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AMENDED IN COMMITTE' 
FILE NO; 191253 2/3/2020 ORDINAI\'-'E NO. 

1 {Street Vacation- Millennium Tower 301 Mission Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project] 

2 

3 Ordinanc~ ordering the vacation of the sidewalk portion of streets on the south side o{ 

4 Mission Street at the intersection of Mission and Fremont Streets and on the east side 

5 of Fremont Street at the same intersection to allow a structural upgrade of the 301 

6 Mission Street high-rise building known as Millenni~m Tower, subject to certain 

7 conditions; rededicating the area subject to the street vacation to puplic use for street 

8 . and right-of-way purposes after the City's issuance of an easement for the 

9 · abovementioned structural upgrade; adopting environmental findings under the 

10 California Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that the vacation and 

11 rededication of the street area are consistent with the General Plan, and the eight 

12 . priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing actions in 

13 furtherance of this Ordinance. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18. 

19 

20 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Aria! font 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times .Z'lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Aria! font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

21 Section 1. Environmental and General Plan Findings. 

22 (a) On November 20, 2019, the Planning Department published a Preliminary 
. . . 

23 Mitigated Negative Declaration ("PMND") for the 301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower 

24 Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project (the "Project"). The PMND found that although the Project 

25 could have potentially significant impacts on the environment, such impacts will be reduced to 
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. . 
1 a less than significant level because Millennium Tower Association (the "Project Sponsor") will 

2 implement all mitigation measures identified in the PMND. The Planning Department 

3 prepared and publicized the PMND in compliance with the provisions of the California 

4 Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., 

5 "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelin"es (California Code of Regulations Title 14 Sections 15000 

6 et seq.), arid Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). 

7 (b) On December 2i, 2019, following the required notice and appeal period, the 

8 Planning Department published a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ("FMND"), a copy of 

9 which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 191253 and incorpqrated 

10 herein by reference. 

11 (c) In a letter dated December 27, 2019 (the "General Plan Referral letter"), the 

12 Planning Department determined that the street vacation and rededication of the area subject 

13 to the street vacation as public use for street and right-of-way purposes are, on balance, 

14 consistent with the General Plan and with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 

15 1 01.1. A c_opy of said letter is on file with the Cl~rk of the Board of Supervisors in File No .. 

16 191253 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of Supervisors adopts as its own 

17 the consistency findings of the General Plan Referral Letter for purposes of this ordinance. 

18 (d) As part of its determination on the General Plan, the Planning Department 

19 reviewed and considered the FMND. As part of the General Plan Referral Letter, the Planning 

20 Department adopted CEQA Findings and the proposed mitigation monitoring and reporting 

21 program (collectively, "CEQA Findings") as required by State and local law.·. The Board of 

22 Supervisors hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the CEQA Findings. In so doing, 

· 23. the Board of Supervisors approves and endorses the mitigation monitoring and reporting 

24 program for implementation by other City departments. A copy of the CEQA Findings and the 

25 
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1 . mitigation monitoring and reporting program is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

2 Supervisors in File No. 191253 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

3. (e) The Board of Supervisors finds that the actions taken in this ordinance are within 

4 the scope of the Project analyzed in the FMND and subject to the CEQA Findings. The Board 

5 of Supervisors further finds that (1) no substantial changes are proposed in the Project and no 

6 substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which this Project 

7 will be undertaken that would cause new significant environmental effects or a substantial 

8 increase in the severity of previously identified effects and (2) there is no new information of 

· 9 substantial importance showing that the Project would have any significant effects not 

10 discussed in the FMND, that significant effects would be substantially more severe, or that 

11 . new or different mitigation measures or alternatives would substantially reduce one or more 

12 significant effects of the Project. 

13 

14 Section 2. Background and Gerieral Finding~. 

15 (a) The Project is associated with the 50,500-square:-foot (1.16-acre) parcel 

16 (Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3719, Lots 020-440) at 301 Mission Street located on the south 

17 side of Mission Street between Fremont and Beale streets within San Francisco's Financial 

18 District (the "Property"). The existing high-rise on the 301 Mission Street parcel is called the 

19 Millennium Tower. The.Tower building covers a footprint of approximately 32,960 square feet 

20. and its foun.dation system consists of a 1 0-foot-thick reinforced concrete niat foundation. 

21 (b) In accordance with information provided by the Project Sponsor, since completion 

22 of construction of the Tower in 2009, the area around the Tower and Property has 
. . 

23 experienced differential settlement due to consolidation and compression of the ·soil layer 

24 ben·eath the Colma Sand, which is known as Old Bay Clay, and tilting to the northwest near 

25 the·corner of Mission and Fremont Streets. 
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1 (c) The Project consists of a structural upgrade of the Tower building foundation that 

2 includes installation of a horizontal extension of the existing mat foundation for the Tower 

3 building within an approxin1ately 8-foot-wide zone beneath the public right~of-way sidewalk 

4 ·area and immediately' adjacent to the Tower along Fremont and Mission Streets, supported by 

5 52 ·new piles extending to bedrock. The 52 new piles are referred to as "perimeter piles" and 

6 the. extended mat foundation is referred to as the "collar foundation." In addition to preventing 

7 further settlement in the northwest corner of the Tower's existing foundation, the Project 

8 Sponsor has stated that this effort may allow for gradual tilt correction of the Tower building 

9 .over time. 

10 (d) The Project Sponsor will stage construction activities adjacent to the Property 

11 along Fremont, Mission, and Beale Streets, requiring the closure of one travel lane and 

12 sidewalks along Fremont and Mission Streets and restricting pedestrian access on the 

13 sidewalk along Beale Street during portions of construction. There would be limited or no 

14 pedestrian access along the Fremont and Mission Streets sides of the Tower during the 

15 entirety of construction, because the structural upgrade construction would occur in the 

16 sidewalk area; however, after completion of the structural upgrade, the Project Sponsor would 

17 restore the site and sidewalk area to pre-construction conditions. 

18 (e) The perm·anently installed perimeter piles and collar foundation would occupy a 

19 portion of current public right-of-way on Mission and Fremont Streets that is subject to the 

20 public trust doctrine, which designation would be removed by a $tate Trust exchange 

21 agreement approved by the California State Lands Commission, the San Francisco Port 

22 Commission, and this Board of Supervisors ("Public Trust Exchange"). The Public Trust 

23 Exchange is addressed in a companion ordinance that is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

24 Supervisors in File No. ·19·1286. The vacation of the Vacation Area authorized by this 

25 ordinance is conditioned upon the Public Trust Exchange being final and effective. 
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1 (f) The street vacation proceeding associated with the Project is for the sidewalk 

2 portions of Mission Street and Fremont Street near the Mission an·d Fremont Streets 

3 intersection (collectively, the "Vacation Area") and identified· more particularly on the Public 

4 Works (11PW') SUR Map No. 2019-006, dated January 8; 2020 (the "SUR Map"). A copy of 

5 the SUR Map is on file .with the Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No. 191253 and· 

6 incorporated herein by reference. The Assessor's Office has assigned Assessor's Parcel 

7 Block No: 3719, Lot 519, to the Mission Street portion and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3719; 

8 Lot 520, to the Fremont Street portion of the Vacation Area. 

9 (g) The street vacation would allow a p.ortion of the Vacation Area to be permanently 

10 occupied by the Project in accordance with the terms of an easement that the City and County 

11 . of San Francisco proposes !Qj]rant to the Project Sponsor (the "301 Mission Street 

12 Easement" or "Easement"). 
. ' 

13 (h) The Board of Supervisors will consider the grant of the 301 Mission Street 

14 Easement in a-yet to be introduced companion legislationresolution on file vvith the Clerk of 

15 the Board of Supervisors in File No . 

. 16 (i) The City is prohibited from granting a non-revoca?le permit: or easement over the 

17 public right-of-way unless the subject area is vacated in accordance with the California Streets 

18 and Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq. and Public Works Code SeCtion _787. 

19 Consequently, in order to accommodate the Project and grant the 301 Mission Street 

20 Easement, the City will need to temporarily vacate the Vacation Area prior to granting such 

21 Easement. Once the street vacation occurs and the Board of Supervisors approves the 

22 Easement legislation and said Easement is granted and recorded, the City intends to restore 

23 · the street status on the Vacation Area so it will continue in its current form as a dedicated 

24 public fight-of-way. Therefore, when the 301 Mission Street Easement is effective and 

25 recorded, the Vacation Area will be rededicated to public use for street and right-of-way 

!ylayor Breed 
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1 purposes subject to the Easement. 

2 .W The Board of Supervisors also will consider the settlement of litigation related to 301 

3 Mission Street that comprised of all complai.nts and associat~d cross-claims and cross-. · 

4 complaints coordinated and/or consolidated under the case entitled, Laura S. Lehman v. 

5 Transbay Joint Powers Authority, eta!., C<;1se Number CGC-16-553758 in the Superior Court 

6 of San Francisco in a companion ordinance (the "Settlement Ordinance"). But for this 
. . 

7 settlement, the Board of Supervisors would not undertake this street vacation or the 

8 companion resolution for the 301 Mission Street Easement Consequently, the street Vacation 

9 ordinance will ·not be operative unless and until the Board of Supervisors approves the yet to 

10 · be introduced Settlement Ordinance and said Ordinance is final and effective. The Settlement 

11 on file v,rith the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

12 . (k) The Public Works ("PW')Director has prepared PW Order No. 202465, dated, 

13 dated January 8, 2020, in Tegard to the vacation and other actions contemplated herein and 

14 has made the following determinations: (1) the Vacation Area shown in SUR Map 2019-006 

15 . will no longer be necessary for the. City's present or prospective future public street, sidewalk, 

16 · and public service easement purposes on a temporary basis until the City approves the grant 

17 of th~ 301 Mission Street Easeme;nt to the Project Sponsor for the Project and said easement 

18 ·is recorded; (2) concurrent with recor~ation of the 30·1 Mission Street Easement, the Vacation 

19 Area should be rededicateq to public use for street and right-of-way purposes.subject to the 

20 Easement in order to restore the existing street use status to the·vacat~on Area; (3) in 

· . 21 · accordance with California Streets and Highways Code Section 892, the Vacation Area will 

22 not be wseful as a nonmotorized transportation facility, as defined in Streets and Highways 

23 Code Section 887, because the entire Vacation Area is below. grade; (4) the public interest, 

24 convenience, and n~cessity require that the street vacation occur as contemplated to protect 

25 the public safety and .allow for the Project to be implemented; and (5) it is a policy matter for 

Mayor Breed 
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1 the Board of. Supervisors to grant the 301 Mission Street Easement over the.City's interest in 

2 the Vacation Area to the Project Sponsor. A copy of the PW Order is on file with th.e Clerk of 

3 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 191253 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

4 (I) In addition, the PW Director, in PW Order No. 202465, recommended: (1) that the 

5 Board of Supervisors adopt the legislation to vacate the Vacation Area; (2) that the Board of 

6 Supervisors authorize the Mayor, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, Director of Pro.perty, 

7 County Surveyor, and PW Director to take any and all actions which they or the City Attorney 

8 may deem necessary or advisable in order to effectuate the purpose and intent of this 

9 ordinance; and (3) that the operative date of the street vacation be conditioned upon the 

10 folloWing: (i) the Public Trust Exchange being final and effective and (ii) the Settlement 

11 Ordinance being final and effective .. 

12 (m) On March 3, 2020, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 034-20 (the 

13 ·"Resolution of Intent"), which declared the intention of the Board to conditionally vacate the 

14 Vacation Area. A copy of this resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

. 15 File No. 191252 and incorporated hereiri by reference.· 

16 . . (n) The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors published the Resolution of Intent in the 

17 manner required by law and transmitted to the PW Director a certified copy of the Resolution 

18 of Intent, and the PW Director posted the Resolution of Intent in the manner required by law .. 

19 (o) The vacation actions contemplated by this ordinance are conducted under the 

20 general vacation procedures of the Public Streets, Highways and Service Easements 

21 Vacation Law (California Streets and Highways Code SedionsB300 et seq.) and Public 

22 Works Code Section 787(a). 

23 . Ill 

24 Section 3. Street Vacation and Conditions. 

25 
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1 (a) Except as set forth in subsection.(d), the Board of Supervisors hereby adopts the 

2 findings, :determinations, and recommendations of PW Order No. 202465 and temporarily 

3 · vacates the Vacation Area, as shown on the SUR Map No. 2019-006, in the manner 

4 described in Section (2)(k) and (I) of this ordinance, upon satisfaction of the con'ditions 

5 described in this ordinance and pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code Sections 

6 8300 et seq. and San Francisco Public Works Code Section 787(a). 

7 (b) For reference purposes, the Vacation Area also shall be identified as Assessor's 

8 Parcel Block No. 3719, Lot 519, for the Mission Street portion and Assessor's Parcel Block 

9 No. 3719, Lot 520, for'the Fremont Street portion of the Vacation Area. 

10 · (c) The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that the Vacation Area is unnecessary for 

11 present or prospective public use, subject to the conditions described in this ordinance. 

· 12 (d) The Board finds that the public interest, convenience, and nec.essity require that. 

13 the StreetVacation be done as declared in this ordinance. 

14 (e) The Street Vacation shall be operative as to all of the Vacation Area when: (1) the 

15 Public Trust Exchange becomes final and effective and (2) the Settlement Ordinance 

16 becomes final and effective. 

17 (f) No existing easements or otherrights are reserved for any public utility facilities that 

18 are in place in the Vacation Area during the term of the vacation, and any rights based upon 

· 19 any such public utility facilities shall be temporarily .extinguished upon the effectiveness of the 

20 . vacation hereunder and .until the Vacation Area is rededicated to public use as set forth in 

. 21 Section 4 of this ordinance .. 

25 
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. . 

1 (a)_ The vacation of the Vacation Area is temporary and will be operative as set forth in 

2 this ordinance. 

3 (b) The Board of SuperVisors hereby declares that concurrent with recordation of the 

4 301 Mission Street Easement, the Vacation Area shall be rededicated to public use for street 

5 and right-of-way purposes subject to the Easement. 

6 

7 Section 5. The Board of Supervisors hereby directs the Clerk of the Board of 

8 Supervisors to transmit to the PW Director certified copies of this ordinance, and the Board of 

9 Supervisors hereby urges the PW Director to proceed in the manner required by law. The 

10 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors also is hereby directed to transmit to the PW Director 

11 certified copies of this ordinance so that this ordinance may be recorded together with any 

12 other documents necessary to effectuate the ordinance. 

13 

14 Section 6. The Mayor, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, Director of Property, and PW 

15 Director are hereby authorized and directed to take any and all actions which they or the City 

16 Attorney may deem necessary or advisable in order to effectuate the purpose and intent of 

17 this ordinance (including, without limitation, the filing of the ordinance in the Official Records of . 

18 the City and County of San Francisco). 

19 

20 SeCtion 7. Effective and Operative Dates. 

21 (a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs 

22 when the Mayor sign$ the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not 

23 sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the 

24 Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

25 Ill 
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1 (b) This ordinance shall become opera.tive when both of the following have occurred: 

2 (1) the Public Trust Exchange becomes final and effective and (2) the Settlement Ordinance 

3 becomes final arid effective. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO·FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, CityAttorney 

By: 
Hf'lJ D. MALAMUT I 
puty City Attorney · 

Qlb1 \as2019\2000225\014203.14.docx 
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FILE NO. 191253. 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(Amended in Committee, 2/3/2020) 

[Street Vacation -Millennium Tower 301 Mission Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project] 

Ordinance ordering the vacation of the sidewalk portion of streets on the south side of 
Mission Street at the intersection of Mission and Fre·mont Streets and on the east side 
of Fremont Street c;t.t the same intersection to allow a stru~tural upgrade of the 301 · 
Mission Street high-rise building known as Millennium Tow~r, subject to certain 
conditions; rededicating the area subject to the street vacation to public use for street 
and right-of-way purposes after the City's issuance· of an easement for the 
abovementioned structural upgrade; adopting environmental findings. under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that the vacation and 
rededication of the street area are consistent with the Grmeral Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and authorizing actions in 
furtherance of this Ordinance. 

Existing Law 

San Francisco processes the vacation of streets in accordance with.California Streets and 
Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq. and Public Works Code Section 787. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordin~mce would vacate the sidewalk portions of the Mi~sion and Fremont Street · · 
frontages of 301 Mission Street, also referreq to as Millennium Tower, to ·allow for the City to 
grant an easement to. Millennium Tower Associates for purposes of installing and maintaining 
a structural upgrade to the high-rise·building on this property. The legislation would restore.the 
street use status of the vacated area after the easement is recorded. The ordinance would 
adopt various findings associated with these actions, including environmental findings and 
General Plan and Pl.anning Code Section 101.1 findings: The ordinance would become 
operative when both. of the following have occurred: (a) a State Public Trust Exchange 
removing the Trust from the street vacation area becomes final and effective and (b) a Board 
of Supervisors settlement ordinance associated with litigation coqcerning 301 Mission Street· 
becomes final and effective. · 

n:\legana\as2019\2000225\01412335.docx 
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MEMORANDUM 

January 10, 2020 

TO: MEMBERS, PORT COMMISSION 
Hon. Kimberly Brandon, President 
Hon. Willie Adams, Vice President 
Hon. Gail Gilman 
Hon. Victor Makras 
Hon. Doreen Woo Ho 

FROM: Elaine Forbes 
Executive Director· 

SUBJECT: Request approval of a Trust Exchange Agreement with the California 
State Lands Commission that would remove the public trust from certain 
Transbay"Streets and impress the public trust on certain Fisherman's 
Wharf Streets; adopting environmental findings and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight Priority Policies of City 
Planning Code Section 101.1; and authorizing the Port's Executive 
Director to execute documents, make certain modifications and take 
certain actions in furtherance of this Resolution. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Approve Attached Resolution No. 20-01 

·SUMMARY 

The purpose of the memorandum is to. provide the Port Commission and the public with · 
information and analysis regarding Port staffs recommendation to approve the trust 
exchange between the Port, City, and the State Lands Commission for Transbay and 
Fisherman's Wharf streets. Staff recommends approval of a trust exchange to facilitate 
consolidation of the Transbay Transit Center site and implementation of a plan to 
strengthen the substructure of the Millennium Tower residential development at 301 
Mission Street. · 

The new Transbay Transit Center encroaches in part in the airspace over Fremont and 
Beale Streets. The Cfty seeks to acquire from the Port the air and subsurface rights in 
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the streets occupied by the Transit Center structure <:md train box, including the occupied 
portions of Fremont and Beale Streets, for the purpose of creating a single legal parcel 
for the entire Transit Center site. The City als·o seeks to convey a permanent easement 
in the surface and subsurface of a portion of Mission Street in addition to portions of 
Beale and Fremont Streets to permit the construction and maintenance of a retrofit for 
the Millennium Tower residential develop'ment at 301 Mission Street. 

. . 
Those portions of Mission. Street, Fremont Street and Beale Street in the vicinity of the 
Transit Center are among the former State-owned tide and submerged lands granted to 
the City and County of San Francisco by the State in trust under the Burton Act. The 
Burton. Act prohibits the City ·from conveying a permanent interest in the granted lands. 
Accordingly, for the City to convey permanent air and subsurface rights in the Mission, 
Fremont and Beale Streets, the public trust and Burton Act restrictions must be lifted 
fr()m portio.ns of these streets with the approval of the State Lands Commission. 

The City is requesting the Port Commission approve the exchange. If approved, the 
exchange agreementwould be considered by the Board of Supervisors. 

BACKGROUND 

In 2001, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (T JPA) was formed as a joint powers 
agency consisting of the City, AC Transit, and the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
f3oard (Caltrain) for the purpose of constructing a new Transbay .Transit Center. In 
2002, the California State Legislature added Section 5027.1 to the Public Resources 
·Code, authorizing the construction of a replacement of the old transit terminal at the 
same location to serve Caltrain, bus lines, and high-speed rail. 

Caltrans conveyed the former terminal property to the T JPA in 2010. That conveyance,· 
however, did not include any air or subsurface rights in any streets. In 201.1, the Board 
of Supervisors approved an ordinance vacating the public street easement in the 
airspace and subsurface of streets occupied by the new Trans bay Transit Center, and 
authorized the City to quitclaim its interest in those areas to the T JPA (Ordinance No .. 
43-11). With the completion of the Transit Center in 2018 and a legal description · 
defining the area occupied by the Transit Center, the City and the.T JPA are finally 
prepared to proceed with the conveyance of the easements: This has raised the issue 
of whether the City has the legal authority to convey its interests in Fremont, Mission 
and Beale Streets to the T JPA and the proponents of Millennium Tower Association. 

A proposed structural upgrade for the Millennium Tower at 301 Mission Street, if 
approved, may occupy a portion of the surface and subsurface of the same streets that 
are under the Transit Center and ;:ldjacent to the Tower, and the City may wish to 

. convey a permanent easement in the occupied areas to the owners of the Tower"to 
provide for the installation of and occupation related to the structural upgrade.· . . . 
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Burton Act-

The new Transbay Transit Center encroaches in part in the airspace over Fremont and 
Beale Streets. The Transbay Transit Center is built on what was once Yerba Buena 
Cove. When California became a state in.1850, it took title to all the tide and 
submerged lands in the State..:.. including Yerba Buena Cove. The T JPA seeks to 
acquire from the City the air and subsurface rights in the streets occupied by the Transit 

. Center structure and trainbox, including the occupied portions of Fremont and Beale 
Streets, for the purpose of creating a single legal parcel for the. entire Transit Center 

. site. The City also seeks to convey a permanent easement in the surface and 
subsurface of a portion of Mission Street in addition to portions of Beale and Fremont 
Streets to the neighboring property "owner" Millennium Tower Association to permit the 
construction and maintenance of a retrofit for the tower foundation to prevent and · 
potentially correct the subsidence and leaning of the Millennium Tower. 

