggests that local groundwater gradient flows in an easterly to southeasterly direction. It is,
therefore, unlikely that properties situated in the cross‐ or down‐gradient locations of the site could have
impacted the site through groundwater flow.
The remaining case that could potentially affect soil and groundwater quality at the project site is located
at the Portsmouth Square Garage, southeast of the project site on the opposite side of Washington Street.
In November and December 1987, three existing 4,000‐gallon gasoline USTs and one 550‐gallon waste oil
UST were abandoned in place at the site along Kearny Street. A soil sample collected at a depth of
approximately 15 feet bgs in the approximate vicinity of the USTs indicated a concentration of total
petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg) of 600 mg/kg. A second soil sample collected adjacent
to the above‐mentioned boring location indicated a non‐detectible concentration of TPHg. Based on the
soil sampling results, it appeared that the petroleum‐affected soil was limited to a small area within the
abandoned USTs. One monitoring well was installed along Kearny Street, east of and down gradient of
the site. Groundwater sampling conducted for four consecutive quarters indicated that the underlying
groundwater was not impacted. The site received NFA status and regulatory case closure by the DPH on
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March 7, 1997.73 The project site would not have been subject to hazard vectors because the USTs were
down gradient from the project site.
Based on the information discussed above, there is no significant contamination of soil or groundwater
related to the site, but asbestos and lead surveys of the existing building should be conducted (see
Hazardous Building Materials, below).
Hazardous Building Materials—Asbestos. An asbestos survey of the existing building on the project site,
which was constructed in 1906, identified a number of potential asbestos‐containing building materials
(ACMB).74 Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, 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 BAAQMD is vested by the California legislature with authority to
regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and is to
be notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or asbestos abatement work. The notification
must include: (1) the names and addresses of the operations; (2) the names and addresses of persons
responsible; and (3) the location and description of the structure to be demolished/altered, including size,
age, and prior use, and the approximate amount of friable asbestos; (4) scheduled starting and
completion dates of demolition or asbestos abatement work; (5) nature of the planned work and methods
to be employed; (6) procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; (7) and the name and
location of the waste disposal site to be used. The BAAQMD randomly inspects asbestos removal
operations. In addition, the BAAQMD will inspect any removal operation about which a complaint has
been received. Any ACBM disturbance at the project site would be subject to the requirements of
BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Materials; Asbestos Demolition, Renovation and
Manufacturing.
The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health Administration must also be notified of
asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow State regulations
contained in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6 through 341.14 are applicable when there is asbestos‐related