Those portions of Mission Street, Fremont Street and Beale Street in the vicinity of the 
Transit Center are among the former State owned tide and submerged lands granted to 
the City and County of San Francisco in trust under Chapter 1333 of the Statutes of 
1968 ("Burton Act"). Staff concludes that these streets are impressed with the Public 
Trust because ofthe original formation of the shoreline and Yerba Buena Cove. 

The Burton Act prohibits the City from conveying a permanent interest in the granted 
lands; at most it could conve~ a 66:-year lease or easement. Accordingly, for the City to 
convey permanent air and subsurface rights in the Mission, Fremont and Beale Streets, 
the public trust and Burton Act restrictions must be lifted from portions of these streets. 

Public Trust Exchange 

The State Lands Commission ("State Lands Commission") has authority to approve the 
public trust exchanges of Port property (the ("Trust Exchange") pursuant to Section 5 . 
of Chapter 310, Statutes of 1987 ("Chapter 31 0"). Under Chapter 310, the City has the 
authority, subject to State Lands Commission approval, to exchange City property 
subject to the Public Tru'st with public or private entities for property not subject to the 
Public Trust if the City and State Lands Commission make certain findings. The 
findings are further discussed in the "Public Trust Analysis" section below. 

Public Trust Analysis 

As mentioned above, the Project must include a proposed Trust Exchange for portions 
of Beare, Fremont and Mission Streets that provides significant benefits to the Public 
Trust. ·under. Chapter 310, the City has the authority, subject to State Lands. 
Commission approval, to exchange City property subject to the Public Trust with public 
or private entities for property not subjeCt to the Public Trust if the City and State Lands 
Commission determine that the land to be exchanged out of the Public Trust (1) has 
been filled and reclaimed; (2) is cut off from access to the waters of the Bay; 
(3) represents a relatively small portion of the granted tide and submerged lands; (4) is 
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no longer needed or required for the promotion of the Trust; and (5) can be removed 
from the Public Trust without causing any substantial interference with Public Trust USE;}S 

and purposes. In addition, the Trust Addition Streets must have value equal to or 
greater than the value of the Trust Termination Streets that is useful for the particular 
trust purposes authorized by the Burton Act. · · 

1. The Trust TermMation Streets have been filled and reclaimed. The Trust . 
Termination Streets are located in the Transbay Area, which was filled as part 
. of the Port's program of reclaiming lands between the new seawall and the 
previously existing City front, for the purpose of generating revenues used to 
support the improvement of the harbor. 

2. The Trust Termination streets are· cut off from access to the waters ofthe 
Bay. All of the Trust Termination Streets are located on filled land, located on 
the land side of the 100 foot wide Embarcadero Roadway, which consists of 6 
traffic lanes and the MUNI!ight-rail corridor. No immediate access to the· 
waters of San Francisco Bay exists from any portion of the Trusf. Termination 
Streets. 

3. The Trust Termination Streets are a very small portion of the Port's trust · 
grant. The total area of the Trust Termination Streets is approximately 
143,000 square feet (approximately 3.28 acre). The total amount of granted 
tide and submerged lands held by the Port is approximately 725 acres, of 
which the Trust Terminal Parcel represents 0.45%. · 

4. The Trust Termination Streets are no longer needed or required for the 
promotion of the. Public Trust. The Streets comprising the Trust Termination 
Streets are physically cut-off from the water, serve no purpose in furthering 
maritime commerce, navigation or fisheries, and are no longer needed or 
requked for the promotion of the Trust. As public streets, the Trust 

· Termination Streets do not allow for the feasible development of uses that 
would further Trust goals such as useable or desirable open space or park 
use of Trust-consistent commercial use, such as hotel or retail. The piimary 
use of the Trust Termination Streets is public access, but the streets are 

· distant from the waterfront and are not required to provide access to the 
water. 

5. The Trust Termination Streets can be removed from the Trust without causing 
substantial interference with Trust uses and purposes. The Use of Trust 
Termination Streets for non-Trust purposes would not impede any Trust use 
on the granted lands or otherwise interfere with any Trust purpose. In . . 
addition, in exchange for the lifting ofthe Trust from the Trust Termination 
Streets, the Port will receive ·streets into the Trust that have a greater square 
footage and linear footage that the frust Termination Streets, and have 
substantial utility to the Trust. 
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The Trust Addition Streets consist of a portion of Beach Street between Van Ness 
Avenue and Leavenworth Street, a portion of. Hyde Street between Bea.ch Street and 
Jefferson Street, and a portion of Bay Street between Stockton Street and Kearny 
Street. These streets~ located near Fisherman's Wharf area, provide public access · 
along and to the water and the City's waterfront and service important Trust purposes. 

1. The Beach Street segment of the Trust Addition Streets runs along Aquatic 
Park, generally parallel to the beach, and provides views of the beach and the 
San Francisco Bay. A fragment of Beach Stre.et (near Polk Street) is 
waterward of the historic shoreline and is already in the Trust. The Beach 
Street segment is a/so lined with historic waterfront buildings such as the 
Cannery and Ghirardelli Square, waterfront hotels, and the Maritime Museum. 
The remainder of Beach Street, from Leavenworth Street to The 
Embarcadero, is already in the Trust. 

2. The Hyde Street segment runs from Beach Street to the waterfront, providing 
public access to Aquatic Park, the Dolphin Swim and Boat Club, the South 
End Rowing Club, and the historic Hyde Street Pier ships at the San· 
Francisco Maritime National Historical Park. 

3. The Bay Street segment is two blocks south of Pier 39 and one block west of 
Alcatraz Landing at Pier 33 and the Port's secondary cruise terminal at Pier 
35. The street segments abutting the Bay Street segment on three sides 
(Grant Street north from Bay Street to the Embarcadero, Bay Street to Jones 
Street on the west, and to The Embarcadero .on the east) are already in the 
Trust. 

Attachment A shows the. Trust Termination Streets and Attachment B shows the Trust 
Addition Streets, inCluding their respective square footages. The Trust Addition Streets 
to be impressed with the Public Trust has a preliminary appraised value at least equal to 

. the value of the Trust Termination Streets to be conveyed out of the Public Trust, 
confirming the value of the _land to be exchanged into the Public Trust equals or 
exceeds the value ofthe land to be exchanged out of the Public Trust. The appraiser 
will complete the anaiysis for the State Lands Commission. Staff recommends this trust · 
exchange because the Trust Termination Streets of 143,000 square feet is smaller than· 
the proposed Trade~in Lands of 153,000 square feet and these streets are adjacent to 
Port property. 

For reasons set forth above, the Trust Exchange meets the requirements of Chapter 
310. 

California Environmental Quality· Act ("CEQA") Findings 

On December 27, 2019, follo'vving the required notice and appeal period, the Planning 
Department published a Final Mitigation Negative Declaration ("FMND") for the 301 
Mission Street, Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project (the "Project"), 
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including the permanent easement required for the Project. The FMND found that 
although the Project could have potentially significant impacts on the environment, such 
impacts will be reduced to less than significant level because Millennium ·Tower 
Association (the "Project Sponsor") will implement all mitigation measures identified in 
the PMND. 

In a letter dated December 27, 2019 (the "General Plan Referral Letter"), the City 
Planning Department determined that the Trust Exchange is, on balance, consis.tent 
with the General Plan and with the Eight Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 
1 01.1. As part of its determination on the General Plan, the Planning Department 
reviewed an'd considered the FMND, including the proposed mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program, and adopted CEQA Findings and the proposed mitigation monitoring 

·and reporting program (collectively, "CEQA Findings") as required by State and local· 
law. The Board of Supervisors adopted and incorporated by reference the CEQA · 
Findings; and, in so doing, the Board of Supervisors approved at)d endorsed the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for implementation by other City 
departments. Copies of the General Plan Referral Letter, FMND, CEQA Findings, and 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are on file with the Secretary of the 
Port Commission and incorporated herein by reference. The Board of Supervisors 

·found that the actions proposed .are within the scope of the Project analyzed in the 
FMND and subject to .the CEQA Findings. 

The Board of Supervisors further found that (1) no substantial chc:mges are proposed in 
the Project and no substantial changes haye occurred with respect to the circumstances 
under which this Project will be undertaken that would cause new significant · 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
effects and (2) there is no new information of substantial importance showing that the 
Project would have any significant effects not discussed in the FMND, that significant 
effects would be substantially more severe, or that new or different mitigation measures 
of alternatives would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project. 

· For copies of CEQA documents in the San Francisco Planning Department's file for 
CEQA Case including the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and Comments, 
please see the Planning Department's Environmental Planning Division website: 
Copies of these documents are also filed with the Port Commission Secretary ("CEQA 

. Findings". · 

Recommendation 

The City is eager to complete this transaction to support the Millennium Tower 
settlement agreement negotiations and to provid~ a single Transit Center site to the 
T JPA. The City is requesting the Port Commission approve the exchange at its January 
14, 2020. If approved, the exchange agreement would be considered by the Board of · 
Supervisors Land Use Committee January 27th, and before the .full board on February . 
4th. The State Lands Commission would consider the exchange in February although a 
date has not been set yet. 
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Accordingly, Staff request the following: 

., Authorization to execute a Trust Exchange Agreement between the City and the 
Port and the State Lands Commission 

Prepared by: Byron A. Rhett 
Chief Operating Officer 
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PORT COMMISSION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION .NO. 20-01 

Res.olution approving and authorizing a Trust Exchange Agreement with the · 
California State Lands Commission that would remove the public trust from 
certain Transbay Streets and impress the public trust on certain Fisherm·an's 
Wharf Streets; adopting environmental findings and findings of consistency with 
the General Plan and the eight Priority Policies ·of City Planning Code Section 
101.1; and authorizing the Port's Executive Director execute documents, make 
certain modifications and take certain actions in furtherance of this Resolution .. 

\{VHEREAS, Pursuant to Chapter 1333 of the Statutes of 1968 (The "Burton Act"), the. 
State of California granted to the City and County of San Francisco ("City") 
certain current and former tide and submerged lands, including a number 

·of public streets, to be held under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Port (the "Port") subject the public trust for commerce navigation and 
fisheries ("Public Trust"); and 

WHEREAS, The granted lands include (i) a portion of Beale Street, bounded by 
Mission Street and Howard Street; (ii) a portion. of Mission Street, bounded 
by Beale Street and First Street; and (iii) a portion of Fremont Street, 

·bounded by Mission Street arid Howard $treet (collectively, the "Trust 
Termination Streets"); and 

WHEREAS, The Trust Termination Streets are situated in the vicinity of the Salesforce 
Transit Center ("Transit Center"), are distant from the City's present 
waterfront, are not needed to ensure public access to the water, and are 
longer needed to serve the purposes of the Public Trust or the Burton Act 
(collectively, the "Trust"); and 

WHEREAS, The recently completed Transit Center occupies the airspace and . 
subsurface of a portion of the Trust Termination Streets, and the City has 
previously agreed to convey title to the occupied areas to the Transbay 
Joint Powers Authority, which owns and operates the Transit Center 
pursuant to Ordinance No. 43-11 adopted by the Board of Supervisors on 
March 8, 2011, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 
No. 110019;and 

·WHEREAS, A proposed structural upgrade for the Millennium Tower located at 301 
Mission Street, ifapproved, may occupy a portion of the surface and 
subsurface of the Trust Termination Streets adjacent to the building, and 
the City may wish to convey a permanent easement in the occupied areas 
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to the owners of the building to provide for the installation of and 
occupation of infrastructure related to the structural upgrade; and 

WHEREAS, The City is not permitted to convey any permanent easement or title in th~ 
Trust Termination Streets unless the Trust is terminated therein; and 

· WHEREAS, Certain public streets owned by the City in or near Fisherman's Wharf are 
landward of the historic shoreline and are not presently within the Port's 
jurisdiction or subject to the Trust, but are near the water and have high 
value for the Trust; and 

WHEREAS, These streets include (i) a portion of Beach Street bounded by 
Leavenworth Street and Van Ness Avenue; (ii) a portion of Hyde Street 
bounded by Beach Street and Jefferson Street; and (iii) a portion of Bay 
Street, bounded by Kearney Street and Stockton Street (collectively, the 
"Trust Addition Streets"); and 

WHEREAS; The Trust Addition Streets serve important Trust purposes by providing 
public access along and to the water and the City's waterfront, including 
access to Aquatic Park, the Maritime Museum, Hyde Street Pier and 
Maritime National Historic Park, historic waterfront buildings such as the 
Cannery and Ghirardelli Square, and The Embarcadero waterfront from 
Pier 39 to Pier 35; and 

WHEREAS, The City seeks to enter into ·an agreement with the Port and the California 
State Lands Commission ("State Lands") authorizing a Trust exchange 
(the "Trust E:xchange") pursuant to Section 5 of Chapter 310, Statutes of 
1987 ("Chapter31 0") whereby the Trust will be lifted from the Trust . 
Termination Streets in exchange for impressing the Trust on the Trust 
Addition Streets, all as depicted and described on documents on file with 
the Secretary of this Port Commission; and 

. WHEREAS, Port and City staff have negotiated with State Lands staff an exchange 
agreement (the "Trust Exchange Agreement") that will authorize the . 
conveyances necessary to effeCtuate the Trust Exchange; and 

WHEREAS, On November 20, 2019, the Planning Department published a Preliminary 
Mitigated Negative Declaration ("PMND") for the 301 Mission Street, 
Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project (the "Project"). The 

· PMND found that although the Project could. have potentially significant 
impacts on the environment, such impacts will be reduced to a less than 
significant level because Millennium Tower Association (the "Project 
Sponsor") will implement all mitigation measures identified in the PMND; 
and 

WHEREAS •. The Planning Department prepared and publicized the PMND in 
compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
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(California Public Resources CodeSections 21000 et seq., "CEQA"), the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Title 14 Sections 
15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
("Chapter 31 "); and 

WHEREAS, On December 27, 2019, following the required notice and appeal period, 
the Planning Department published a Final Mitigated Negative Declarc;ttion 
("FMND"); and 

WHEREAS, ·In a letter dated December 27, 2019 (the "General Plan Referral Letter"), 
·the City Planning Department determined that the Trust Exchange is, on 
balance, consistent with the Gene.ral Plan and with the Eight Priority 
Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1; and · 

WHEREAS, As part of its determination on the General Plan, the Planning Department 
reviewed and considered the FMND, including the,proposed mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program; ·and 

WHEREAS, As part of the General Plan Referral Letter, the Planning Department 
adopted CEQA Findings and the proposed mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program (collectively, "CEQA Findings") c;ts required by State 
and local law; and 

WHEREAS, The Port Commission hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the 
CEQA Findings; and, in so doing, the Port Commission approves and 
endorses the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 
implementation by other City departments; and 

WHEREAS, Copies of the General Plan Referral Letter, FMND, CEQA Findings, and 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are on file with the 
-Secretary of this Port Commission and are incorporated herein by 
reference; and 

WHEREAS, The Port Commission finds that the actions proposed herein are within the 
scope of the project ("Project") analyzed in the FMND and subject to the 
CEQA Find-ings; and 

WHEREAS, The Port Commission further finds that (1) no substantial changes are 
proposed in the Project and no $Ubstantial changes have occurred with 
respect to the circumstances under which this Project will be undertaken 
that would cause new significant environmental effects or a substantial . 
increase in the severity of previously identified-effects and (2) there is no· 
new information of substantial importance showing that the Project would 
have any significant effects not discus!?ed in the FMND, that significant 
effects would be substantially more severe, or that new or different · 
mitigation measures or alternatives would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects of the Project; and 
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WHEREAS, As required by Chapter 3.1 0, the Port Commission makes the following 
findings with respect to the Trust Termination Streets: 

1. The Trus.t Termination Streets have been filled and reclaimed. 

2. The Trust Termination Streets are cut off from access to the waters of the 
San Francisco Bay. ·The Trust Termination Streets consist of City streets 
in the Transbay area that are several blocks from the waterfront. No 
immediate access to the waters of San Francisco Bay exists from the 
Trust Termination Streets. 

3. The Trust Termination Streets comprise a relatively small portion of the 
Port's trust grant. The total area of the Trust Termination Streets is 
approximately 143,000 square feet (approximately 3.28 acres). The total 
amount of granted lands.(exclusive of lands presently submergE;d) held by 
the Port is approximately 725 acres; of which the Trust Termination 
Streets represents 0.45%. 

4. The Trust Termination Streets are no longer needed or required for the 
promotion of the Trust. The streets comprising the Trust Termination 
Streets are physically cut-off from the water, serve no purpose in 
furthering maritime commerce, navigation or fisheries, an·d are no longer 
needed or required for the promotion of the Trust. As public streets, the 
Trust Termination Streets do not allow for the. feasible development of 
uses that would further Trust goals such as useable or d~sirable open 
space or park use or Trust-consistent commercial use, such as hotel or 
retail. The primary use of the Trust Termination Streets is public access, 
but the streets are distant from the waterfront and are not required to 
provide access to the water. 

5. The Trust Termination Streets can be removed from the Trust without 
causing substantial interference with Trust uses and purposes. The use of 
Trust Termination Streets for non-Jrust purposes would not impede any 
Trust use on the granted lands or otherwise interfere with any Trust 
purpose. In addition, in exchange for the lifting ofthe Trust from the Trust 
Termination Streets, the Port will re·ceive streets into the Trust that have a 
greater square footage and linear footage than the Trust Termination 
Streets, and have substantial utility to the Trust; and 

WHEREAS, The City's Director of Property ("Director of Property") has determined 
· based on an independent MAl appraisal that the Trust Addition Streets 
have an appraised value that is equal to or greater than the value of the 
Trust Termination Streets; and 

WHEREAS, In order to accomplish the proposed Trust Exchange, the Board of 
Supervisors must approve the Trust Exchange and related CEQA findings 
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substantially the form of the Trust Exchange Agreement which is on file 
·with the Secretary of this Commission and incorporated herein by 
reference; and 

WHEREAS, The Trust Exchange Agreement conforms to all. local laws and regulations 
and is not prohibited by the City's Charter; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Trust Exchange is in conformance with the Burton Act and 
Chapte·r 310, subject to approval by State Lands; and be it further 

RESOLVED,. That for reasons set forth herein, ~he Port Commission. finds that the Trust 
. Termination Streets (i) have been filled and reclaimed, and are cut off from 

access to the waters of the Bay, (ii) comprise a relatively small portion of 
. the Port's trust grant, (iii) are no longer needed or requirecj for the 

promotion of the Trust, (iv) can be removed from the Trust without causing 
substantial interference with Trust uses and purposes; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Trust Addition Streets have a value that is equal to or greater 
than the value of the Trust Termination Streets, and are useful for the 
particular trust purposes specifically authorized by the Burton ACt; and be 
it further 

RESOLVED, That the Port Commission hereby approves the Trust Exchange and the 
Trust Exchange Agreement including all attachments and exhibits thereto, 
and the trans.actions which such agreement contemplates~ materially on 
the terms and conditions .set forth in the Port Commission Memorandum · 
and in such final form as is approved by the City Attorney; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Port Commission authorizes and directs the Port's Executive . 
Director ("Executive Director") to execute the Trust Exchange Agreement 
in substantially the form presented to this Commission, and in such final 
form as if approved by the Executive Director. in consultation with the City 
Attorney; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is hereby authorized and urged, in the nanw 
and on behalf of the City and the Port, to (i) execute and deliver any and 

· all conveyance deeds and instruments, and (ii) to take any and all steps 
(including, but not limited to, the execution and delivery of any and all 
certificates, agreements, notices, consents, escrow .instructions, closing 
documents and other instruments or documents) as they deem necessary 
or appropriate in order to implement the Trust Exchange in· accordance 
with the terms of the Trust Exchange Agreement, or to otherwise 

. effectuate the purpose and intent of this resolution, such determination to 
be conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery by the Executive 
Director of any such documents subject to the approval of the Board of 
Supervisors; and be it further 
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RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is hereby authorized and urged, in the name 
and on behalf of the City and the Port, to (i) execute and deliver the deeds 
to the Trust Termination Streets and the Trust Addition Streets to the 
State, (ii) accept from the State a Trust patent for the Trust Addition 
Streets (iii) accept from the State a Trust termination patent for the Trust · 
Termination Streets, and (iv) to take any and all steps (including, but not 
limited to, the execution and delivery of any and all certificates,· 
agreements, notices, consents, escrow instructions, closing documents 
and other instruments or documents) as they deem necessary or 
appropriate in order to consummate the conveyances authorized in the 
Trust Exchange Agreement, or to otherwise effectuate the purpose and . 
intent of this resolution, such determination to be conclusively evidenced 
by the execution and delivery by the Director of Property and Executive 
Director of any such documents; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Port Commission authorizes the Executive Director and any other 
appropriate officers, agents or employees of the Port to take any and all 
steps (including the execution and delivery of any and all certificates, 

. agreements, notices, consents, escrow instructions, closing documents 
and other instruments or documents) as they or any of them deems 
necessary or appropriate, in consultation with the City Attorney, in order to 
consummate the transactions contemplated by the Trust Exchange 
Agreement, in accordance with this resolution, or to otherwise effeGtuate 
the purpose and intent of this Resolution, such determination to be 
conclusively evidenced by the execution and delivery by any such person 
or persons of any such documents. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco 
Port Commission at its meeting of January 14, 2020. 

Secretary 
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Recorded at the Request ofand 
When Recorded Mail to: 

Andrew Kershen 
Legal Department 
California State Lands Cominission 
100 Howe A venue, Suite 1 OO..,South 
Sacramento, California 95825-8202 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICIAL BUSINESS: . 
Document entitled to fre~ 
Recordation Pursuant to 
Government Code Section 27383 
NOTAXDUE 

SLCFile No.: -------
APNs: __ _ 

[Space Above for Recorder's Use] 

PUBLIC TRUST EXCHANGE AGREEMENT FOR TRANSBAY AND FISHERMAN'S 
WHARFSTREETS · 

This PUBLIC TRUST EXCHANGE AGREEMENT FOR TRANSBAY AND . 
FISHERMAN'S WHARF STREETS (Agreement) is dated for reference as of , 
2020. The parties to this Agreement are the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by and through. 
the STATE LANDS COMMISSION(Commission), the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a charter City (City), and the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO; 
acting-by and through the SAN FRANCISCO PORT COMMISSION (Port), as -a trustee under 
Chapter 1333 of the Statutes of 1968 (as amended, Burton Act). The Commission; City and Port 

. are each a "Party" and are referredto together as the "Parties." This Agreement is entered into 
pursuant to Section 5 of Chapter 310 ofthe Statutes of 1987 (Chapter 310). 

RECITALS· 

A. This Agreement concerns lands comprising portions of public streets owned by 
the City, illustrat~d on Exhibit A. Certain of the streets (Trust Termination Streets), more . 
particularly described in ExhibitB, are situated in the area commonly known as the Transbay 
District. The other streets (Trust Addition Streets), more particu~arly described in Exhibit C, . 
are situated in the area commonly known as Fisherman's Wharf. The· purpose of this Agreement 
is to effectuate an exchange that will terminate the public trust for com..tnerce, navigation, and 
fisheries (Public Trust) and the statutory trust imposed by the Burton Act (Burton Act Trust) 
in the Trust Termination Streets, and impress the Public Trust and Burton Act Trust on the Trust 
Addition Streets, through the conveyances provided for in this Agreement, subject to the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement. The Trust Addition Streets and Trust Termination Streets are 
referred to together as the "Exchange Lands."· · 
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B. · Upon its admission to the Union on September 9, 1850, the State of California 
(State), by .virtue of its sovereignty, received all right, title, and interest in the tide and 
submerged lands (collectively, tidelands) within its boundaries up to the ordinary high water 
mark, subject to the Public Trust. . 

C. The Trust Termination Streets consist of a portion of Mission Street (between 
Beale Street and First Street), a portion of Beale Street (between Mission Street and Howard 
Street), and a portion of Fremont Street (between Mission Street and Howard Street), that were 
historically tidelands within the shallow waterbody known as Y erba Buena Cove. During the 
California Gold Rush, Y erba Buena Cove was largely filled and reclaimed. The resulting filled 
lands were mapped into streets and blocks and the State Legislature· authorized the sale of the 
blocks into private ownership, free of the Public Trust but retained State ownership of the streets. 
The State eventually granted ownership of the lands to the City in 1969 pursuant to the Burton 
Act, to be held by the Port subject to the Public Trust and the Burton Act Trust. 

. . 

D. As a result of extensive fill and development of the former Y erba Buena Cove, 
the Trust Termination Streets are now far removed from tb.e·City's waterfront, and are located in 
what has become the center of downtown San Francisco. Some of San Francisco's largest and 
most recognizable buildings constructed in recent years, including the Millennium Tower and the 
City's tallest building, the Salesforce Tower, front on the portion ofMission Street included in 
the Trust Termination Streets, which are four or more city blocks from the current waterfront at 
the Embarcadero. 

E. ·The Trust Termination Streets are also partly located on the site ofthe Salesforce 
Transit Center (Transit Center) at the center of the Transbay District. The site became~ transit 
hub in the late 1930s wheri the State constructed the Transbay Transit Terminal to serve as the 
terminus fot rail commuter lines using the Bay Bridge. The Trans bay Transit Terminal was later 
converted to serve bus lines under the control of the Califoriria Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Following the decline·and deterioration of the terminal, the Transbay Joint Powers 
Authority (TJP A) was formed in 2001 as a joint powers agency to plan and construct a 
replacement transit center to serve Caltrain, high speed rail, and local and regional bus Jines. 
The State Legislature gave TJP A exclusive control over the new Transit' Center (Public 

. Resources Code section 5027.1), and in2010 Caltrans. conveyed the property comprising the 
Trarisbay Transit Terminal to the TJP A. The new Transit Center was completed in 2018. Both 
the Trans bay Transit Terminal and the Transit Center were constructed in part in the airspace 
above and subsurface below portions of the Trust Tern1ination Streets, both structures spaniling 
Fremont Street to allow traffic to pass underneath, and both including basement or train box 
structures under Freemont and Beale Streets. ·· 

F. The City seeks to convey to the TJP A title to the airspace and subsurface area 
within the Trust Termination Streets that are occupied by the Transit Center, so that the entire 
Transit Center structure can be placed under single legal ownership. Il;t addition, a proposed 
retrofit for the Millenniuin Tower, if approved by the City, may occupy a portion· ofthe surface 

. and subsurface of the Trust Termination Streets adjacent to the tower, and the City maywish to 
convey a permanent easement in the occupied areas to the owners of the tower . . The proposed 
conveyances of permanent rights in the Trust Termination Streets are in the public interest, but 
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are not presently allowed under constitutional and statutory restrictions on the alienation of lands 
subject to the Public Trust. · 

G. The Trust Termination Streets are no longer needed to serve the purposes of the 
Public Trust or the Burton Act Trust (collectively, the Trust). The streets are .distant from the 
City's present waterfront and are not needed to ensure public access to the water. 

H. . The Trust Addition Streets consist of a portion of Beach Street between Van Ness 
Avenue and Leavenworth Street, a portion ofHyde Street between Beach Street and Jefferson 
Street, and a portion of Bay Street between Stockton Street and Kearney Street. These streets, 
located near the Fisherman's Wharf area, provide public access along and to the water and the 
City's waterfront and· serve important Trust purposes. 

1. The Beach Street segment of the Trust Addition Streets runs along 
Aquatic Park, generally parallel to the beach, and provides views of the beach and the San 
Francisco Bay. A fragment of Beach Street (near Polk Street) is waterward of the historic 
shoreline and is already in the Trust. The Beach Street segment is also lined with historic . 
waterfront buiidings such as the Cannery and Ghirardelli Square, waterfront hotels, and tho 
Maritime Museum. The remamder of Beach Street, from Leavenworth Street to The 
Embarcadero, is already in the Trust. 

2. The Hyde Street segment runs from Beach Streetto the waterfront, 
providing public access to Aquatic Park, the Dolphin Swim and Boat Club, ·the South End 
Rowing Club, and the historic Hyde Street Pier ships at the San Francisco Maritime National 
Historical Park. 

3. The Bay Street segment is two blocks south of Pier 39 and one block west 
of Alcatraz Landing at Pier 33 and the Port's secondary cruise terminal at Pier 35. The street 
segments abutting the Bay Street segment on three sides (Grant Street north from Bay Street to 
the Embarcadero, Bay Street to Jones Street on the west, and to The Embarcadero on the east) 
are already in the Trust. 

I. Chapter 310 authorizes the City, subject to Commission approval, to exchange 
City property that is currently subject to the Trust for other property not currently subject to the 
Trust if the City and the Commission determine that the land to be exchanged out of the Trust: 
(1) has been filled and reclaimed; (2) is cut off from access to the waters of the Bay; 
(3) represents a relatively small portion of the granted tide and submerged lands; ( 4) is no longer 
needed or required for the promotion of the Trust; and (5) can be removed from the Trust 
without causing .any substantial interference with Trust uses and purposes. ·In addition, the land 
to be exchanged into the Trust must have an economic value equal to or greater than the 
economic value ofland to be exchanged out of the Trust. 

J. This Agreement sets forth the procedures and conditions for exchanging the Trust 
from the Trust Termination Streets to the Trust Addition Streets pursuant to Chapter 310. The 
findings made in support ofthis Agreement are in accordance with Chapter 310. The exchange 
will place the Trust Addition Streets (approximately 3.51 acres) into the Trust, and will remove 
the Trust Termination Streets (approximately 3.28 acres) from the Trust. 
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K. The Commission has reviewed an appraisal and other information prepared to 
analyze monetary value of the Trust Terniination Streets and the Trust Addition Streets and has 
reached an independent conclusion regarding the economic value of these properties. The 
monetary value ofland or interests in land to be received as Trust Addition Streets is equal to or 
greater than the monetary vruue of the land or interests in land to be given in the Trust 
Termination Streets. · 

L. The land title transfers provided for in this Agreement will be accomplished 
· through the following recorded conveyances,· subject to the conditions of closing and other terms 
and conditions of this Agreement: · 