73

Albert Lee, Senior Environmental Health Inspector, San Francisco Department of Public Health, Remedial Action
Completion Certification, March 7, 1997, Underground Storage Tank Case Closure, Portsmouth Square Garage. A copy
of this document is on file and available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission
Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E
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Envirowest Inc., Single Project Asbestos Survey Report For: 740 Washington St., San Francisco, CA, Requested By: Self Help
For The Elderly, San Francisco, CA, Project No. 2237.06, December 27, 2006. This document is on file and available for
public review at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street as part of Case No. 2007.0211E.
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work involving 100 sq.ft. 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 are required to file a Hazardous Waste Manifest that details the hauling of the
material from the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California Law, the DBI would not issue the
required permit until the applicant has complied with the notice requirements described above and has
received a letter from the BAAQMB stating that all ACBMs have been disposed of in accordance
application regulations.
These regulations and procedures established as part of the permit review process would ensure that any
potential impacts due to asbestos would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
Hazardous Building Materials—Lead‐based Paint. Lead paint may be found in the existing building
constructed before 1974 and proposed for demolition as part of the proposed project. Demolition must be
conducted in compliance with Section 3423 of the San Francisco Building Code (Building Code), Work
Practices for Exterior Lead‐Based Paint on Pre‐1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is any
work that may disturb or remove lead paint on the exterior of any building, or the interior of occupied
buildings (E3, R1, or R3 occupancy classifications) built prior to or on December 31, 1978, Section 3423
requires specific notification and work standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties.
Section 3423 applies to buildings or steel structures on which original construction was completed prior
to 1979, which are assumed to have lead‐based paint on their surfaces unless a certified lead
inspector/assessor tests surfaces for lead and determines it is not present according to the definitions of
Section 3423. The ordinance contains performance standards, including establishment of containment
barriers, at least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in 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 lead
paint contaminants 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.
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The Ordinance also includes notification requirements, contents of notice, and requirements for project
site signs. Prior to commencement of exterior work that disturbs or removes 100 or more sq.ft. or 100 or
more linear feet of lead‐based paint in total, the responsible party must provide the Director of the DBI
with written notice that describes the address and location of the proposed project; the scope and specific
location of the work; whether the responsible party has reason to know or presume that lead‐based paint
is present; the methods and tools for paint disturbance and/or removal; the approximate age of the
structure; anticipated job start and completion dates for the work; whether the building is residential or
nonresidential; whether it is owner‐occupied or rental property; the 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: a Post Sign notifying the public of restricted
access to work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to protection
from lead in the home, and 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 for compliance by the DBI, and enforcement, and describes penalties for non‐compliance
with the requirements of the ordinance.
These regulations and procedures, already established as part of the building permit review process,
would ensure that potential impacts of the proposed project due to the presence of lead‐based paint
would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
Other Potentially Hazardous Building Materials. In addition to asbestos‐containing building materials and
lead‐based paint, the existing building on the site may contain other potentially hazardous building
materials such as polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), contained primarily in exterior paint, sealants,
electrical equipment, and fluorescent light fixtures. Fluorescent light bulbs are also regulated (for their
disposal) due to their mercury content. Inadvertent release of such materials during demolition could
expose construction workers, occupants, or visitors to these substances and could result in various
adverse health effects if exposure were of sufficient quantity. Although abatement or notification
programs described above for asbestos and lead‐based paint have not been adopted for PCBs, mercury,
other lead‐containing materials, or other possible hazardous materials, items containing these substances
that are intended for disposal must be managed as hazardous waste and handled in accordance with
OSHA worker protection requirements. The potential impact associated with encountering hazardous
building materials such as PCBs, mercury, and lead would be considered a potentially significant impact.
Hazardous building materials sampling and abatement pursuant to existing regulations prior to
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renovation work, as described in Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1, would reduce potential impacts
associated with PCBs, mercury, lead, and other toxic building substances in structures to a less‐than‐
significant level. With Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1 implemented, the proposed demolition and
construction of the proposed project would not have the potential to pose a direct (through material
removal, if required) or indirect (through transport of materials or accidental release) public health
hazard to the surrounding neighborhood.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 (PCBs, Mercury, Lead, and Other Hazardous Building Materials)
The project sponsor shall ensure that pre‐construction building surveys for PCB‐ and mercury‐
containing equipment, fluorescent lights, lead, mercury and other potentially toxic building
materials are performed prior to the start of demolition. Any hazardous building materials so
discovered shall be abated according to federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
15g. Emergency Response Plans. The proposed infill development project would not interfere with
emergency response or evacuation plans. Occupants of the proposed building would incrementally
contribute to potential congestion if an emergency evacuation of the Mission District neighborhood were
required. The project sponsor would develop an evacuation and emergency response plan, as required,
to be reviewed by the Office of Emergency Services, to ensure coordination between citywide and site‐
specific emergency planning.
15h. Fire Hazards. San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the Building and Fire
Codes. The final building plans for any new residential project greater than two units are reviewed by the
San Francisco Fire Department (as well as the DBI), in order to ensure conformance with these
provisions. The proposed project includes installing sprinklers and fire alarm systems. Depending on
building type, the proposed project may also include development of an emergency procedure manual
and an exit drill plan. Therefore, potential fire hazards (including those associated with hillside
development, hydrant water pressure, and emergency access) would be mitigated during the permit
review process.
Conclusion. Potential public health and safety hazards related to the routine use of hazardous materials,
and related to potential fire hazards in the new building would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level
as a result of regulations and procedures already established as part of the building permit review
process. The presence of hazardous materials in the soil on the project site is less than hazard thresholds
and has been determined to be less than significant. The EIR will not these topics discuss further. The
possible presence of hazardous materials in the building on the project site would be reduced to a less‐

Case No. 2007.0211E

100

740 Washington Street
a.k.a. Tom Do Hing Senior Center

than‐significant level through the implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1, and the EIR will not
discuss these topics further.

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?

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?