1. City will convey to the Commission all of its right, title and interest in the 
Exchange Lands by quitclaiin deed; 

2. After accepting the above conveyance, the Commission will convey to the 
City of its right title and interest in the Trust Addition Streets, to be held by the Port subject to 
~~~ . . 

3. After accepting the above conveyance, the Commission will convey by 
patent the Trust Termination Streets to the City, free of the Trust. · 

M. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors, by Ordinance __ , adopted on __ , 
approved this Agreement and authorized the Port's Executive Director ("Port Director")and the 
Directorofthe City's Real Estate Division ("Director of Property'-') to enter into this 
Agreement on behalf of the City. The Ban Francisco Port Commission approved this Agreement 
by Resolution adopted on . The Commission approved this Agreement at its 
meeting of ___ _ 

AGREEMENT 

In consideration ofthe foregoing recitals and the following conveyances and terms, the 
Parties hereby agree as follows: 

1. Conveyances to Effectuate Exchange. Subject to the conditions of closing 
and other terms and conditions of this Agreement, the Parties shall make the following 
conveyances of property: 

a. City Conveyance to State. City shall convey, remise, release, and forever 
quitclaim to the Commission all of City's right, title, and mterest, including any right, title and 
interest held by the Port in trust pursuant to the Burton Act, in the Exchange Lands. The 
conveyance shall be by Quitclaim Deed in the form of Exhibit D (Form of City Quitclaim Deed). . . 

b. State Conveyance of Trust Addition Streets to City. Upon accepting the 
Trust Addition Streets, the Commission shall convey, remise, release, and forever quitclaim, in 
trust, to the City all of the State's right, title, and interest (including any right, title, and interest 
existing by virtue of Its sovereignty) in the Trust Addition Streets, which conveyance shall be by 
Patent in the form of Exhibit E (Form of Public Trust Patent), and the lands conveyed shall be 
held by Port as sovereign lands subject to the Trust. 
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c. State Conveyance of Trust Termination Streets to City. Upon accepting 
the Trust Termination Streets, the Commission shall convey, remise, release, and forever. 
quitclaim to City all of the State's right, title, and· interest (including any right, title, and interest 
existing by virtue of its sovereignty) in the Trust Termination Streets, which conveyance shall be 
by patent in the form of Exhibit F (Form of Trust Termination Patent), and shall specifically 
release and terrriinate a,ny Trust interest in the lands conveyed, and these lands shall be held by 
theCity free of the Trust. 

2. State Minerals Reservation. The Commission excepts from the conveyances 
of the Trust Addition Streets made by the Commission pursuant to this Agreement and reserves 
unto the State, its successors and assigns, forever, any and all minerals and any and all mineral 
rights in the lands of every kind and character now known to exist or hereafter discovered in the 

. Trust Addition Streets hereafter conveyed to the C~ty pursuant to this Agreement. Such mineral. 
rights shall include, but are notlimited to, oil and gas rights, together with the sole, exclusive, 
and perpetual right to explore for, remove, and dispose of those minerals by any means or 
methods suitable to the State or to its successors and assigns, except that, this reservation shall 
not include the right of the State or its successors or assigns in connection with any mineral 
reservatiDn, removal, or disposal activity, to do either of the following: (1) enter upon, use or 
damage the surface of the lands or interfere with the use·ofthe surface by the City, the Port, or 
the Port's successor, assigns, or lessees; or (2) conduct ariy mining activities of any nature· 
whatsoever above a plane located five hundred (500) feet below the surface of the lands without 
written permission of the Port or its successors or assigns. 

3. Commission Findings. The Commission, effective upon recordation of this 
Agreement, makes the following findings as required by Chapter 310 and in accordance with 
Article X section 3 of the California Constitution: · 

a. The Trust Termination Streets have been filled and reclaimed and are cut 
off from access to the waters of San Francisco Bay. 

b. The lands or interests in lands in which the Trust will be terminated 
constitute a rela~ively sinall portion of the lands granted to the City and County of San Francisco 
and are no longer needed or required for the promotion of the Trust. 

c. No substantial interference with Trust uses and purposes will ensue by 
virtue of the exchange. 

d. The lands or interests in lands to be impressed with the Trust have an 
economic value equal to or greater than that of the lands or interests in lands removed from the 
Trust. 

4. Additional Findings. The City has also completed a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, which .was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on -----
(Planning Department Case No. ; State Clearinghouse No. ). The 
Commission has made findings that [CEQA findings]. 

5. Closing. "Closing" or "Closing Date" shall mean the date that this 
Agreement (if not previously recorded) and the conveyances described in Section 1 above have 
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been recorded in the official records of the City and County of San Francisco (Official Records). 
The Closing shall be consummated through the offices of ; address] (Title 
Com.pany), Escrow No. [ ], attention . Within ____ _ 
days of the Effective Date,.the City shall establish an escrow with the Title Company ahd City 
shall provide written notice.tothe Executive Officer of the Commission (Closing Notice). The 
Closing Notice shall include a list of all documents required to close escrow with required 
signatories indicated, and drafts of all deeds, instruments, certificates of acceptance, title 
commitments, and other documents that are required for the Closing and are within City's 
responsibility and control. The Parties shall use commercially reasonable efforts to close within 
__ days ofreceipt of the notice so long as no additional Commission approval is necessary. 

6. Conditions Precedent to Closing. 

a. Legal Descriptions. It is a condition precedent to a Party's obligation to 
close escrow for the conveyance or acceptance of real property that the Party has approved ·the 
final legal description for the real property, if any modifications are made to the legal 
descriptions attached hereto, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. For the 
Commission, the Executive Officer may grant such approval; for the City, the Director of 
PropertY may grant such approval; and for the Port, the Port Director may grant such approval. 

b. Commission' s· Closing Conditions. As a condition precedent to the 
Commission's obligation to close escrow, the Executive Officer shall have approved: 

i. The condition of title and the foirn ofa CLTA title insurance 
policy to be issued by the Title Company, in the amount of coverage reasonably requested, for 
the Trust Addition Streets; provided, however, that the exceptions reflected in that preliminary 
title report prepared by Title Company dated shall be deemed acceptable. 

· ii. The physical condition of the Trust Addition Streets. 

111. The Record of Survey described in Section_ of this Agreement. 

7. Deposits into Escrow. 

a. Commission Deposits. At least two (2) business days prior to the Closing, 
the Commission shall deposit the following documents into escrow: 

i. A certified copy of the Minute Item for Staff Report No. __ ; the 
Cominission public hearing on , showing the Commission's approval of this 
Agreement; 

ii. The Executive Officer's written approval of (A) the condition of 
title to the Trust Addition Streets as shown in pro forma title commitments in coverage amounts 
acceptable to the Executive Officer, (B) the forni of title insurance to be issued, and (C) the 
physical condition of the Trust Addition Streets; 

111. A duly signed and attested patent in the form of Exhibit F, 
transferring to the City the Trust Termination Streets, free of the Trust; and 

6550 



DRAFT 12/19/19 

· iv. A duly signed and attested patent in the form of Exhibit E 
transferring to the City the Trust Addition Streets, to be held by the Port subject to the Trust. 

b. City Deposits. At least two (2) business days prior to the Closing, City 
shall deposit the follpwing documents into escrow: 

1. Certified copies of Board of Supervisors [Ordinance/Reso] 
adopted on · , 2020, and Port Commission R~solution __ . adopted on --
___ ; 2020, each authorizing this Agreement; and . 

ii. A duly signed and acknowledged quitclaim deed from City in the 
form of Exhibit D, transferring to the Commission all of City's right, title and interest in the 
Exchange Lands, including any interest held by the City as trustee under the Burton Act. 

111. Pro forma CLTA title insmance commitments for the Trust 
Addition Streets, in a form and with coverage amounts approved by the Commission. 

c. Each patent and quitclaim deed tci be deposited into escrow shall include a 
certificate of acceptance duly executed by the grantee (which certificate maybe deposited into 
escrow separately by the grantee), the appropriate attestations or acknowledgments, and any 
ancillary documents required by state law or the City's Assessor-Recorder, such as executed 
Transfer Tax Affidavits and executed Preliminary Change of Ownership Reports. 

d. The Parties shall submit to the escrow agent joint escrow instructions 
substantially conforming to the foregoing, together with any supplemental instructions necessary 
to effectuate the intent of this Agreement as may be agreed to in writing by the Parties. 

8. Close of Escrow and Recordation. The jomt escrow instructions shall direct 
the escrow agent to notify the Parties, upon the agent's receipt of all documents listed and 
described in the escrow instructions, of its intention to close escrow and to record this 
Agreement; if not already recorded, and the deed and patents deposited into escrow, in the 
manner specified in, and subject to the requirements of, the escrow instructions. 

· 9. Records of Survey. Within 3 0 days following the Closing, City shall record 
(or cause to be recorded) in the Official Records a record of survey, reviewed and approved by . 
the Parties and based on field surveys, showing the boundaries of the Trust Addition Streets and 
Trust Termination Streets. Each record of survey shall establish the physical location of 
boundaries and shall define same with sufficient controlling monuments appropriately placed. 
The Commission's approval of the survey may be given by its Executive Officer. 

10. Impacts of Sea Levd Rise. 

a. The exchange authorized by this Agreement is intended to establish with 
certainty the boundary between lands free ofthe Trust and lands subject to the Trust within the 
boundaries of the Exchange Lands, which boundary is intended to be fixed and not subject to 
change by erosion, accretion, reliction, or submergence, whether due to natural or artificial 
causes. However, if the Trust Termination Streets should later become submerged or subject to 
the ebb and flow of the tide below the elevation of mean high water, whether due to erosion or 
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sea level rise (Inundation), those· lands, for so long as the condition of Inundation exists, shall 
be subject to an easement in favor ofthe Public Trust (Public Trust Easement); provided, 
however, that the Public Trust Easement shall not attach until Inundation has existed 
continuously for five years. Prior to the attachment of the Public Trust Easement, neither the 
Easement nor the Commission shall prevent the right oftlie City, as owner of the inundated 
lands, to reclaim or otherwise restore the lands to their pre-Inundation condition so long as the 
City has begun activities to exercise this right within one year after Inundation. The City's 
submittal of an application for any permit required for reclamation or restoration and reasonable 
efforts to complete the permitting process is sufficient, but not necessary, evidence that the City 
has begun to exercise the right to reclamation or restoration provided herein. The Commission 
may delay the attachment of the Public Trust Easement for a specified period by resolution based 
upon its finding that reclamation or restoration could not be completed within the five-year 
period of Inundation specified herein: 

b. Nothing in this Agreement obligates the Commission to protect or cause to. 
be protected any publicly or privately held uplands, including, but not limited to, constructing or 
causing to be constructed any protective structures that benefit any privately held uplands. 

c. Nothing in this Section is intended to limit (a) rights the City may liave 
under applicable law to take actions to preserve the boundaries established by this Agree:rnent, 
including without limitation the rights ofthe City to undertake measures to protect its property, 
including lands freed from the Trust at the locations established pursuant to this Agreement, or to 
file an action within the applicable limitations period to preserve the title interests of such lands 
established by this Agreement, or (b) rights the public has under applicable law to navigate, :f:j.sh, 
or otherwise use navigable waters on Inundated lands,. including but not limited to any rightJ ·· 
arising under Bohn v. Albertson (1951) 107 Cal.App.2d 738 and People ex rel Baker v. Mack 
(1971) 19 Cal.App.3d 1040. . . . 

11. Judicial Confirmation of Validity of Agreement. The City may choose to . 
submit this Agreement or any of the conveyances or instruments authorized herein to a court of 
competent jurisdiction to confirm the validity thereof by court judgment pursuant to Code of 
Civil Procedure sections 760.010 through 764.080, inclusive. The Commission shallcooperate 
with the City in obtaining such a coirlirmatoryjudgment. Upon entry of a judgment confirming 
the validity ofthe Agreement, conveyance, or instrument, each Party shall be deemed to have · 
waived any right to appeal from such judgment. Except as the parties may otherwise agree, City 
shall be responsible for all costs incurred by the Commission associated with its participation in 
a judicial action initiated by City pursuant to this section:> including without limitation reasonable 
attorneys' fees and costs. 

12. Effect of a Judicial Finding oflnvalidity. A judicial determination that any· 
portion of this Agreement is invalid shall not invalidate the remainder. If any term, provision, 
covenant or condition of t.llls Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be 
invalid; void or unenforceable, the Parties shall amend this Agreement or take other action 
necessary to achieve the intent of this Agreement in a manner consistent with the ruling of the 
court. 

13. Indemnification and Defense of Claims. 
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a. City shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the Commission and its 
respective officers, agencies, commissions, and employees from and against any and all Claims, 
including third party Claims and Claims by any governmental agency, relating to any Hazardous 

· Substances that-as of the date of Closing are located at, on, over, under, or flowing through any 
portion of the Exchange Lands, except to the extent caused by the actions of the State. 

b; The Parties agree to use reasonable efforts to defend this Agreement, ~y 
deed, patent, agreement, or other instrument executed pursuant thereto, and any decision made 
by a Party to approve the foregoing, including the approval of any required findings related 
thereto, in any legal action challenging the validity or legality thereof. In any such action, City 
shall reimburse the Commission for all reasonable costs incurred in connection with such action, 
including but not limited to reasonable staff time and attorneys' fees incUr.red by the 
Co:mrilission, and including but not limited to any award of attorneys' fees made by a court of 
competent jurisdiction against the Commission, on such reasonable terms and conditions as the 
Parties· may establish by separate agreement. Nothing in this Section limits the discretion of the 
Commission to conduct its own defense or take the lead in its own defense. 

14. Execution Before a Notary Public. All signatures ofthe Parties to this 
Agreement and all deeds and other instruments of conveyance executed pursuant to this 

. Agreement shall be acknowledged before a Notary Public and a certificate of acknowledgment 
shall be attached to the executed Agreement and other documents to allow them to be recorded in 
the Official Records. The Governor's signature shall be attested to by the Secretary of Sta,te. 

15. No Determination of Trust Consistency. Nothing in this Agreement shall be 
construed as a determination by the Commission regarding the Public Trust consistency of any 
current or proposed use of the Trust Addition St~eets. 

16. Agreement Not to Encumber. Except to the extent consistent with the 
purposes.ofthis Agreement, or as otherwise provided herein, the City shall not sell, transfer, 
assign, mortgage, pledge, or hypothecate, whether by operation oflaw or otherwise, any of their 
respective rights, title, or interests in the Trust Addition Streets prior to the Closing without the 
prior written consent of the Commission. 

17. · Further Assurances. So long as authorized by applicable laws to do so, the 
Parties will perform such other acts, and execute, acknowledge and deliver all further 
conveyances and other instruments that may be necessary to fully assure to the other Parties all 
of the respective properties, rights, titles, interests, remedies, powers and privileges to be 
conveyed or provided for by this Agreemel\t. 

18. Allocation of Costs and Expenses. City shall pay the expenses and fees of · 
the escrow agent, including those costs associated with document preparation and recordation of 
this Agreement, its deeds and patents, and any associated docu..lllents. City shall also pay all 
closing costs, including without limitation all expenses and fees associated with any title 
insurance policy. 

19. No Admission or Effect if Agreement Not Made Effective. If this 
Agreement does not become effective, or becomes effective but is declared by a final non­
appealable judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, nothing in it shall 
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constitute, or b~ construed as, an admission by any Party hereto or evidence concerning the 
boundaries, physical character, or character of title or intere~t in the Exchange Lands. 

20. No Effect on Other Lands. The provisions of this Agreement do not 
constitute,. nor are they to be construed as, an admission by any Party or evidence concerning the 
boundaries, physical character, or character of title to or interest in any lands outside the 
Exchange Lands. 

21. No Damages. No party shall have any remedy for monetary damages against 
another party for breach of this Agreement, excepting recovery of attorneys' fees to the extent 
provided by this Agreement, and excepting any indemnification required by this Agreement. 

22. Notice: Any notice r~quired pursuant to this Agreement shall be in writing 
and given by delivering the notice in person, by commercial courier, or by sending it by 
registered or certified mail, or overnight mail, retUrn receipt requested, with postage to the · 
addresses shown below or to such other address as the applicable Party may provide. For the 
convenience of the Parties, notice also may be given by electronic mail in addition to one of the 

· above methods,. at the numbers listed below: 

Commission: 
State Lands Commission 
100 Howe A venue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 
Attn: Mark Meier, Chief Counsel 
Email: Mark.Meier@slc.ca.gov 

City: 

With copies to: 
Office of the Attorney General 
[Address] 
Attn: -------
Email: -------

Port of San Francisco · 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Attn: Elaine Forbes, Executive Director 
Email: elaihe.forbes@sfport.com 

'V/ith copies to: 

City and County of San Francisco 
Real Estate Division 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 
Attn: Andrico Penick, Director ofProperty 
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andrico.penick@sfgov.org 

Port of San Francisco 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero 
San Francisco, CA 94111 · 
Attn: Michelle Sexton, Port General Counsel· 
MicheUe. Sexton@sfcityatty. or·g 

San Francisco City Attorney's Office 
City Hall, Rm. 234 
1 Dr. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Attn: Charles Sullivan, Deputy City Attorney 
charles.sullivan@sfcityatty .org 

23. Acceptance .of Conveyances and Consent to Recording. By their. execution of 
this Agreement, the Parties each agree to accept the conveyance of rights, titles, and interests in 
land referred to in this Agreement and consent to the recording of this Agreement and other 
documents executed pursuant to this Agreement. 

24. Approvals and Consents. Unless otherwise provided in this Agreement, 
whenever an approval, consent or satisfaction is required of a Party, the approval, consent or 
satisfaction shall be given on behalf of the Party by the representative(s) listed below. 

a. If the Party is the Commission: by the Co:minission, as may be evidenced 
by appropriate document executed by the Executive Officer of the Commission. 

b. If the Party is City: by the Port Director· and the Director of Property. 

c. Correction of Technical Errors. Ifby reason of inadvertence, and contrary 
to the intention of the Parties, errors are made in this Agreement, in a legal description or the 
reference to o.r within any exhibit with respect to a legal description, in the boundaries of any 
parcel in any map or drawing which is an exhibit, or in the typing of this Agreement or any of its 
exhibits, the Parties affected by the error by mutual agreement may correct such error by 
memorandum reflecting the intent of the Parties concerning the relevant exhibits, legal 
descriptions, or other provisions at the time of approval and execution of this Agreement. The 
Executive Officer of the Coi:nmission, the Port Director and the Director of Property may 
approve and execute such a "Memorandum of Correction" without the necessity of amendment 
of this Agreement 

25: Agreement Binding on Successors. All the terms, provisions, and conditio11 
ofthis Agreement shall be binding upon and'inure to the benefit of the respective heirs, 
administrators, executors, successors, and assigns of the Parties. 

26. Modification. No modification, amendment, or alteration of this Agreement 
. shall be valid unless in writing and signed by the Parties to this Agreement. 
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27. No Effect on Other Government Jurisdiction. This Agreement has no effect 
whatsoever on the regulatory, environmental or other jurisdiction of any federal, state, local, or 
other government entity not a party to this Agreement. 

28. Headings. The title headings of the Sections ofthis Agreement are inserted 
for convenience only and shall not be considered in construing this Agreement. 

29 ~ Effective Date. This Agreement shall become ~ffective upmi execution by 
all Parties and the Governor. For purposes ofbringing a validation action under Section 11, this 
Agreement shall be deemed entered into upon execution by the Executive Officer of the 
Commission, who shall be the last to sign prior to the signature of the Governor. 

30. Terinination. If the Closing has not occurred by the date that is one (1) year 
from the Effective Date hereof, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and 
effect unless extended in writing by both the City and the Commission, each in their sole and 
absolute discretion. 

31. Exhibits A through F. Exhibits A through F, inclusive, are attached to this 
Agreement and are'incorporated by reference as parts of it. 

To witness this Agreement, a duly authorized officer of each Party has executed it below. 
on the date opposite each signature. 

[SIGNATURES BEGIN ON FOLLOWING PAGE] 

lf-55 6 



DRAFT 12/19/19 

DATED: ---

DATED: ---

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
STATE LANDS COMMISSION 

By: --------------
Jennifer Lucchesi 
Executive Officer 

Approved as to form: . 

Xavier Becerra 
Attorney General of the 

· State of California 

By: 
--~--------------

.Deputy Attorney General 

[SIGNATURES CONTINUE ON FOLLOWING PAGE] 

Signature Page- Public Trust Exchange and Title Settlement Agreement for Transbay and Fisherman's Wharf 
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DATED: ---

DATED: ---

DATED: __ :....__ 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation 

By: ____________ _ 
Andrico Penick, Director ofProperty 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
· FRANCISCO, acting by and through the 

SAN FRANCISCO PORT COMMISSION 
as a trustee under Chapter 1333 of the 
Statutes of 1968 

By: -------------
Elaine Forbes, Executive Director 

Approved as to form: 
Dennis Herrera 
San Francisco City Attorney 

By: ____ ~~------
Michelle Sexton 
Port General Counsel 

Signature Page - Public Trust Exchange and Title Settlement Agreement for Trans bay and Fisherman's Wharf 
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IN APPROVAL WHEREOF, I, GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor of the State ~f California, have 
set my hand and caused the Seal of the State of California to be hereunto affixed pursuant to 
section 6107 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California. Given under my hand at the 
City of Sacramento this , 2020 .. 

GAVIN NEWSOM 
Governor, State of California 

Attest: 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

By:~----------~------------
Alex Padilla 
Secretary of State · 

Signature Page- PublicTrus.t Exchange and Title Settlement Agreement for Trans bay and Fisherman's Wharf 
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LIST OF EXIDBITS 

Exhibit Name/Descri:Qtion 

A. Illustrative plat of Exchange Lands 

B. Legal Description Trust Termination Streets 

C. Legal Description Trust Addition Streets 

D. Form of City Quitclaim Deed 

E. Form of Public Trust Patent 

F. Form of Trust Termination Patent 
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City and County of San Francisco 

London N. Breed, Mayor 
'Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 

GENERAL- DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 
City Hall, Room 348 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, S.F.·, CA 94102 

(415) 554-6920 !d www.SFPublicWorks. 

Public Works Order No: 202465 

Determination to recommend the street vacation of the south side of Mission Str.eet and on the east 
. side of Fremont Street, fronting Assessor's Block Number 3719, Lots 020-440, in connection with 
the Millennium Tower 301 Mission Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project pursuant to California Streets 
and Highways Code Sections 8300 et seq. and Public Works Code Section 787. 

WHEREAS, Most public streets and sidewalks are owned by the City and County of San Francisco as a 
public right-of-way; and 

WHEREAS, The area to be· vacated (the "Vacation Area") is the sidewalk portion ofthe south side of 
Mission Street and the east side of Fremont Street, fronting Assessor's Block Number 3719, Lots 020-

.440, also known as the Millennium T9wer at 30l'Mission Street, and is specifically shown on SUR Map 
2019- 006, dated January 8, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, For reference purposes, the Vacation Area also shall be identified as Assessor's Parcel 
B1o_ck No. 3719, Lot 519, for the Mission Street portion and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3719, Lot 520, 
for the Fremont Street portion of the V acaticin Area; and 

WHEREAS, In acGordance with information provided by the Project Sponsor, since completion of 
construction of the Tower in 2009, the area around the Tower and Property has experienced differential 
settlement due to consolidation and compression of the soil layer beneath the Colma Sand, which is 
known as Old Bay Clay. The existing mat foundation has settled near the northwest comer ofthe Tower 
and that corner of the Tower is tilting; and · 

WHEREAS, The 301 Mission Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project ("the Project") consists of a structural 
upgracie of the Tower building foundation that includes installation of a horizontal extension of the 
existing mat foundation for the Tower building within an approximately 8-foot-wide zone beneath 
public right of way sidewalk area immediately adjacent to the Tower along Fremont and Mission 
Streets, supported by 52 new piles extending to bedrock. The 52 new piles are referred to as "perimeter 
piles" and the extended mat foundation is referred to as the '.'collar foundation." In addition to 
preventing further settlement in the northwest cornerofthe Tower's existing foundation, the Project 
Sponsor has stated that this effort may allow for gradual tilt correction ofthe Tower building over time. 
The Project sponsor will need an easement to permanently occupy the City sidewalk portion of the 
public right-of-way (the "301 Mission Street Easement"); and 

WHEREAS, The City is prohibited from granting a non-revocable permit or easement over public right­
of-way unless the subject area is vacated in accordance with the Streets and Highways Code Sections 
8300 et seq. and Public Works Code Section 787. Consequently, in order to accommodate the Project 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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and grant the 3 01 Mission Street Easement, the City will need to temporarily vacate the Vacation Area 
prior to granting such Easement; and 

·WHEREAS, Under these circumstances, Public.Works finds that the Vacation Area is no longer 
necessary for the City's present or prospective future public street, sidewalk, and public service easement 
purposes on a temporary basis to allow for the grant of the 301 Mission StreetEasement; and 

WHEREAS, Once the street vacation occurs and the Easement is granted and recorded, the City intends 
to restore the street status on the Vacation Area so it will continue in its current form as a dedicated 
public right-of-way .. Therefore, when the 301 Mission Street Easement is recorded, Public Works 
recommends that the Vacation Area be rededicated to public use for street and right-of-way purposes 
subject to the Easement; and 

WHEREAS, Concurrent with recordation of the 301 Mission Street Easement, the Vacation Area should 
be rededicated tcipublic us~ for street and right-of-way purposes subjeCt to the Easement in order to 
restore the existing street use status to the Vacation Area; and 

WHEREAS, The permanently installed perimeter piles and collar foundation will occupy a portion of 
current public right of way on Mission and Fremont Streets that is subject to the public trust doctrine; 
which designation will be removed by a State Trust exchange agreement approved by the State Lands 
Commission, the San Francisco Port Commission, and this Board of Supervisors ("Public Trust 
Exchange") prior to the street vacation being operative and 301 Mission Street Easement being 
recorded; and 

WHEREAS, .The vacation of the Vacation Area is conditioned upon the State Lands Commission Public 
Trust Exchange being final and effective; and 

WHEREAS, Related to the street vacation action, the City also will consider the settlement of litigation 
related to 3 01 Mission Street that is comprised of all complaints and assoctated cross-claims and cross­
complaints coordinated and/or consolidated. under the case entitled, Laura S. Lehman v. Trans bay Joint 
Powers Authority, et al., Case Number CGC-16-553758 in the Superior Court of San Francisco in a 
companion ordinance (the "Settlement Ordinance"). But for this settlement, the City would not 
undertake this street vacation or the companion legislation for the 301 Mission Street Easement. 
Consequently, Public Works recommend~ that the street vacation ordinance not be operative until the 
Settlement Ordinance is final and effective. 

WHEREAS, On November 20, 2019, the Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated . . 

Negative Declaration ("PMND") for the 301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade 
Project (the "ProjeCt"). The PMND fqund that although the Project could have potentially significant 
impacts on the environment, such impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level because 
Millennium Tower Association (the "Project Sponsor") will implement all mitigation measures 
identified in the PMND; and 

WHEREAS, Prior to the Board of Supervisor's acting on the Street Vacation, the Planning Department 
will finalize CEQA documents and will issue a General Plan determination related to the street vacation; 
arid 
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WHEREAS, fu accordance with California Streets and Highways Code Sections 892 and 8300 et seq., 
the right-of-way and parts thereof proposed for vacation are no longer useful as a non-motorized 
transportation facility, as defined in Streets and Highways Code Section 887, b~cause the subject area is 
underground; and 

. WHEREAS, The vacation is being carried out pursuant to San Francisco Public Works Code Section 
787;and · 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the California Streets and Highway Code, the Department ofPublic Works, 
Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (the "Department") has initiated the process to vacate the Vacation 
Area; and 

WHEREAS, The Department sent notice of the proposed street vacation, draft SUR drawing, a copy of 
the petition letter, and a DPW referral letter to the Department of City Planning, the Department of 
Technology, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, AT&T, CenturyLink, Comcast, ExteNet, 
Point to Point communications, Verizon/MCI, XO-Communications, Sprint, San Francisco Fire 
Department, San Francisco Water Department, Pacific Gas arid Electric ("PG&E"), Bureau ·of 
Engineering, Department of Parking and Traffic, Utility Engineering Bureau, and the San Francisco 
Public Utility Commission ("PUC"). No utility company or agency objected to the proposed vacation; 
and 

WHEREAS, On December 6, 2019, the Municipal Transportation Agency determined that the proposed 
vacation did not have to be presented to the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC); 
andWHEREAS, The public interest, convenience, and necessity require that the streetvacation occur as 
contemplated to protect the public safety and allow for the Project to be implemented; and 

WHEREAS, It is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors to grarit the 3 01 Mission Street Easement 
over the City's interest in the Vacation Area to the Project Sponsor; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDERED THAT, 

The Director approves the following documents either attached hereto or referenced herein: 

1. Ordinance to vacate the Vacation Area 
2. Vacation Area SUR Map NG. 2019-006 

The Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors move forward with the legislation to vacate said 
vacation Area. 

The Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve all actions set forth herein with respect 
· to this vacation and, after recordation of the 301 Mission Street Easement, rededicate the Vacation Area 
to street use for public right-of-way purposes subject to the Easement. The Director further 
recommends the Board of Supervisors authorize. the Mayor, Clerk of~he Board, Director of Property, 
County Surveyor, and Director of Public Works to take any and all actions which they or the City 
Attorney may deem necessary or advisable. in order to effectuate the purpose and intent of this 
Ordinance. 
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SAN .fRANCISCO. 
PLANNiNG DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No. 

General Plan Referral 

December 27, 2019 
2018-016691G:fR 
301 Mission .Street 

.Block/Lot No: 3719/020 through 440 

Project Sponsors: Ifoward Dickstein 

Applicant: 

Staff Contact: 

· Millennium Tower Association 
301 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Sani.e as A]Jove 

Paolo ll<eioe- ( 415) 575-9137 
paola. ikezoe®sfgov .org 

' ' 

- /) . . . . .-
Finclingrfhe project, on.palance, is in conformity with the General Recommendation: 

Recommended 
By: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

f/ !.---/ '; 
Plan .1 i /' 1 L ... , 

C-#i;I/JI/,---:l/fir/7 if A----
'-. .;:·· fj• \ J) ! .lv/1::1; 'j/{.; j/ . ·~ 
,.-~ ~ [ t . ~ . 

/io~ Ra.~ah~, Ditector of Pl<1nning 
1\._:..-----> -· . I .· . . 

.•. 

. 1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Rec~ptlon:-

415.553.6378 

Fax: -
415.558.6409' 

Planning 
. Information: 

415.558.6377 . 

,·· .. 

On December 4, 2018, the Pianning Department (herein "the Dep~tment") received a request fro~ tfle 
Millet:~niu:in Tower Association to co.nBider the street vacation of portions· of the sidewall.< along Missio~ 
a~d Fremont Streets, as well as a permanent e~sement for a porti~n of the street ·vacation area. The stre~t. 

· vac~tioh and easement are nec~ssary to ·enable structural upgrades to the existing residentiai to~er locat~d · 
at 301 Mission Street. The upgrade involves the install~tion of approximately 52 piles underneath the 

·sidewalks along Mission and· Fremonf Streets, whiCh will exten~ into bedrock approximately··~35 ,feet 
beneath the sidewalk. The 'piles and mat. foundatio.n extension :would be located appro~imat(;lly 15 -feet. 
beneath the sidevyalk, with a v~ult above located approximately lifeet beneath the sidewalk that wiil allow 
access to the upgrade for monitoring and analysis. When the easement is recor~ed, the City' will restbre the· 
street use status on the street vac<:ttion area through a redediCation of the area for street and publ~<; right~ 
of-way purposes subject to the ea~ement. · · . · · . . ;,' · . . 

A condition precedent to the street vacation is termination of the Public Trust through a Trust Exch"!ilge 
· with the State.LanM·cc;illi:i:il8&1aiion.portions oft\11ss1on,·Fremonf.an:cCi3eale streets: The Tru~fExcnange 
· will ~low the City to grant the easeme.nt to the Project Sponsor for the purposes d!=scribed above as well 

www.sfplanning.org 
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as allow the .Trans bay Joint Powers Authority to consolidate its ownership of above and below .grade 
portions of Fremont and Beale Street that the Salesforce Transit Center currently are occupies. The streets 
where the Trust is tepninated ("Trust Termination Streets") consist of a portion of Mission Street 
(be.tween Beale Street and First Street), a portion of Beale Street (between Mission Street and Howard 
Street), and a portion of Fremont Street (between Mission Street and Howard Street), that were 
hlstoricilly tidelands within the shallow waterbody known as Yerba Buena Cove. The streets proposed · 
to be added to the Trust ("Trust Addition Streets") consist of a portion of Beach Street between VanNess 
Avenue and Leavenworth Street, a portion of Hyde Street between Beach Street and Jefferson Street, and 
a portion of Bay Street between Stockton Street and Kearney Street. These .streets, located near the · 
Fisherman's Wharf area, provide public access along and to the water and the City's waterfront and serve 
important Trust purposes. The area of the Trust Addition Streets comprises approximately 153,000 
square feet in comparison to the total area of the Trust Termination Streets that is app:r.orimately 143iOdO 
square feet. The General Plait Referral applies to all the afqtementioned issues including the street 
vacation, grant of permanent easement, rededication of street use, and. the Trust Exchange. 

In determining to issue this General Plan Referral, the Planning Department adopts findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. (" CEQA"), 
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091 through 
15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administration Code ("Chapter 31"). The CEQA Findings ~r~ . · 
contained in Attachment A to this General Plan Referral. In addition to the CEQA Findings, the Planning 
Department a,dopts a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") attached hereto as 
Attachment B. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On November 20, 2019, the Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
("PMND") for the Project, finding that, although the Project could have a significant effect on the 
enVironment, there will not be a significant eff~ct in this case because· the Project Sponsor has agreed to· 
implement all mitigation measures as identified in the MMRP, which is included asAttachmerit B to this 
document. The Planning Department prepared and publicized the PMND in compliance with the 
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

On December 27, 2019,following a 30-day public comment period, and finding that no member of the 
public filed an appeal of the PMND to the Planning Commission, the Plarining Department published a 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ("FMND"). This General Plan Referral determination is within the 

. scope of the.FMND and the Department relies on the FMND as the CEQA basis for its determination. 

SAN FRANGIS.GO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 2018-016691 GPR 
301 Nlission Street 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

As described below, the Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1· 
and is, on balance, in-conformity with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

Note: General Plan Objectivef? and Policies are in bold font; General Plan text is in regclar font. Staff 
comments are in italic font. 

Community Safety Element 

OBJECTIVE 1 
REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY AND MINIMIZE 
PROPERTY DAMAGE RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS. 

POLICY1.3 
Assure that new constructinn meets current structural and life safety standards. 

POLICY1.13 
Reduce the risks presented by the City's most vulnerable structures, particularly privately owned 
buildings and provide assistance to reduce those risks. 

The proposed project is necessary to eriable a structural upgrade to an existing residential building, ensuring it 
meets current structural and life safety standards. 

Housing Element 

POLICY2.4 
Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units to ensure long term habitation 
and safety. 

POLICY2.5 
Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of the existing housing stock 

The proposed project is necessary to enable a structural.upgrade to an existing residential building, ensuring long 
tenn habitation, safety, and structural soundness. 

Eight Priority Policies Findings , 
The subject project is found to be consistent with the. Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1 in that: 

1. That ~xisting neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities 
for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Project would hav~ no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for employment 
in or ownership of such businesses. · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved arid protected in order to preserve 
the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project would have no adverse effect on the Cih/ s hou.sing stock or on neighborhood charaCter. The existing 
housing and neighborhood character will be not be negatively affected. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The Project would ha?e no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking. 

· The Project will not result in commuter traffic impeding Munl's transit service, overburdening the streets or 
altering current neighborhood parking. · 

5. That a diverse ec;onomic base be maintained. by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential· 
employment and ownership in these sector~ be enhanced. · 

The Project would not affect the existing economic base in this area. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury. and loss of life in 
an earthquake. · 

The Project proposes a structural upgrade to the residential tower at 301 Mission Street, . . 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Project will not. involve any changes to landmarks or historic buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 

The Project will not affect City parks or open spaces, or their access to sunlight and vistas. 

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity 
with the General Plan 

Attachment A: 301 Mission Street CEQA Findings 
Attachment B: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 301 Mission Street 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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CASE NO. 2018-016691GPR 

ATTACHMENT A 

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 

301 MISSION STREET 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings 

PREAMBLE 

In determil-ring to .approve the project described in Section I, Project Description below, the San Francisco 
Department of City Pla::nning ("DCP" or "Planning Department") makes and adopts the following findings 
of fact and decisions, prepared by the Planning Department, based on substantial evidence in the whole 
record of this proceeding and under the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly .Sectipns 21081 and 21081.5,_ the Guidelines for 
Implementation of CEQA, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), particularly Sections i5091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administration .Code. DCP adopts these findings in conjunction with the Approval Actions described in 
Section I( c), below, as required by CEQA. 

These findings are organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the project(the "Proposed Project") as analyzed in the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Project ("Final MND" or "FMND"), the environmental review process for the 
Project, and the approval actions to be taken and the location of records; · 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than significant 
levels through mitigation and describes the mitigation measures; . 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") for the mitigation measures that have been 
proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to the General Plan Referral for 
301 Mission Street. The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15074. 

Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the FMND that is required to 
avoid a sigruncant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency responsible for implementation 
of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the 
mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B. These findings are based upon substantial evidence in 

1 
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the entire record before DCP. The references set forth :in these f:ind:ings to certa:in pages or section~ of the 
FMND are for ease of reference and are not :intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied 
upon for these f:ind:ings. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND. . . 

A. Project Description 

The 301 :Mission Street, Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project (the "Project") is associated with 
the 50,500-square-foot (1.16-acre) parcel (Assessor's Block 3719, Lots 020---440) at 301 J\1ission Street located· 
on the south side of J\1ission Street between Fremont and Beale streets with:in San Francisco's Financial 
District (the "Property"). The existing high-rise on the 301 J\1ission Street parcel is called the J\1illennium 
Tower. The Tower build:ing covers a footpr:int of approximately 32,960 square feet and its foundation 
system consists of a 10-foot-thick reinforced concrete mat foundation. In accordance with information 
provided by the Project Sponsor, J\1illennium Tower Association, since completion of construction of the 
Tower :in 2009, the area around the Tower and Property has experienced differential settlement due to 
consolidation and compression of the soil layer beneath the. Colma Sand, which is known as Old Bay Clay. 
As of the release ·of the FMND, at its lowest point, the existing mat foundation has settled approximately 
17.6 :inches near the northwest corner of the Tower, such that the. top of the Tower tilts approximately 17.1 
:inches to the northwest near the corner of J\1ission and Fremont Streets. 

The Project consist~ of a structural upgrade of fue Tower build:ing foundation that includes installation of 
a structural extension of the existing mat foundation for the Tower build:ing within an approximately 8-
foot-wide zone beneath public right of way sidewalk area immediately adjacent to the Tpwer along 
Fremont and J\1ission streets, supported by 52 new piles extend:ing to bedrock. The 52 new piles are referred 
to a "perimeter piles'' and the extended mat foundation is referred to as the "collar foundation." In addition 
to preventing further settlement :in the northwest corner of the Tower's existing foundation, the Project 
Sponsor has stated that this effort may allow for gradual tilt correction of the Tower build:ing over time. 
Project construction activities would be staged adjacent to the Property along Fremont, J\1ission and Beale 
Streets, requiring the closure of one travel lane and sidewalks along Fremont and J\1ission Streets and 
restricting pedestrian access on the sidewalk along Beale Street during portions of construction. There 
would be no pedestrian access along the Fremont and J\1ission Str.eets sides of the Tower dur:ing the entirety 
of construction, because the structural upgrade construction would occur :in the sidewalk area; however, 
after completion of the structural upgrade, the Project would restore the site to pre-construction conditions .. 

B. . P·roject Approvals· 

The Project requires the following Board of Supervisors approvals: 

• Review and approval of an ord:inance authorizing a street vacation and a resolutio~ for an 
easement perll)itting the permanent installation of the perimeter piles and collar. fouri.dation; 

• Approval of a State public trust exchange to remove public trust from the public.right-of-way on 
Jv.lission, Fremont, and Beale Streets and replace it on other public streets; 

• Approval of the settlement of an ongoing lawsuit related to the Tower; 
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• Adopting CEQA findings and· a MMRP. 

The Project requires the following San Francisco Port Commission approvals: 

• Approval of a state public trust exchange to remove public trust from the public right-of-way on 
Mission, Fremont, and Beale Streets and replace it on other public streets; 

" Adopting CEQA findings and a MMRP. 

Actions by Other City Departments and State Agencies 

• . State Lands Commission 
o Approval of a state public trust exchange to remove public trust.fromthe public right-of-· 

way on Mission, Fremont, and Beale Streets and replace it on other public streets · 

• San Francisco Planning Department 
o General Plan Referral related to Project, street vacation, and other related actions 

• San Francisco Department of Public Works 
o Various permits and approvals related to street demolition and restoration plans, 

including tree removal and replanting 

" San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 
o Building permits required to construction the structural upgrade· 

• San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
o Various permits and approvals related to temporary street closures and temporary 

relocation of overhead wires for Muni trolley coach services 

• San Francisco Department of Public Health 
o Various approvals related to the Maher Ordinance and work site safety 

• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
o Review and approval of a batch waste discharge permit 
o Review and approval of erosion and sediment control plan 

C. Environmental Review 

DCP commenced environmental review of the Project following submission of complete environmental 
evaluation materials from the Project Sponsor on December 19, 2018. Following completion of technical 
study scoping, on June 14, 2019, the Planning Department circulated a Notification of Project Receiving 
Environmental Review ("Neighborhood Notice"). The Neighborhood Notice was sent to community 
organizations, occupants of the Property, and those persons who oWn property within 300 feet of the 
project site. In addition, the Neighborhood Notice was sent to people who had requested to receive notice 
regarding the Property: 
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On November 20, 2019, the Planning Deparbnent published a Prelirrrinary Mitigated Nega?-ve Declaration 
("PMND") for the 'Project, fincling that, although the Project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not b.e a signilicarit effect in'this case because the Project Sponsor has agreed to . 
implement all mitigationmeas:ures as identified in the J\.fMRP, Attachment B. DCP prepared and publicized 
tl;le PMND in compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (California 
Public Resour~es Code Sections 21000 et seq., "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of· 
Regulations Title 14 Sections 15000 et ·seq.), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
("Chapter 31"). · 

On December 27, 2019, following a 30-day public comment period and fin cling that no member of the public 
filed an appeal of the.PMND to the Planning Commission, DCP published a Final MND. 

:Prior to considering approval of the Project, DCP must determine that the Project proposed for approval 
has been sufficiently assessed under CEQ A. 

D. Content an.d Location of Record 

The record up0n which all finclings and deterrrrinations related to the adoption of the proposed Project are 
based include the following: 

• The FMND~ and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the FMND; 

• · All information (including written'evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to DCP . 
relating to the FMND, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the Project; 

• All information (inclucling written evidence and testimony) presented to DCP by the· 
environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the FMND, or incorporated into 
reports presented to DCP; 

• All information. (inclucling written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other 
public agencies rel?ting to the Project or FMND; 

• · All applications, letters, testimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Project 
Sponsor and its consultants in connection with the Project; 

• All Wormation (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing 
related to the FMND; 

• The :MMRP; and, 

· • All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21167.6(e). 

The public hearing transcripts and audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the FMND received during 
the public review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the FMND are 
located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco. The Planning 
Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of these documents and materials. 
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E. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts of the Project and 
Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II and ill set forth DCP' s findings about the FMND and the mitigation measures 
proposed such that potentially significant impacts can be avoided or reduced to less-than sigirificant levels .. 
These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of DCP regarding the enviroru:ilental impacts 
of the Project and the mitigation measures includ(:!d as part of the FMND and adopted by DCP as part of· 
the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and because DCP agrees with, and hereby adopts, the 
conclusions in the FMND, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the FMND, but 
instead incorporates them by reference herein and relies upon them as substantial evidence supporting 
these findings. 

In making these findings, DCP has considered the opinions of Planning Department and other City staff 
and experts, other agencies, and members of the public. DCP finds that: the determination of significance 
thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the 
significance thresholds used in the FMND are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including 
the expert opinion o£ the FMND preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the FMND 
provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental 
effects of the P:t;oject. . 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
FMND. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 
FMND and these findings hereby incorporate by reference. the discussion and analysis in the FMND 
supporting the determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measure$ designed to address 
those iillpacts. In making these findings, DCP ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the 
determinations and conclusions of the FMND relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, 
except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by 
these findings. · 

As set forth below, DCP adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth in the FMND and the 
attached MMRP to avoid the potentially significant and significant impacts of the Project. DCP :ill tends to 
adopt the mitigation measures proposed in the FMND. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure 
recommended in the FMND has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the :MMRP, such 
mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in 
the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the :MMRP fails to 
accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the FMND, due· to a clerical error, the language of the policies 
and implementation measures as set forth in the FMND, shall control. The impact numbers and mitig~tion 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the FMND. 

In the Sections IT and ill below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical. finding dozens of times to address each and every 
significan~ effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because 
in no instance is DCP rejecting the conclusions of the FMND or tl:le mitigation measures recommended in 
-the FMND for the Project. 

II. IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND THUS 
DO NOT REQUIRE MITIGATION 
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Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Resources 
Code,§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines,§§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3),15091.). Based on the evidence in the whole record 
of this proceeding, DCP finds that, the Project described in the FMND will not result in any significant 
impacts in the below areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation. 

Land Use 

• Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
• Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant physical environmental impact due to a 

conflict with any land use plan, policy; or regulation. adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

• Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
not result in a cumulative land use impact. · 

Aesthetics 

• Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
• lmpactA.E-2: The proposed project would not damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, tree, 

rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic public 
setting. . 

• ·Impact AE~3: The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area 

• ·Impact C-AE-1: Tl;J.e proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity 
of the project site, would not result in cumulatively significant impacts related to aesthetics. 

Populati~n, Housing, and Employment 

• Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly or indirectly. 

• Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing 
units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. 

• Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
vicinity, would not result in a cumulative impact on population and housing. 

Cultural and Paleontological :Resources · 

· • Impact CR-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in CEQA Gu~delines section 15064.5, including those resources listed in article 10 or 
article _11 of the planning code. 

• Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
not result in significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources. 

Tribal Cultural Resources· 

• Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonabiy foreseeable future projects, would 
not result in significant cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources · 

Transportation and Circulation 

• · Impact TR-1: Construction of the project would require an intense activitybut would not create potentially 
hazardous conditions for. people walking, bicycling, or driving.or public transit operations; or interfere with 
accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public transit, including due to loading 
activities. 
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" Impact TR-2: Operation of the project would not result in significanttransportation impacts. 
" Impact C-TR-1: Construction ofthe proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable 

projects, would not contribute considerably significant construction-related transportation impacts. 
• Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, 

would not result in significant transportation impacts. 

Noise 

.. 

.. 

Impact N0-3: Operation of the proposed proJect would not generate noise levels in exces~ of standards 
established in the local ge1;1eral plan or noise ordinance or result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. · 
Impact C-N0-1: Implementation ofthe proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable 
projects would not result in a significant cumulative noise or vibration impacts. 

Air Quality 

" ·Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would not result in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants or toxic air contaminants. 

• Impact AQ-4: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. 

• Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
that would adversely affect a substantial number of people. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

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

Wind and Shadow 

• These topics are not applicable to the proposed project, because there would be no substantial change to the 
above-ground structures on the Property 

Recreation 

• Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities. 

• Impact UT-2: The proposed project' would have sufficient water supply available and would not require 
new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. 

" Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment provider 
that would serve the project. 

• Impact UT-4: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs and would comply with all applicable statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. 

.. Impact C-Ut-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects, would not. 
result in a cumulative impact on utilities and service systems. 

Utiiities and Service Systems 

• Impact UT -1: The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas; or 
telecommunications facilities. 
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• Impact UT-2: The propos.ed project would have sufficient water supply available and would not require 
new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. 

• Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment provider 
that would serve the project. . . 

• Impact UT -4: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with suffiQient permitted capacity to 
accommodatt< the project's solid waste disposal needs and would comply with all applicable statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. 

• · Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably. foreseeable projects, would not 
··result in a cumulative impact on utilities and service systems. · 

Public Services 

• . Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not increase demand for police and fire protection. services apd. 
would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated with the provision of such 
services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. 

• Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects, would not have a significant cumulative impact on public services. 

Biological Resources 

• Impact BI.:l: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any special-status species. 

• Impact BI-2: The proposed project would· not interfere with the movement of any native resident or 
wildlife .species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. 

• Impact Bl-3: The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

• Impact C-BI-1: The proposeq project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
vicinity of the site, would not have a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

Geology and Soil 

• Impact GE-l: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly causepotential·substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong 
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. · · 

• Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
• · Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

could become unstable as a result ofthe project, resulting in an onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. · 

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

• · .Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable fut)lre projects would · 