16a. – 16b. Mineral Resources. All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral
Resource Zone 4 (MRZ‐4) by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) under the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (CDMG, Open File Report 96‐03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and
II). This designation indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment to any other
MRZ and thus, the site is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits. Since the project site is
developed, future evaluation or designation of the site would not affect or be affected by the proposed
project. There are no operational mineral resource recovery sites in the project area whose operations or
accessibility would be affected by the construction or operation of the proposed project. Therefore,
checklist items 16a and 16b are not applicable to the proposed project.
16c. Energy Impacts. The proposed project would involve the construction of 18 dwelling units and a
senior center. The increase in residential population and employment and site visitors would result in an
increase in energy use. However, the increase in site population and employment would be small in the
context of overall population and employment in San Francisco. For that reason, the proposed project
would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy. The proposed project would meet
current State and local standards regarding energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations enforced by the DBI. As a result, the proposed project would not result in a wasteful
use of energy and no significant impacts would occur.
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Conclusion. The proposed project would not result in mineral resource impacts or significant energy
impacts, and these topics will not be evaluated further in the EIR.

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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?

17a. – 17c. Agricultural Use. The project site is developed and is in an urban area that does not include
any agricultural uses or agricultural zoning. The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the site as “Urban and Built‐up Land.”75 Because the site
does not contain agricultural uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not convert
any prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non‐agricultural uses,
and it would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural land use or a Williamson Act contract, nor
would it involve any changes to the environment that could result in the conversion of farmland.
Conclusion. For the reasons discussed above, the proposed project would not affect agricultural
resources and agricultural resource issues will not be discussed further.

75

California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2002.
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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?

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?

18a. Potential to Degrade the Quality of the Environment. The proposed project has the potential to
disturb soils at the project site that may contain archeologoical resources associated with the Yerba Buena
or Gold Rush period, which may qualify as historic resources under CEQA. Therefore, the proposed
project would have a potentially significant impact on these cultural and historic resources. Mitigation
Measure M‐CP‐1, contained in Section E, Topic 4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, above, pages
41 to 44, has been incorporated into the proposed project to address potential construction‐related
impacts on archeological resources. Implementation of this measure would reduce this potential
archeological impact of the proposed project to a less‐than‐significant level. The proposed project also
has the potential to affect historic resources, both individually and cumulatively, through the demolition
of a structure that is a contributor to the National Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District historic
resource.
18b. Cumulative Impacts. As noted above, the proposed project has the potential to cumulatively affect
the National Register‐eligible Chinatown Historic District historic resource. The proposed development
and any surrounding development would be anticipated to add activity to the project vicinity. For each
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checklist item, the evaluation in this Initial Study has considered both the individual and cumulative
impacts of the proposed project, and for all checklist items other than Historical Resources (checklist item
4a) it did not identify impacts that would be cumulatively considerable.
18c. Substantial Adverse Effects on Humans. Based on the preceding assessment in this Initial Study,
the proposed project would have no impact or a less‐that‐significant impact in the following areas: land
use, aesthetic, population and housing, transportation, noise, air quality, wind, shadow, recreation,
utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and
water quality, mineral and energy resources, and agricultural resources. As such, the proposed project
would not have related environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly. It should be noted that this assessment has determined that the
proposed project could result in a significant hazardous building materials impact if not mitigated to a
less‐than‐significant level. This potential significant impact would therefore be mitigated to a less‐than‐
significant level by incorporating Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1, contained in Section E, Topic 15,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, above, page 100, to address potential construction‐related impacts
from hazardous building materials. Implementation of this measure would reduce any potential
environmental effect surrounding this issue to a less‐than‐significant level. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on humans.

F. ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives to the proposed project would be defined further and described in the EIR. At a minimum,
the alternatives analyzed would include the following:
1.

A No Project Alternative in which the project site would remain in its existing condition with
the existing building.

2.

A Preservation Alternative (Adaptive Reuse): the existing building on the project site would be
rehabilitated and reused, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, as a senior center and/or senior housing with a small, one‐
story vertical addition.

3.

A Compatible In‐fill Alternative: the project would be modified to be a compatible new
structure within the proposed Chinatown Historic District that would fully conform to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.
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4.

A No New Shadow Alternative: the project would be modified to avoid casting shadow on
Portsmouth Square.
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G. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study:

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

will be prepared.
~ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions

or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
documentation is required.
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