not result in a significant cumulative impact related to geology, soils, seismicity; and paleontological 
resources. 

As a result oftb,e analysis leading to the findings above and the DCP's Environmental Plaiming division review of 
the Project, the FMND includes a recommended improvement measure related to implementation of monitoring and 

. reporting already included as part of the project. The Project Sponsor has agreed to follow this improvement 
measure and the Department of Building Inspection has indicated it will adopt the recommended improvement 
measure as part of its approvals' related to the Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• ImpaCt HY-1: The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
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• Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. 

• Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in altered drainage patterns that would cause 
substantial erosion and siltation or flooding on- or off-site, or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff, or impede or redirect flood flows. 

• Impact HY-4: The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 

" Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
site vicinity, would not have a: significant cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality. 

Hazards and-Hazardous Materials 

" Impact HZ-1: Construction of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

• Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant haiard to the public or the environ~ent 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the relyase of hazardous materials 
into the environment. 

" · Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not impair imphimentation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
site vicinity, would result in less than significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Mineral Resources 

,• Because no sites in San Francisco are designated areas of significant mineral deposits, this topic is not 
applicable to the proposed project. 

Energy Resources 

• Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not encourage activities which would result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

• Impact EN-2: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency. 

• Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project in the 
site vicinity, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on energy resources. 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

• The proposed project will have no impact on agricultural or forest resources. 

Wildfire 

" . Because San Francisco does not contain any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified 
as very high fire hazard severity zones, this topic is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Ill. FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE 
AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH 
MITIGATION 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible (unless 
mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). The findings in this Section 
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. ' . 

ill co~cern mitigation measures set forth in the FMND. These findings· discuss mitigation measures . 
identified in the FMND to mitigate the potentially significant impacts o£ the proposed project. The full text 
of the mitigation measures is contained in the FMND and in: the MMRP; Attachment B. DCP finds that the 
impacts of the Project identified in this Section ill would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through . 
implementation of the mitigation measures contained m the FMND for the reasons specified therein, and . 
imposed as conditions of approval as set forth in Attachment B. 

DCP recognizes that some of the mitigation measures are partially within the jurisdiction of other agencies. 
DCP urges these agencies to assist in implementing these mitigation measures, and finds that these 
agencies can and should participate in implementing these mitigation measures. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
· archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. 

Impact CR:-3: The proposed project.could disturb ht:tman remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries 

Because the Project involves ground-disturbin:g activities, which could affect human remains and 
archaeological resources, the FMND prciposes·Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 requiring the development of 
a testing, monitoring and data recovery program, as well as procedures for the treatment of human 
remains discovered during ground-disturbing activity. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archaeological Testing 

Impact TC-1: The proposed project could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource as defined in Public.Resources Code section 21074. 

Because the Project involves ground-disturbing activities, which· could affect tribal cultural resources, the 
FMND proposes Mitigation Measure M-TC-1 requiring the development of a tribal cultural. resources 
interpretive program in ~e event the Environmental Review Officer determines that a significant 
archeological resource is present and, in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal. 
representatives, determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the resource 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 

Impact N0-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate substantial temporary or periodic 
increases in ambient noise levels. 

Because construction of the Project would cause a temporary increp.se in noise levels at the project site and 
within the project vicinity area, the FMND proposes Mitigation Measure M-NO-la requiring general 
construction noise control measures to ensure that project noise from construction activities is minimized 
to the maximum extent feasible. The FMND also proposes Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb to reduce 
nighttime construction delivery noise during Stages 3 and 4. 

Mttigation Measure M~NO-la 
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Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb 

Impact N0-2: During project construction, the proposed project could generate excessive groundbome 
vibration or groundbome noise levels. 

Because construction activities involve impact activities and compaction that could< produce detectable 
vibration at nearby sensitive buildiri_gs and sensitive receptors, the FJ\.1ND propose Mtigation Measure M­
N0-2 which requires contractors to use limit the use of vibratory rollers. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria 
air pollutants. Construction exhaust emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable net· 
increase in regional non-attainment criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed proj.ect's construction activities would generate toxic air contaminants, 
including diesel particulate matter that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. · 

Impact C-AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area would result in significant cumulative 
air quality impacts. 

Because construction activity would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants that would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, the FMND 
proposes Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, which requires engines meet higher emission standards on certain 
types of construction equipment in order to reduce NOx.construction emissions; cancer risk and PMz.s to 
less-than-significant levels. Implementation of Mitigation.Measure M-AQ-1 would also bring the 
cumulative air quality impacts of the· construction activities to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 

Impact GE-5: The propo~ed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geological feature. 

Because construction activities could directly or indirectly destroy a paleontological resource, the FMND 
proposes Mitigation Measure M-GE-5a, b, c, & d, requiring the project sponsor or its contractor to retain a 
qualified paleontologist to train workers, monitor installation of the 36-inch-diameter casings anticipated . . 
to return Colma Sands and Old Bay Clay and salvage and prepare any find deemed significant. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-Sa, b, c, & d 

Mandatory findings of significance 

The proposed project would not subst8J.'ltially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause. a fish or 

wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 

or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. 
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As described above, construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in potential 

impacts on unknown archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources. These impacts 

would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-2,Archeological Testing 

an.d Archeological Monitoring, and.M-TC-1, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. 

Also as described above, construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in 
potential impacts on paleontological resources. These impacts would be less than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Mea()ures M-GE-Sa through M-GE-Sd. Therefore, the ·proposed project 

would not result in a significant impact through the elimination of important examples of major periods of 

California history or prehistory. 

Section E of the initial stuqy has addressed cumulative impacts under each environoiental topic and 

determined :that the proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects, would not 

result in significant cumulative impacts. 

As described above, the proposed project would result in substantial temporary. noise level increases in 

excess of established standards and groundborne vibration impq.cts on sensitive receptors at the 301 . 

Mission Street. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitig~tion Measures 

M-N0-1a, General Construction Noise Control Measures, M-NO-lb, Noise Reduction Techniques for 

Equipment Used in Nighttime Delivery Activity, and M-N0~2, Limited Use of Vibratory Rollers. 

Also as described above, the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts related to 

criteria air pollutants and health risk These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, Construction Air Quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation of the 

mitigation measures. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE 301 MISSION STREET PERIMETER PILE UPGRADE PROJECT 

MeasureS Adopted as Conditions of Approval 

: MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE 301 MISSION STREET PERIMETER PILE liP GRADE PROJECT 

i Cu/lural Re5ources MitlgaUon Measure'· ,:·;-···' ··, 
Mitigation Measure M..CR-2: Archeological Testing and Monitoring •• 
Based on a reasonabl~ presumption tha.t 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 historil::a! resources. The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological Consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archeological Consultants 
List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archeofogist. The project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain 
the names and contact Information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL, with specialized expertise in geoarcheology 
and historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing and monitoring program as specified herein. 
In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct a data recovery program if recfuired pursuant to this measure. The archeological 
consultant's work shall be conducted In accordance with this measure at the dlrectloiJ ofthe 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. Arcrheologlcal data recovery programs required by this 
measure could suspend construction ofthe 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 Jess-than-significant 
level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guld~Jines section 15064.5(a) and (c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site assOciated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO 
shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field inVestigations of 
the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the sile, 
a.nd, if applicable, any.Jnterpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall 
be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

Archeo/ogicar Testing and Monitoring PrOgram. The archeological cOnsultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan and archeological monitoring plan (ATP/AMP). The ATP/AMP shall iden.tify the property types ofthe 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 and monitoring. The purpose of the archeological testing and monitoring program will be to determine to 
the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources or strata with potential to include archeological resources and to 
Identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

The archeological testing and monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP/AMP, as follows: 

Archaeological testing shall consist of geoarchaeological coring prior to the beginning of project excavations and/or-In concert with post~ 
approval geotechnical testing, and shall, at minimum, include sampling of the uppermost five feet of the Young Bay Mud and the uppermost 
five feet of the Colma Sands Formation, or of the Old Bay Clay, where this stratum directly underlies the Young Bay Mud stratum. 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 addltlonal measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be 
undertaken include additional archeological testing, modifications to the archeological monitoring program; and/or implementation of an 
archeological data recovery program, as detailed below. No archeological data r~covery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the 
ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. 

Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted in accordance with ihe approved AMP. It is anticipated that at a minimum, this shall Include 
at least Intermittent monitoring of excavations within bay fill and the upper portion ofthe Young Bay Mud stratum, and selective monitoring of 
the installation of the 36-lnch-diameter outer casings. The archeological c9nsu!tant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on any 
adjustments needed in the scope of archeological monitoring based on the results of geoarchaeo!oglcal teslilJg and the judgment of the 
project archaeologist, reasonably prior to the commencement of mass excavation and casing installations. Whether or not slgnfficant 
archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program 
to the ERO. If no potential archeological resources are identified, the final report shall consist of an Archaeological Testing Results ReporV 
Archaeological Monitoring Results Report {AMRR/ATRR). If significant resources ar:e Identified, the consultant shall prepare a Anal 
Archaeological Resources Report (FARR), the contents of which are detailed below. • 

In addition: 

Prior to the beginning of construction soil disturbance, the archeological consUltant shall advise· all projecfcontr~ctors to be on the 

Jmplementation Responsibility 

-·-.. 
Project sponsor to retain qualified 
professional archeological 
consultanl 

Qualified archaeologist to Identify 
descendant monitor; Project 
sponsor to retain monitor. 

Archeological consultant to prepare 
in consultation with ERO 

Project sponsor and archeological 
consultant to Implement ATP/AMP 
in consultation with the ERO. 

Project sponsor, archaeological 
consultant, archaeological monitor, 
and project sponsor's contractors 
shall implement the applicable 
provisions of the AMP, if 
required by the ERO 
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Upon publication of the draft CEQA 
document 

Upon dfscoveJY of an archaeological site 
associated with descendant groups, and 
for the duration of any archaeological 
Investigation of the_ as~ociated site. · 

Prior to any excavation, site preparation 
or, geotechnical drilling, submit· 
ATP/AMP to the ERO for approval. 

Testing to be completed concurrent with 
geotechnical drilllng. 

Upon completion of the archeological 
testing program. 

Upon conclusion of archeoJogJcaJ testing. 
and prior to the commencement of post­
coring soil-disturbing activities. 
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Monitoring/Reporting 
~esponsibility 

- '>.':- ~·" 
,., .. 
·-!'-> 
The archaeological consultant 
shall undertake an 
archaeological testing and 
monitoring program as specified 
herein. (See below regarding 
archaeological consultant's 
reports). 

Project sponsof/archaeologlcal 
consultant shall contact the ERo· 
and appropriate descendant 
group representative upon 
discovery of an archaeological 
site. 

ERO to review and approve 
ATP/AMP. 

Archaeological consultant to 
implement approved ATP/AMP 
in consultation·with ERO. 
Archaeological coosultant and 
project sponsor to submit results 
of testing and consult with ERD 
on subsequent tasks. 

Project sponsor and 
archeological conSultant in 
consultation with the ERO 

Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
and Verification of 
Compliance 

Considered complete when 
project sponsor retains a 
qualified professional 
archaeological consultant and 
scope of ATP/AMP has been 
approved by the ERD 

Considered complete upon 
submittal of Final Archeological 
Resources Report. 

Considered compete upOn ERO 
approvalofATP/AMP · 

Considered complete upon ERO 
approval of consultanfs initial 
report of archeological testing 
r'esults and ERO approval of 
scope of any subsequent 
monitoring and/or data recovery. 

Considered complete on ERO 
approval of Archaeological 
Monitoring Results Report 
anc:Var Final Archaeological 
Resources Report 
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Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval Implementation Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

alert for eviden;e of the' presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected resource{s), and of 
the appropriate prot~col in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

The archeological monltor(s) shall be present on .the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeOlogical 
consultant and '1he ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project archeo1oglcal consultant, determined that project 
construction activities could have rio effects on significant archeological deposits; 

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

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in .the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The 
archeological monitor shall be empowered.to temporarily redirect demontion/excavationtpi!e installation/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile installation or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), 
the archeological monitor has cause to belleve that the pile installation or deep found.ation activities may affect an archeological 
resource, the pile installation or deep foundation activities shal!·be terminated until arl appropriate evaluation or the resource has 
been made In ~onsultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shaH Immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, Integrity, and signlfic.ance 
of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessmef}t to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery PrOgram. The archeological data recovery program, when required through the process set forth above, shall Project sponsor and archa~ological ADRP to be prepared by consultant upon 
be conducted in accord wilh an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet consultant i~ consultation with the determination by the ERO that an ADRP Is 
and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to. preparation of a draft AQRP. The arCheological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. required. Archaeological data recovery to 
ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program w!ll preserve the Significant information the archeological resource is be implemented prior to or during 
expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what construction, as determined by provisions 
data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. of approved ADRP. 
Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical resource that could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. Destructive data recovery methods shalf not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the fp!\owing elements: 
Field Methods and Procedures- Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, ahd operations . Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis- Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures . Discard and Deaccession Polley.:. Description or and ratioria\e for field and post~field discard and deaccession.policies 
Interpretive Program- Consideration of an on~site/off-site public Interpretive progr9m based on the results of the archeological 
data reco'very p'"ogram . 
Security Measures- Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from vanda!Jsm, looting, and non~ 
intentionally damaging activities 
Rna\ Report- Description of pr:oposed report format and distribution of results 
curation- Description of the procedures and recommendations for !he curatlon of any recovered data.having potential research 
value, Mentification of appropriate curation facilities, and.a summary of the accession policies 6fthe curation facilities. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains a·nd of associated or unassoclated Project sponsor and archaeological Upon discovery of human remains and 
funerary objects discovered during any soils dislurf?ing activity shall comply with applicable State and federal laws. This shall include consultant Shall notify the San as required by PRC 5097.98 
Immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the eyent of the Medical Examiner's Francisco 

determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Medical Examiner and If 

Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD w!U complete his or her inspection of the remains and make applicable, Native American 

recommendations or preferences for treatment within 46 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097 .98). Heritage Commission who will 

The ERO also shall be notified immediately upon the discovery of human remains. 
appoint a Most Likely Descendent. 
Project sponsor, ERO, and the 

The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement ("Agreement") with the MLD, as expeditiously 
Most Likely Descendent shall make 
all reasonable efforts to ~eve lop a 

as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects burial agreement. 
{as detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5{d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate ex~avation, removal, 
recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curatlon, and final disposltion of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary 
objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains ~nd/or associated or unassociated funerary objects, the archeological 
consultant shall retain possess_ion of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects until completion of any such analyses, 
after which the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 

Nothing in existing State ~egu!ations. or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and t~e ERO to accept treatment 
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Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
Monitoring!Reporting and Verification of 
Responsibility Compliance 

If required, archaeological Considered complete upon 
consultant tp prepare and review and approval of the 
implement an ADRP In ADRP by the ERO and upon 
consultation with the ERO notification of the ERO, by the 

consultant, that data recovery 
is complete. 

Archaeological consultant and Considered complete on 
project sponsor to report comp.letion of burial agreement 
discovery and notification of ME and/or analysis and/or legal 
!oERO disposition of the remains a.nd 

associated funerary materials. 
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Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval Jmp.Jementation Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

recommendations of the MLD. However, if the ERO; project sponsor and MLD are unable to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of 
the remains and associated or unassoclated funerary objects, the ERO, with cooperation ofthe project sponsor, shan ensure that the 
remains and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, 
In a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance. 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil~disturblng activity, 
additionally, shall follow protocols laid out In the project's archeologicaftreatment documents, and in any related agreement establ!~hed 
between the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 

Final Archeologioaf Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeologic~l Resources Report (FARR) to Project sponsor and archaeological After completion of archeological testing, 
the j"::.RO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological.resource and describes the archeological and historical consultant In consultation with the monitoring, data recovery, analysis and 
research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program{s) undertaken. The Draft FARR shall also include ERO if the project resul!s in Interpretation, as applicable. 
an Interpretation Plan for public Interpretation of all significant archeological features. archeological dlscqveries. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Historical Resources Information Ce:nter Northwest 
Information Center (NWJC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy ofth·e transmittal of the FARR to the NW!C. The 
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy 
on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 
National Regi~er 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. 

j Tribal Cu/lura/ Resource~ Mit/g~iJ~n.MeasU~e··. _1;. ·~ . ·;··~, .. ::: . :•. ··· .. ·.·.·.· . ... ··. · .. '··. .. ~· '.' . 
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources lnterpr_etive Program. Project sponsor, tribal Prior to further soil disturbing activities 

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation with the representative and ERO to consult that could affect the resource 

affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the on feasibility of preservation in 

resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed proJect shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on place. 

the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 

If the ERO determines that preservation-In-place ofthetrib.al cultural resource is both feasible and effective, then the archeological Project sponsor and archeological Preservation Plan to be prepared on 
consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan {ARPP).lmplementation of the approved ARPP by. the project sponsor consultant agreement that preservation In place is 
aild the archeological consultant shall be required when feasible. feasible and Implemented prior to further 

activities that could affect the resources 

If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, determines that preservation-in- Project sponsor In consultation with Prior to issuance of'final certificate of 
place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the the ERO and tribal representatives. occupancy. 
tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An Interpretive- plan produced In consultation with the ERO and 
affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program~ The plan shall 
identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, 
the producers or artists ofthe displays or Installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The Interpretive program may Include artist 
Installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories With local Native Americans, artifacts dfsplays 'and interpretation, and 
_educational panels or other Informational displays .• 
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Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
Monitoring/Reporting and Verification of 
Responsibility Compliance 

If applicable, archeological Considered complete upon 
consultant to submit a FARR to approval of FARR by ERO and 
ERO for approval; distribute distribution of FARR as directed 

FARR and provide written byERO. 

certification of distribution to 
ERO 

. i 
Archeological COJJsultant shall Upon agreement between ERO 
contact .the ERO and appropriate and project sponsor that 
Native American tribe preservation plan sh~ll be 
representative upon discovery of prepared and implemented. 
an archeological resource that 
may constitutes a tribal cultural 
resource. 

Project sponsor and Arch6o!ogical consultant 
archeological consultant in submits preservation plan; 
consultation with the ERO ERO reviews and approves; 

project sponsor verifies to ERO 
that plan has been 
implemented. 

• The ERO to approve final Conside:red complete upon 
Interpretive program ••• Installation of app.roved 

Interpretive program, if 
fequired. Project sponsor to 
provide verification to ERO that 
approved Interpretation 
program has been 
implemented 

i No!se-M/Ogat/on Measure~ ~ ·,,,. '. c.'"/'::: .. ·'Ao·;: .-_::.-:· ;·.-':.·.-•· . .-· ::'. ,, .. ':.' .... : .. ·.'·:: .':_>:. . .... , •• ·'.'' :~ ... :,. ' ·::. ..>: ' ' .. :->~;:~..... ..-:i ;....... / .. ·, :;: ,:; '.': :;: :::i .. :.:.-: .." ·. ''.·:.' i:. :,t:·?c,:'... ·, ..... ·.', ..... ~ . .' .· :l 
Mitigation Measure M~No .. 1a: General Construction Noise Control Measures. Project sponsor and contractor Draft construction noise management Prior to the issuance of any Considered complete at the 

To ensure that project noise from con~truction actiVities is minimized to the maximum extent feasible, the project sponsor shall undertake the shall prepare a construction noise plan to be submitted to Planning building permit, San Francisco completion of construction and 
following: management plan Department and OBI prior to Issuance of Department of Building submittal of final noise 

The project sponsor shan require the general Contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction utilize the 
the flrst permit. Inspection and Planning monitoring reports for all 

best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures 
Department shall review and construction stages. 

and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 
approve Construction Noise 

The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources. {such as compresSors) as far from adjacent 
Management Plan. 

Project sponsor, qualified 
or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sou ices and/or the 

consultant, and/or construction 
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Measures Adopted as Conditioris of Approval lmplemeni:atlon Resp~nsibility Mitigation Schedule 

constnictton site, which co~ld reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate 
stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, If feasible. 

The proj~ct sponsor sllall require the general contractor to use impacttoo!s (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) 
that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed atr exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools, _Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be 
used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA. . The project sponsor shall include noise control requirements In specifications provided to consti-u~tion contractors. Such requirements 
could include, but not be limited to, performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with 
effective mufflers; unc:ertaking the most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as 
feasible; ·and selecting haul routes that avoid residential buil~ings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. . Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning department and De-partment of.Bulldlng 
Inspection (building department) a Construction Noise Management Pian identifying all measures be implemented and identifying a 
contact person and phone number to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construCtion noise. These measures shall include 
(1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying tpe building department, the Department of Publlc Health (health department), and the 
Police Department (during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on·site descnbing noise complaint procedures 
and a complaint hoUine number that shall be answered ·at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on·site construction 
complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers 
within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of commencement of construction activities. 

The general contractor or other designated person{s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitor[ng log report that shall be made available to 
the planning department upon request. The log shall Include any noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance 
or no~ as well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or DB! if the contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a 
building department notice, Inspection, or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exCeedance or for a period during which a 
co.mplalnt Is received Shall be submitted to the planning department within three business days foltowing the week in which the 
exceedance .or complaint occurred. A report shall be submitted to the planning department at the completion of construction. The report 
shall doCument noise levels,- exceedances of standards, if reported, and corrective action(s) taken. 

Mitigation Measure M~N0-1 b: Noise Reduction Techniques for Equipment Used in Nighttime Delivery Activity. Project sponsor and contractor During nighttime delivery activity In 

The project sponsor shall notify the Planning Department Development Performance Coordinator of any night noise permit application filed stages 3 and~ or construction 
with the Department of Building Inspection on the day of filing and any emergency/unanticipated activity with the potential to exceed standard 
as .soon as possible. The project sponsor shall implement all of the following noise reduction techniques to reduce nighttime construction 
delivery noise during Stages 3 and 4: 

The crane used for nighttime deliveries shall be directionally positioned such that the exhaust faces away from the building at 301 
Mission Street. This measure would be expected to reduce noise levels by 2 to 3 dBA. 

Provide acoustically-rated shielding around crane engine. This measure would be expected to reduce noise·levels by 5 to 12 dBA 
depending on the proximity of shielding to the crane engine. 

The crane shaH be operated In ECO silent mode during nighttime hours. This measure would be expected to reduce noise J~vels by 3 to 
5 dBA. 

Forklifts shall employ self-adjusting directional backup alarms. Such alarms constantly measure the background noise and can reduce 
their sound level by 20 dBA or more, 

Mitigation Measure M-N0~2: Limited Use of Vibratory Rollers. Project sponsor and contractor During construction 

The project sponsor shaH require that the contractors use non vibratory excavator mounted compaction wheels and smaU, smooth drum 
rollers for final compaction of any asphalt base and asphalt concrete. If needed to meet compaction requirements, smaller vibratory rollers 
shall be used to minimize vibration levels during repaving activities Where needed to meet vibration standards. 

! Air Quality M!Ogatlon Measure· .· ·.·.·· c.·c·,., ... ,:.:.:.::•::.:. .: 
. "•' . •·.· ..... ,·, . ·.'. . . '·:. '::: ·,:. '>; .. :·.c.·,: . . . : ·.> . .,,. . 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ~1: Construction Air Quality. Project sponsor and contactor Implement during c~nstruction activities 

The project sponsor or contractor shall provide the Planning Department with a certification statement that the sponsor or contractor agrees 
to fully comply with the following requirements which shall be included In contract specifications: 

All construction equipment sha!l be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with the manufacturer's specifications. All equipment 
. shal! be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

Idling times shalf be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes. . The f?rD]ect construction contractor_ shall not use diesel generators for construction purposes where feasible alternative sources of 
power are available. 

_•_ A.l! .. .construction ~quiprn!=!J!l_, diesel !rucks, and generators shall be equipped with Best Available Control Technology for emission 
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Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
MonitoringtReportlng and Verification of 
Responsibility Compliance 

contractor{s) to prepare a weekly 
noise monitoring Jog which shaH 
be made available to the 
Planning Department when 
requested. Any weekly report 
that includes an exceedance or 
for a period during which a 
complaint is received shall be 
submitted to the development 
performance coordinator within 3 
business days following the 
week in which the exceed a nee 
or complaint occurred. 

Project sponsor, qualified 
. consultant, and/or construction 

contr8ctor(s) to submit final 
noise monitoring report to the 
Planning Department 
development performance 
coordinator at the completion of 
each construction stage. 

Planning Department and project Considered complete at the 
Contractor. completion of construction and 

submittal of final noise 
monitoring reports. 

San Francisco Department of Considered complete at the 
Building Inspection (I)BI) compl"etion of construction and 

submittal of final noise 
monitoring reports. 

· ... ' .·· ... ·.· ' ' ..·: 

Planning Department Considered complete upon 
Environmental Review Officer Planning Department review 
(ERO). and approval of documentation 

and completion of construction. 
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reductions of NOx and Particulate Matter, Including Tier 4 interim or Final or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is available 
and feasible for use. 

- The following equipment shall have Tier 4 final engines: air compressors, bore/drill rigs, compactor, concrete pump, crawler tractors, 
excavator, generator sets/power pack, pavers, rollers, rough terrain forklifts, rubber tired loaders, skid steer loaders, and track drill. 

- The following equipment shall have Tier 4 Interim or final engines: backhoes. 

- The followjng equipment shall have Tier 1 or newer engines: truck mount drills. 

Should any deviations in the construction equipment Jist odier levels be required, the project sponsor shall present documentation to 
the satisfaction of the ERO that any such deviation would not result in an exceedance of the average daily Nqx significance threshold 
or any health risk threshold. 

B,Iologicai.Resource·Mi.tiga.~i~~~:f1e~~-u~~:<· 

Mitigation Measure M~BI~2: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas Project sponsor and constr~ction Implement during construction activities 

Nesting birds and their nests sl}all be protected during construction by Implementation of the following measures for each construction contactor 

phase: 

a. To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities Including, but not limited to, vegetation removal, tree trimming or removal, Qround 
disturbance, building demolition, site grading, and other construction activitl.es which may compromise breeding birds or the 
success of their nests outside of the nesting season (January 15 through August 15). 

b. If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be ful!y avoided, a qualified wildlife biologist* shall conduct pre~constfuction 
nesting surveys within 14 days P.rior to the start of Construction or demolition at areas that have not been previously disturbed by 
project activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. SUrveys sha!J be perform~d for suitable habitat within 250 
feet of the project site in order to locate any active nests of common bird species and within 500 feet of the project site to locate 
any active raplor (birds· of prey) riests. 

c. If active nests are located during the preconstruction nesting bird surveys, a qualified biologist shall evaluate If the schedule of 
construction activities could affect the actlve nests and if so, the following measures would apply: . 
i. If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, construction may proceed without restriction; however, a qualified biologist 

shall regularly monitor the nest at a frequency determined appropriate-for the surrounding construction activity to confirm 
there is no adverse effect. Spot-check monitoring frequency would be determined on a nest-by~nest basis considering Jhe 
particular construction activity, duration, proximity to the nest,' and physical barriers which may screen activity from the nest • 

. The qualified biologist may revise his/her determin~tion at any time during the nesting season In coordination with the 
Planning Department. 

II. If It Is determined that construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall establis.h a no--disturbance buffer 
around the nest(s) and all project work shall halt within the butt:er unfll a qualified biologist determines the nest Is no longer In 
use. Typically, these buffer distances are 250 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raplors; however, the buffers may be 
adjusted if an obstruction, such as a building, is within Jine-of~sight betWeen the nest and construction. 

iii. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction activities within the bl!ffer, and/or modifying construction 
methods in proxrmity to active nests shall be done at the discretion ofthe qualified biologist and in coordination with the 
Planning Department, who would notify CDFW. Necessary actions to remove or relocate an active nest(s) shall be 
coordinated with the Planning Department and approved by CDFW. 

iv. Any work that must occur within established no-disturbance buffers around active nests shall be monitored by a qualified 
biologist. If adverse effects in response to project work within file buffer are observed a~d could compromise the nest, work 
within the no disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest occupants have fledged. 

.v. Any birds that begin neslif19 within the project area and survey buffers amid construction activities are assumed to be 
habituated to construction-related or similar noise and disturbance levels, so exclUsion zones around nests may be reduced 
or eliminated In these cases as determined by the qualified biologist in coordination with the Planning Department, who would 
notify CDFW. Wor.k may proceed arou~d these active nests as long as the nests and their occuparits are not directly 
Impacted. 

d. In the event inactive nests are observed within or adjacent to the project site at any time throughout the year, any removal or 
relocation of the lnactlve nests shall be at the discretion oflhe qualified biologist In coordination with the Planning Department, who 
would notify and seek approval from the CDFW, as appropriate. Work may proceed around these.lnactlve nests. 

*Typical experience fequirements for a "qualified biologistft include a minimum of four years of academic training and professional 
experience in biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a minimum of two years of experience conducUng 
surveys for each species that may be present within the project area. 

· l Geoto9Y·and.S~ils:.~itiYation Mea~ure.S··_ - '.,. ~ :•' 

Mitigation Measure GE-4a: Project Paleontologist 

Th_e_pJgj~_9L~fl~Q.LQf its contra9~QL~_haii_ret.~J!:l_ E1 qualified professional_pE_!~nto!ogi~! _(qu?.nn~~C!DJQlogi~t)pQ()J:.t() __ :t]J!!: .. E.!flProval of 
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Monitoring/Reporting 
Resp_onsibility 

Planning Department 

Cnse No. 2018-016691ENV • 
301 Mission Street Perimeter Plle Upgrnde Project 

Noven1bcr 19, 2019 

Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
and Verification of 
Compliance 

Considered complete upon 
Envfronmental Review Officer Planning Department review 
(ERO). ,and <:Jpproval of documentation 

and completion of construction. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE 301 MISSION STREET PERIMETER PILE UPGRADE PROJECT 

Measures Adopted as-Conditions of Approval 

demolition or grading permits. i"he qualified paleontologist shall attend ihe project kick-off meeting and project progress meetings on an as­
needed basis, shall report to the project site for drilling activities associated with Installation of the outer casings for the perimeter piles that 
are anticipated to return Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials, and shall implement the duties outlined In Mitigation Measures M-GE-4b 
through M~GE-4d. 

Mitigation Measure GE-4b: Worker Training 

Prior to the start of ground~disturbing activity related to the installation of the outer casings for the perimeter piles, which is anticipated to 
return Colma Sands or Ofd Bay cray materials, the qualified paleontologist shall prepare paleontological resources sensitivity training 
materials for use during Project-wide Worker Environmental Awareness Training (or equivalent). The paleontological resources sensitivity 
training shall be conducted by a qualified environmental trainer working under the supervision of the qualified paleontologisl In the event 
construction crews are phased, additional trainings shall be conducted for new construction personnel. The tr8ining session shall focus on 

.' the recognition of the types of paleontological resources that Could be encountered within the project site and the procedures to be followed if 
t~ey are found, as outlined in t'1e approved Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Mitigation Measure M~GE-4c. The 
project sponsor and/or its contractor shall retain documentation demonstrating that all construction personnel attended the training prior to 
the st~rt of work on the site, and shall provide the documentation to the City Planning Department Project Manager upon request. 

Mitigation Measure M--GE4c: Paleontological Monitoring 

The qualified paleontologist shall prepare, and the project sponsor andfor its contractors shall implement, a Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (PRMMP). The project sponsor ShJjill submit the plan to the plapning department for review and approval at 
least 30 days prior to the start of construction. This plan shall address specifics of monitoring and mitigatfon and comply with the City 
requirements, as follows. 

The qualified paleontologist shall identify, and the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall retain, qualified paleontological resource 
monitors (qualified monitors). 

The qualified paleontologist and/or the qualified monitors under the direction of the qualified paleontologist shal! conduct full~time 
paleontological resources monitoring of the Installation of the 36~1nch-diameter outer casings for all ground-disturbing activities 
anticipated to return Colrna Sands or Old Bay Clay materials. 

. Monitors shall ~ave the authority to temporarily halt or divert work away from exposed fossils in order to evaluate and recover the fossil 
specimens • 

If construction or other p;oject personnel discover any potential paleontological resources during construction, regardless of the depth of 
work or location and regardless ofwhetherthe site is being monitored, work at the discovery joc8tion sha!j cease until the qualified 
paleontologist, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the appropriate course of action at the 36~inch-dlameter outer 
casing locations, based on the nature of the recovered pah~ontologlcal resource and the judgment otthe quallfied paleontologist, 
reasonably provided prier to continuing with the lnstallallon of outer casings. The qualified paleontologist sha11 determine the 
significance of any paleontological resources discovered, <:~nd shall determine the appropriate treatment for significant paleontological 
resources in accordance with City standards. Whether or not a significant paleontological resource has been encountered, the qualified 
paleontologist shall assess the discovery, make recommendations as to the appropriate treatment, and submit a written report ofthe 
findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. MiligaUon Measure M-GE-4d regarding significant fossil treatment is described further 
below. 

Monitors sha·!l prepare daily togs detalUng the types of activities and soils observed, and any discoveries, The qualified paleontologist 
shall prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report to document the results of the monitoring effort and any c·uration of fossils. The 
project sponsor shall provide the daily logs to the City Planning Department upon request, and shaU provide.the final report to the City 
Planning pepartment upon completion. · 

Mitigation Measu're M--Gi::-4d: Significant rossif Treatment 

if any find is deemed significant fo!Jowing the process outlined in Mitigation Measure M~GE~4c, the qualified paleontologist shall salvage and 
prepare th_e fossil for permanent curation with a certified repository wfth retrievable storage. 

Implementation Responsibility I Mitigation Schedule 

Paleonto!oglst to conduct training. 

Paleontologist to prepare in 
consultation wilh ERO. 

Project sponsor and paleontologist 
in consultation with the ERO. 

Prior to any excaVation, site preparation 
·or, geotechnical drill!ng. 

Prior to any excavation, site preparation 
or, geotechnical drllllng, submit PRMMP 
to the ERO ~or approval. 

Upon discovery of fossil. 
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Monitoring!Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to verify that training has 
been conducted. 

ERO to review and approve 
PRMMP. 

ERO to verify recovery of fossil. 

Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
and Verification of 
Compliance 

qualified professional 
pateOnto!og!st. 

Consid-ered complete after 
qualified professional 
paleontologist conducts training. 

Considered complete upon ERO 
approval of PRMMP. 

Considered complete when 
fossil has been salvaged and 
prepared for curation. 
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IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FOR THE 301 MISSION STREET PERIMETER PilE UPGRADE PROJECT 

i Geology & Soft~ Improvement MeaSure •. 
,. ·-: ... _. 

Improvement Measure I-GE~1: Sponsor Reimbursement for Engineering Design Review Team Review of Construction and Post~ 
Construction Monitoring Data. The project sponsor should cooperate with the Department of Building Inspection (building department) in 
Its engagement of the Engineering Design Review Team (peer review team) convened during review and evaluation of the monitoring data 
collected fort~e project during and post construction. The project sponsor should reimburse the building department for the costs ofthe 
monitoring data review and evaluation by the peer review team. 

Implementation Responsibility 

.,, ,· ·.·<• . ·.·· ·.'. 
Department of Building Inspection 
(building department) to Invoice the 
project sponsor for reimbursement ' 
of the cost for each of the 
Engineering Design Review 
Team's {peer review team's) 
review and evaluation of the 
construction and post~constructlon 
monitoring data for the project. The 
project sponsor shall pay the 
Invoice within 60 days of receipt of 
the peer review team's findings for 
a particular review and the Invoice 
for such review from the building 
department • 
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Mitigation Schedule 

: ~- ''···'.· 
·For the duration of the 10-year . 
monitoring program. 

Case No. 201B-016591ENV 
301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgti!de Project 

November 19, 2019 

Monitoring/Reporting Monitoring Actions/Schedule 
Responsibility and Verification of 

Compliance 

.·; 

Department of Bullding considered complete upon 
Inspection to invoice project payment by the project sponsor 
sponsor for the cost of each of to the Department of Building 

·the peer review team's review Inspection Director or designee 
and evaluation of construction . of the final invoice for the final 
and post"construction monitorirlg data review letter from the peer 
data and project sponsor to · review team with its findings at 
provide timely reimbursement to the conclusion of the post-
the city. construction monitoring 

program. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

November 20, 2019; amended on December 27, 2019 (amendments to the 
PMND are shown as deletions in strikethrough; additions in double 
underline) 
2018-016691ENV 
301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
201812047402, 201812077819, and 201812077828 
C-3-0(SD)- Downtown-Office (Special Development) Zoning District 
Transit Center C-3-0(SD) Commercial Special Use District 
Transbay C-3 Special Use District 
450-S and 7oo:.s-2 Height and Bulk Districts 

3719 I Lots 020-440 

50,500 square feet (1.16 acres) 
James Abrams- 415.999.4402, on behalf of the Millennium Tower 
Homeowners Association 
jabrams@jabramslaw.com 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Kei Zushi _: 415.575.9038 
CPC.301missionCEQA@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400. 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
. 415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project is associated with the 50,500-square-foot (1.16-acre) parcel (Assessor's Block 3719, 

Lots 020-440) at 301 Mission Street located on the south side of Mission Street between Fremont and Beale 

streets within San Francisco's Financial District. The existing high-rise on the 301 Mission Street parcel is 

called the Millennium Tower: The project site includes portions of the public right-of-way on Fremont, 

Beale, and Mission streets adjacent to the 301 Mission Street parcel as well as limited portions of the 301 

Mission Street parcel itself as described in more detail below. It is on the block bounded by Mission Street 

to the north, Fremont Street to the west, Beale Street to the ·east, and the Transit Center to the south. The 

area. of soil disturbance associated with the p.roject would be located primarily in the public right-of-way. 

Assessor's Block 3719, Lots 020-440 are occupied by two buildings constructed as part of a single 

development project beginning in 2006 and completed in 2009. The multiple lots on the parcel reflect that 

the dwelling units are condominium units~ The development project's environment impacts were analyzed 

in fu'l. Enviro:r\mental Impact Report (EIR), San Francisco Planning Department (plar1nirtg department) Case 

No. 2001.0792E. As constructed, the parcel includes: (1) the 58-story, 645-foot-tall Millennium Tower 

(Tower building) on the western portion of the 301 Mission Street parcel; and (2) a 12-story, .125-fooH:tll 

midrisestructure and atrium (collectively called the Podium building) on the eastern portion of the site. 

wv;rvv.sfpt.<s-g]ng.org 



Preliminary Mitigatecl. Negative Declaratic Jver Letter 

Project Description 

The Tower and Podium buildings include approximately 551,000 square. feet of residential space ( 419 

dwelling units), 9;400 square feet of ground level retail/commercial space (bank and restaurant), and 24,365 

square feet of open space, including an approximately 2,961-square-foot privately owned, publicly 

accessible· atrium open space on the ground floor of the Podium building. A total of 339 parking spaces are 

provided in four basement levels under the Podium building. There is one level under the Tower building, 

which is used for maintenance an.d management ~ffice and storage. 

The Toyv-er building covers a footprint of approximately 32,960 square ·feet and its foundation system 

consists of a 10-foot-thick reinforced concrete mat foundation that is supported by 942, 14-inch-square 

precast pre-stressed concrete piles. The piles were driven thtough the two uppermost soil layers (artificial 

fill underlain by Young Bay Mud) and extend approximately 75 to 85 feet below ground surface (bgs) to 
the Colma Sands soil layer. The existingpiles do not extend to the Franciscan Complex.bedrock that· 

underlies the sitt; at varying· 9-epths ranging from approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs. In accordance with 

information that the project sponsor has provided, since completion of the Tower in 2009, the project site 

has experienced differential settlement due to consolidation and compression of the soil layer beneath the 

Colma Sands, whic;h is known as Old Bay Clay: At its lowest point, the existing mat foundation has settled 

approximately 17.6 inches near the.northwest corner of the Tower building, such that the top of the 

building tilts approximately 17.1 iriches to the northwest near the corner of Mission and Fremont streets. 

The building has been assessed and dete:~;mined to be structurally sound.l 

The project site, where construction activities and staging for the proposed improvements would occur, · 

consists of an approximately 13,900 sf area within J:he existing Mission, Beale, and Fremont streets public 

right-of-way; including sidewalks and sub-sidewalks, vehicular lanes, and parking, adjacent to the Tower 

and Podium buildings. The proposed project consists of a· structural upgrade of the. Tower buildi:ri.g 
foundation that includes installation of a structural extension of the existing mat foundation for the Tower. 

building along its north and west sides, supported by 52 new piles extending to bedrock (the project 

sponsor refers to the new piles as "perimeter piles"). This extended mat foundation is also referred to as 

"the collar foundation." In addition to preventing further settlement in the northwest corner of the Tower's 
. I 

existing foundation, the project sponsor's geotechnical engineer has stated that this effort may allow for 

gradual tilt correction of the Tower building over. time. The structural ~pgrade .would involve the 

installation of 52 cast-in-place reinforced concrete piles beneath the sidewalk areas, within an 

approximately 8-foot-wide zone along the Mission (north) and Fremont (west) street sides of the Tower 

buildiri.g. Each of the piles would have a diameter of 36 inches (outer casings) through the Young Bay Mud 

and Colma Sands to a depth of approximately 70 to 90 feet, a diameter of 24 inches (shaft liners) to the 

. Franciscan Complex bedrock at approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs, and a diameter of 20 inches (rock · 

sockets) by 30- to 50-foot-long extension into the bedrock. Once pile placement is complete, an 8-foot-wide, 

10-foot-thick reinforced concrete extension of the existing concrete mat fom;1dation would be constructed . 

outyv-ard in the direction of the new piles. Once completed, the area of the mat extension that would connect 

to the new piles Would total approximately 2,130 square feet. The new piles would be connt;cted to the 

extended mat via a jack system that would transfer load from the existing foundation to the new piles.2 

Simpson Gurnpertz & Heger, 301 Mission St Perimeter Pile Upgrade Calculations Vols. 2 - Gravity and 3 - Lateral- Revision 5, 
June 7, 2019. 
All actual soils/bedrock depths would be confirmed in the field. 

1&94 · 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
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Preliminary .gated Negative Declaration Cover Letter 

Finding 

During the site preparation and mobilization stage, and prior to excavation and construction, 

implementation of an indicator pile beneath the sidewalk near the comer of Fremont and Mission streets 

near the northwest comer of the Tower building would be required. The purpose of the indicator pile is to 
assess the geological strength of the bedrock underneath the Tower building and to determine the required 

c]_epth of extension of the pil~s into the rock to achieve design strength. 

Approximately 4,380 cubic yards of soil under the affected sidewalk areas would be excavated in order to 

perform the pile installation: 1,880 cubic yards would be excavated to depths of approximately 5 to 25 feet 

bgs for the extended mat foundation; and 2,500 cubic yards would be excavated to depths of 300 feet bgs 

for the outer casings, shaft liners, and rock sockets installation .. Approximately 400 cubic yards of 
construction debris would be generated from the sidewalk .demolition along Fremont and Missi~n streets. 

Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil/fill would be imported in Stage 6. · 

The total duration for construction is anticipated to be 22 months. Construction activities. would be staged 

along the perimeter of Fremont, Mission, and Beale streets, requiring the closure of one travel lane and 

sidewalks along Fremont and Mission streets and restricting pedestrian access on the sidewalk along Beale 

Street during portions of the construction period. The existing bank at the northwest comer of the Tower's 

ground floor would vacate the northwestern comer of floor space it dlrrently occupies, and modify . 

portions of the space to accommodate a smaller bank operation during construction. The existing restaurant 

on the northeast comer of the Tower building would remain open during cons~uction. Approximately 4-

foot-wide pedestrian walkways with overhead and side protection would be provided along a portion of 

the site's Mission Street frontage and the entirety of the Beale Street frontage to maintain access to the 

Tower and Podium buildings and allow a through path of travel for pedestrians along Beale Street. There 
would be no pedestrian access along the Fremont and Mission streets sides of the Tower building during 

the entirety of construction, because the structural upgrade construction activities would occur in the 

sidewalk area. 

As specified in the design drawings, the Engineer of Record has proposed a system of monitoring the mat 

settlement, pile forces, and building movement during jacking of the new piles and continuing for 10 years 

after completion of construction. Components of the momtoring program are summarized in Section A, 

Project Description in the icitial study checklist. 

A project-specific construction transportation management plan would be implemented as part of the 

project, and is summarized in Section A, Project Description in the initial study checklist and the detailed 

transportation plan is included as Appendix A to the initial study. The transportation management plan 
would address temporary, construction period changes to circulation in and around the project site. 

Potential impacts resulting from project construction on existing and future Muni transit service routes in 
the project area are analyzed as part of the environmental review. · 

FINDING . 

Tl:ds project could not have a sigPificant effect on tb.e enviromnent. This finding is based upon the criteria 

of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, sections 15064 (Determiniilg Significant Effect), 15065 

(Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative Declaration), and the 

301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-0l6691ENV 



Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaratic, •. _over Letter 

Finding 

following reasons as documented in the initial study fqr the project, which is attached. Mitigation measures 

are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See page 169. 

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

{J Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 

Date of Adoption of Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration 

cc: James Abrams, on behalf of Project Sponsor Millennium Tower Homeowners Associatiqn 
Commenter 
Supervisor Matt Haney, District 6 

. Erica Major, Clerk of the Board 
Byron Rhett, Port of San Francisco 
Gary Ho, Dep-artment of Building Inspection 
Debra Lutske, San Francisco Public Works 
Reid Boggiano, State Lands Commission 
Claudine Asbagh, Current Planning Division, Planning Department 
Paolo Ikezoe, C_itywide Division, Planning Department 

15\96 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
r.,.~o 1\.T.-. ryn1 Q 111 t.:~01 t'l\.T't7 



Initial Study Table of Contents 
301 Mission Street Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 

Page 

A: Project Description ..................... : .................................................................................................................... : .... 1 

B. Project Setting ...................................... , ................................. : ............................................................................ 38 

C.· 'Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans .................. : ...... : .............. · ............................................. : ........ 41 

D. Summary of Environmental Effects .............................. · ................................................................................... 44 

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects ................................................ : ............................................................. 44 
1. Land Use and Planning ........... · ........................ : ............................................... : ....................... : ................... 44 
2. Aesthetics ....... .-................... , .................. : .. ; .......................... : ........................................................................ 46 
3. Population and Housing ............................................................................................................... · ............ 48 
4. Cultural.Resources ............ ~., ...................................................................................................................... 50 
5. Tribal Cultural Resources ......................................................................... , ..... : ............................................ 61 
6. Transportation and Circulation ....................................................... , ... : ............. · .......... : ............................. 63 . 
7. Noise ............................................................................................................................................................ 91 
8. Air Quality ................................................... : ........ : ................................................................. : .................. 106 
9. Greenhouse Gas Emissions .................................... : ................................................................................ 122 
10. Wind ................................................................................................... .' ................................... : ................... 124 
11. Shadow ......................................... , ............................................................................... .-................... : ........ 125 
12. Recreation ................................................................... : ..... : ........................................................................ 125 
13. Utilities and Service Systems ...................... : ......... : ....................... ~ ................................. , .. .-.................... 126 
14. Public Services ..................... , .................................................................................................. : ................. 129 
15. Biological Resources ................................................................................................ ~ .............................. · .. 131 
16 .. Geology and Soils .................................. _. ............................ : ...................................................................... 135 
17. Hydrology and Water Quality ........................................................................ : ....................................... 154 . 
18. Hazards and Hazardous Materials ...... : ................................... : .............................................................. 158 
19. Mineral Resources ........... : ......................................... : ............................................................................... 165 
20. Energy ................................................................. , ......................................... _. ............................................... 165 
21. Agriculture and Forestry Resources ............................................................. : ........................................ 167 
22. Wildfire ............................................................................................................................................ : ......... 168 
23. Mandatory Findings of Significance ................................. : .................................................................... 168 

F.· Mitigation Measures and linprovement Measures ................................................... : ............................ .-.... 169 

Gl. Public Notice and C~mment .................. , .......... : ................................................... · ......................................... 179 

G2. Notification of Intent to Adopt A Mitigated Negative Declaration ............................................. 179 · 

H. Determination ............... .-................................................................................................................................... 181 

I. . Initial Study Prepar~rs .. : ....................................................................... : ... , ....... _. ............................... : ............... 182 

W\'VVv.sfptcs9rtng.org 



of Contents 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: 
Appendix B: 

FIGURES 

Figure 1 
Figure2 
Figure3 
Figure4 
Figure 5 
Figure 6 
Figure 7 
Figure 8 
Figure 9 
Figure 10 

Figure 11 
Figure t2 
Figure 13· 

Figure 14 
Figure 15 
Figure 16 
Figure 17 
Figure 18. 
Figilre 19 
Figure 20 
Figure 21 
Figure22 
Figure23 
Figure24 
Figure2S· 
Figure 26 

TABLES 

Table 1 
Table2 
Table3 
Table 4 
TableS 

November 2019 

Constru.ction Transportation Management Plan. 
Transportation Technical Appendix 
Attachment B.1: Existing and Baseline Roadway Geometry 
Attachment B.2: Vehicle Turning Movement, Pedestrian, and Loading Counts 
Attachment B.3: Existing and Baseline Volumes Summary 

· Attachment B.4: Project Volumes Summary 
Attachment B.S: A11to Tum Analysis 

. Project Location ............................................................. , ................................................................ 2. 
Project Site Existing Conditions ................................................................................................... 4 

Existing Project Site and Subsurface Profile·························:································ ................. : ... 7 
Current and Proposed Foundation System (Looking Southeast) ............................................ 9 
Proposed Piles. and Mat Extension- Plan View .................................... , .................................. 10 
Stage 1: Site Preparation and Construction Work Area .......................................................... 14 
Stage 1: Mobilization and Indicator Pile .......................................... , ........................................ 17 
Stage 2: Demolition and Shoring ..................................... : ......................................... ; ................ 18 
Stage 2: Demolition and Shoring (Section View) ..................................................................... 19 
Stage 3: Installation of Outer Casings on Mission and Fremont Streets, Piles on 
Fremont Street .. : ........................................................................................................................... 21 
Stages 3 and 4: Backfill and Perimeter Pile Installation (Section View) ................................ 22 
Stages 3 and 4: JetGrout Plug Installation (Section View) ...................................................... 24 
Stage 4: Piles on Mission Street and Construction of Mat Slab Extensi<;m on . 
Fremont Street ............................................................................................................................... 25 
Stage 4: Excavation (Section View) ··:············: ................................................... .' ................. : ...... 26 
Stages 4 and 5: Mat Slab Extension (Section View) ................................................................. 27 

· Stage 5: Mat Slab Extension on Mission Street ............................. , ................... , ........................ 29 
Stage 6: Jacking, Vault Construction, Backfill, and Site Restoration ..................................... 30 
Stage 6: Mat Slab Extension, Jack Pile System, and Vault (Section View) ............................ 31 
Cumulative Projects ......................................................................... : ....................................... : ... 40 · 
Transportation Study Area and Study Intersections ................ ~ .............. : ............ : ........... : ...... 66 
Existing Walking Network ................ : .................................................... · ............. :······················67 
Existing Bicycling Network ...................................... :········:: ............. : .. : ...................................... 69 
Existing Transit Service .................... : .................. , .................................................. : ...... : ............. 70 
Construction Truck Routes ................... : ................... : .......................... .'.: .................................... 77 
Construction Staging during Stages 1 through 5 ............ : ........ : ........... ., .......... : ....................... 78 
Construction Staging during Stage 6 .................................................................. : ...................... 79 

Approximate Construction Schedule and Work Force ........... , ........... : ................................... 11 
Construction Equipment ............................................................................................................. 11 
Truck Load Estimates ...................... : .......................... : ....................... : ..................... : .................. 12 
Summary of Transportation Management Strategies ............................................................. 34 
Existing Transit Volumes ............................................................................................................ 71 

1 5'98 301 Mission Str·eet Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



Table 6 
Table 7 
Table 8 
Table 9 
Table 10· 
Table 11 
Table 12 
Table 13 
Table l4 

Table 15 
Table 16 
Table 17 
Table 18 

Table 19 
Table 20 
Table2l 
Table22 
Table 23 
Table24 

· Table of Contents. 

Vehicular Volumes under Baseline Condition ......................................................................... 73 
Pedestrian Volumes under Baseline Condition ................................. , ..................................... 74 . . 
Transit Volumes under Baseline Condition ............................................................................. 75 
Vehicular Volumes under Project Condition ................................................ : .......................... 80 
Pedestrian Volumes under Project Condition ........................ ~ ................................................. 80 
Transit Service under Project Condition ........................................................... ~ ....................... 81 
Construction Travel Demand by.Stage ..... : ...................................................... : ........................ 82 
Transit Service under Cumulative Condition .......................................................................... 89 
Summary of Long-Term and Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data on the 
Project Site and Vicinity .......... ; ................................................................................................... 93 
Cal trans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria ........................................................ 96 
·Caltrans Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria ........... , ................ ; ....................................... 96 
Maximum Noise Levels from Construction Equipment.. ....................................................... 97 · 
Daytime Noise Levels from Indicator Pile, Piles on Fremont, and Piles on Mission. 
Construction (Stages 1, 3, and 4) ...... ; ................................................................................. : ....... 99 
Nighttime Noise Levels from Stage 3 and 4 Overiright Deliveries ..................................... 101 
Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment ·: ................................................................. 104 
Construction Criteria Air Pollutants Significance Thresholds ............................................. 107 
Health Risk Significance Thresholds .................................... · ................................................... 112 
Average Daily Project Construction Emissions ..................................................................... 115 
Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.s Concentration at the Maximally Exposed 
Individual Sensitive Receptors ........................................... .-............................................... : ...... 119 

301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 

'ili699 November 2019 



Table of Contents 

. November 2019 

[THIS PAGE INTENT'IONALL Y BLANK] 

15¥10 
301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 

Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



Acronyms and Abbreviations 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Acronym/ 
Abbreviation Definition 

11g/m3 Microgram per cubic meter 

AC Transit Alameda-Contra Costa Transit 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

ADRP archeological data recovery plan 

AERMOD . American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency regulatory air dispersion model 

ATP archeological testing plan 

AMP archeological monitoring program 

ARPP archeological resource preservation plan 

ASC Anthropological Studies Center 

AWSS Auxiliary Water Supply System 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 

bgs below ground surface 

Gal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 

Gal/OSHA State of California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 

CAM California Administrative Manual 

CaiEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CFGC California Fish and Game Code 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

classification system Potential Fossil Yield Classification system 

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CO carbon monoxide 

Cr6 hexavaiElnt chromium 

CWTR Construction Worker Trip Reduction 

EIR environmental impact report 

ERO Environmental Review Officer 

ESL environmental screening level 

FARR Final Archeological Resources. Report 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

g g-force 

GHG greenhouse gases. 

HRA health risk assessment 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MLD Most Likely Descendant 

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 

MTHA Millennium Tower Homeowner's Association 

MTS Metropolitan Transportation System 

Muni San Francisco Municipal Railway 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

NESHAP 

NOz 

.NOx 

NPDES. 

NWJC 

·OEHHA 

OSHA 

PCB 

PAH 

PAR 

peer review team 

PMz.s 

PM1o 

PNA 

PPV 

QACL 

ROG 

Sam Trans 

so 
SFMTA 

SFPUC 

SOz 

svoc 
TAcs· 

TNC 

TPH-d 

TPH-g 

TPH-mo 

US EPA 

voc 

November 2019 

Definition 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

nitrogen dioxide 

oxides of nitrogen 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Northwest Information Center 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment's 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

polychlorinated biphenyls 

polyaromatic hydrocarbons 

preliminary archeological review 

Engineering Design Review Team 

particulate matter less than·2.5 microns in diameter 

particulate matter Jess than 1 0 microns in diameter 

polynuclear aromatics 

peak particle velocity 

-Qualified Arch!3olbgical Consultants List 

reactive organic gases 

San Mateo County Transit 

Special Development 

City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

sulfur dioxide 

semivolatile organic compounds 

toxic air contaminants 

transportation network company 

Total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel 

Total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline 

Total petroleum hydrocarbons as motor oil 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

volatile organic compounds 
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Glossary 

GLOSSARY 

Auxiliary Wat~r Supply System (A WSS): the A WSS is a high pressure fire protection water supply system 

independent from the city's municipal potable water system built for exclusive use by the San Francisco· 

Fire Department 

Baker tank: a steel taTik that stores turbid water for the purpose of retention and settlement 

Cla~s 2 bikeways; bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for· the 

preferential use of bicycles 

. Class 3 bikeways: signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles, and often 

marked with shared lane markings called sharrows 

Conex: a shipping container that is used for storing tools and other supplies 

fire department water connections: the water connections are located on the exterior of a building and are 

where the fire department can pump supplemental water into the building's sprinkler system, standpipe,. 

or other system, furnishing water for fire extinguishment to supplement existing water supplies 

g, or g-force: the acceleration due to Earth's gravity 

geofendng: Transportation Network Companies implement geofencing to direct drivers and passengers 

to pick-up and drop-off zones or blackout certain areas to prohibit loading activities 

jet grout plug: a soil-cement mixture intended to seal the bottom of the excavation to minimize flow of 

water into the excavation during co.nstruction · 

k-rails: concrete barriers placed around a construction site 

lithic debitage: stone tool fragments 

Leq: the equivalent steady state sound level that in a stated period of time would contain the same 

acoustical energy 

Lmax: the maximum sound level measured during the measurement period 

loading dock levelers: loading docks equipped to level to the height of the truck being loaded/unloaded 

manifold control: the manifold (a pipe that branches into several openings) connects to the hydraulic 

power source and branches to each of the piles; the control system involves a series of valves that enable 

branches to be opened or cl()sed to control pressure to the individual jacks 

outer casings: the 36-inch-diameter outer casings would be installed as a first step in the pile installatioh 

process to provide separation between the 24-inch-diameter pile that would ultimately carry the Tower 

building's vveight to bedrock and the surrounding soils in the upper 70 to 90 feet 

pre-stressed concrete piles: the most common variety of driven concrete pile. Pre-stressing simply means 

that they are pre-loaded through the use of internal bonded strands in a way that makes them more robust, 

in order to sustainthe hammering experienced during of the driving process 

prisms: reflective elements attached to the building; at which surveyors ca..n aim their lasers, in order to 
accurately measure a location in three dimensions 

rock socket: bottom portion of the pile that is socketed into the bedrock 

301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
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Glossary 

shaft liners: pile casings that extend the full depth tQ the bedrock and fab:dcated with friction-reducing. 

coating along its full length 

sheet refuse: a layer or scatter of artifacts deposited on the surface (rather than a hollow filled feature such 

as a privy pit or well) . 

' soldier pile: a common retaining wall strategy in which H-shaped steel beams ("piles") are installed into 

the ear~ at regular intervals-usually 6 to 12 feet apart to brace excavation shoring 
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Initial Study 
301 Mission Street Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade 

Planning Department Case No. 2018-016691ENV 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A.1 Project Location and Site Characteristic~ 

The proposed project is associated wiih ihe 50,500-square-foot (1.16-acre) site (Assessor's Block 3719, 

Lots 020-440) at 301 Mission Street (also known as ihe Millennium Tower or Tower building) located on ihe 

souih side of Mission Street between J:lremont and Beale streets wii:hitl San Francisco's Financial District. The 

project site and staging areas include approximately 13,860 square feet of the public right-of-way on Fremont, 

Beal~, and Mission streets adjacent to ihe parcel as well as limited portions of ihe 301 Mission Street parcel, 

where ihe existing mat foundation below ihe Tower building would be exte:Uded to connect to ihe new piles 

for ihe foundation upgrade. Once constructed, ihe area of ihe mat extension wh~re ihe mat connects to the 

new piles would total2,130 square feet. The project site is on the block bounded by Mission Street to ihe norih, 

Fremont Street to ihe west, Beale Street to the east, and ihe Transit Center3 to ihe souih (Figure 1, Project 

Location). The associated 301 Mission Street parcel is located within a C-3-9(SD) (Downtown-Office (Special 

Development) zoning district, Transit Center C-3-0(SD) Commercial Special Use District, Transbay C-3 

. Special Use District, and 450-S and 700-S-2 height and bulk; districts. 4 The project consists of a structural 

upgrade of ihe Tower building foundation ihat iri.cludes installation of a structural extension of ihe existing 

mat foundation for ihe Tower building along its norih and west sides, supported by 52 new piles extending 

to bedrock (the project sponsor refers to ihe new piles as "perimeter piles"). This structure is also referred to 

as "the collar foundation." Construction activities would primarily be conducted wiihin ihe public right-of­
way (sidewalk and roadway). 

Assessor's Block 3719, Lots 020-440 are occupied by two buildings constructed as part of a single 

development project beginning in 2006 and completed in 2009. The multiple lots on ihe parcel reflect ihat 

ihe dwelling units are condo:min:ium units. The environmental impacts of ihe Millennium Tower 

development project were analyzed in an EIR, Planning Department Case No. 2001.0792E. As constructed, 

ihe parcel includes: (1) ihe 58-story, 645-foot-tall Tower building on ihe western portion of ihe 301 Mission 

Street parcel; and (2) a 12-story, 125-foot-tall Podium building on ihe eastern portion of ihe parcel. The 

Tower and Podium buildings include 551,000 square feet of residential space (419 dwelling units), 9,400 

square feet of ground-level retail/commercial space (bank and restaurant),.and 24,365 square feet of open 

space, including an approximately 2,960-square-foot privately owned, publicly accessible atrium open 

space· on ihe ground floor of ihe Podium building: A total of 339 parking spaces are provided in four 

basement levels under ihe .Podium building. There is one level. under ihe Tower bUilding, which is used 
for maintenance and management office and storage. 

The Salesforce Transit Center (Transit Center) replaced the Transbay Terminal located on Mission Street between . 
Fremont and First streets, providing access to regional and local transit services. Information on the Transit Center is 

. available at https:l/www.sjmta.com/projects/salesforce-transit-center. . 
Typically zoning district designations do not apply to the public right-of-way. 
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A. Project Description 

The Tower and Podium buildings include approximately 275 feet of frontage on Mission Street, and 

approximately 185 feet of frontage on Fremont and Beale streets. The project site is primarily adjacent to 

the parcel occupied by the Tower and Podium buildings and includes an approximately 13,900-sf area 

within the existing Mission, Beale, and Fremont streets public right-of-way, in~luding sidewalks and sub­

sidewalks, vehicular lanes, and parking. 

A.2 Existing Circulation, Loading, and Parking 

Direct·vehicular ingress/egress to the project site is provided via curb cuts and driveways from Fremont 
Street at the southwest corner of the site and from Beale Street .at the southeast corner of the site (see 

Figure 2, Project Site Existing Conditions). The driveways are 30 feet wide and 27 feet wide on Fremont 

a:nd Beale streets, respectively, and both connect to an internal two-way, drive-through (porte cochere) 

. running the length of the south side of the site. The porte cochere serves. the residential lobbies from the 

south side of the site, including off-street passenger loading. A ramp entrance to the parking garage is 

located centrally off of the porte cochere and leads down to the subsurface levels. A total of 339 parking 

spaces are provided in four basement levels under the Podium building. In addition, there are three off­

street loading docks at the southeast corner ?f the Podium building: two are equipped with loading dock 

levelers5 and may be reserved in 4-hour increments .on weekdays only; and the third is used for faster drop 

off items such as food delivery, mail, and package delivery. 

As stated, the project construction activities would occur within the public right-of-way. Therefore, the 
existing conditions for the right-of-way are presented here. 

Mission Street is an east-west street on the north side of the project site with two lanes in each travel 

direction. The outermost travel lanes are bus-only lanes. Fremont street is a north-south street that operates 

one way (northbound) within the vicinity of the project site with two through lanes and a left-tum lane and 

· a right-tum lane at the Mission Street intersection. Beale Streetis a north-south street that operates one 

way (southbound) with three through lanes within the vicinity of the project site. 

An approximately 170-foot-long on-street passenger loading/unloading zone and 20-foot-long on-street 

commercial loading/unloading zone are located immediately adjacent to the Podium building frontage on 

Mission Street. There are no vehicle curl? cuts along the Mission Street frontage. There is no on-street 

parking on Fremont and Beale streets adjacent to the associated parcel. There. are no existing bicycle 

facilities on Fremont, Mission, or Beale streets. 

There are multiple transit services provided in the immediate project vicinity. The following San Francisco 

Municipal Railway (Muni) bus routes travel along the Fremont, Mission, and Beale street frontages of the 

301 Mission Street parcel: the 5 Fulton, 5R Fulton Rapid, 7 Haight/Noriega, 38 Geary, and 38R Geary Rapid 

(outbound). The following additional Muni bus routes travel along Mission Street adjacent to the project:· 

14 Mission, 14X Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, and 2 Sutter/Clement (inbound). Additional Muni bus routes 

that travel along the Beale Street side of the project frontage include: 30X Marina Express, 41 Union, 81X 

Caltrain Express, and 82X Levi Plaza (inbound). 

' 
Loading dock is equipped to level to the height of the tn+ck being loaded/unloaded. 
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A Project Description 

In additioi]. to Muni operations, the following regional transit services operate within San Francisco artd. 

are accessible from the project site via Muni or other modes of travel: Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), 

Golden Gate Transit, Alameda-Contra Costa County Transit District (AC Transit), and San Mateo County 

Transit District (SamTrans). The Embarcadero BART station is located approximately a quarter mile from 

the project site. The Golden Gate Transit buses that travel along the Fremont, Mission, and Beale street 

frontages of the 301 Mission Street parcel are Routes 30, 70, 101, and 101X with stops along Mission Street, 

and on Fremont Street near the southeast corner of Fremont and Mission streets. 

AC Transit operates out of the Transit Center but does not travel along any of the roadways adjacent to the 

301 Mission Street parcel. Sam Trans routes serving Downtown San Francisco include route 292 with stops 

along Mission Street. 

Overhead wires for Muni trolley coaCh service are supported by guy poles located within the sidewalks 

adjacent to the Tower and Podium buildings. As shown in Figure 2, there ate a total of eleven poles along the 

project parcel frontages, including four overhead wire-support poles eaCh on the Mission and Fremont streets 

sidewalks, and three support poles on the Beale Street sidewalk along the project frontage. 

The sidewalks adjacent to the site parcel are 15 feet wide along Fremont and Mission streets, and 23 feet 

wide along Beale Street. Pedestrian access to the existing ground-floor bank in the Tower building is from 

Mission Street near the Fremont Street intersection. Pedestrian access to the existing restaurant is from 

Mission Street through the Podium building. Pedestrian access to the residences in the Tower and Podium 

buildings are available from the porte coChere and Mission and Beak streets. 

A.3 Existing Infrastructure and Landscaping 

On the sidewalks i:rnril.ediately adjacent to the project parcel, there are a total of three fire hydrants: one 

Auxiliary Water Supply Systein6 (AWSS) high pressure fire hydrant at the Fremont and Mission s.treets 

intersection; and two low-pressure fire hydrants, one eaCh on Fremont and Beale streets near the project site; s 

driveways (see Figure 2). The AWSS fire hydrant was located at the Fremont and Mission streets intersection 

prior to the construction of the Tower and Podium buildings. 7 Two existing PG&E vaults are also located under 

the Fremont Street sidewalk near the Mission Street intersection. The project site is served by water, sanitary 

sewer, storm water, electric, and natural gas lines from lines under the adjacent streets. 

There are a total of 13 existing street trees along the project parcel frontages, including three existing street 

trees along Fremont Street, seven street trees along Mission Street, and three street trees along Be'ale Street. 

A.4 Project Background and Subsurface Characte.ristics 

The project sponsor, MilleiTnium Tower Homeowner's. Association (MTHA), submitted three building 

permit applications (Permit Nos. 201812047402, 201812077819, and 201812077828) to the City and County 

of San Francisco's (city) Department of Building Inspection (building department) on December 4, 2018 

The AWSS is a high pressure fire protection water supply system independent from the city's municipal potable water 
system built for exclusive use by the San Francisco Fire Department~ . 
Roosevelt, Nick, Associate Attorney, J. Abrams Law, P.C., e-mail correspondence with Kei Zushi, Senior Pla1mer, San 
Francisco Planning Department, Apri116, 2019. · 
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A. Project Description 

and December 7, 2018, for a propose~ structural upgrade of the Tower building. As described in detail 
below, MTHA's general purpose for its proposed project is to address the settling a;nd tilting of the 

Millennium Tower. The existing buildjng has been evaluated and determined to be structurally soun<:I. 8 

·The proposed project is designed to meet the requirements of section403.9, Voluntary Seismic 

Improvements, of the San Francisco Existing Building C6qe, with the intent to reduce future building · 

settlement on the associated parcel at 301 Mission Street. 9 

As described above, construction of the buildings on the 301 Mission Street parcel was completed in 2009. 

The Tower building covers a footprint of ~pproximately 32,960 square feet with 100 feet of frontage on 
·Mission Street and approximately 150 feet of frontage on Fremont Street. The subsurface conditions on the 

Tower building portion of the lot c~nsist of approximately 220 to 250 feet of various soil types overlying 

the Franciscan Complex :bedrock (see Figure 3, Existing Project Site and Subsurface Profile). Figure 3 is 

for illustrative purposes only as there is variation in the depths of soli types and depth to bedrock across 

the project sit~. The artificial fill ranges from approximately 15 to 25 feet bgs: The fill is underlain by 20 to 

30 feet of a soft to medium-stiff marine clay deposit known locally as Young Bay Mud, to depths between 

35 and 55 feet bgs. The Young Bay Mud is generally underlain by a zone of stiff to very stiff sandy clay_ 

. interbedded with medium-dense to dense clayey sand, known locally a Colma Sands, to depths of 

approximately 45 to 90 feet bgs, followed by a stiff to very stiff marine clay deposit, known locally as Old 

Bay Clay, which is approximately 120 to 160 feet thick In'some locations, interbedded layers of sand and 

clays, known as the Alameda formation, occur at depths of 150 to 200 feet bgs. Finally, bedrock at the site, 

known locally as Franciscan Complex, underlies the Old Bay Clay unit beginning at depths ranging from 
about 220 to 250 feet bgs. 

The existing foundation system of the Tower building consists of a 10-foot-thick reinforced concrete mat 

foundation that is connected to and supported by 942 14-inch-square precast pre-stressedlO concrete piles. 

The piles were driven through the two uppermost soil layers (artificial fill underlain by Young Bay Mud) 

and extend approximately 75 to 85 feet bgs to the Colma Sands soil layer. The piles do not extend to the 

Franciscan Complex bedrock At the completion of the 10-foot-thlck concr~te mat foundation construction 

of the Tower building in 2006, the mat was monitored for vertical displacements during erection of the 

Tower building and construction of the adjacent Podium building.\1 Since April2009, 32 settlement markers 

across the Tower building's footprint have been monitored, and an additional30 settlement markers were 

installed in December 2016.12 The north and east sides of the Tower building have also been monitored for 

Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, 301 Mission St Perimeter Pile Upgrade Calculations Vols 2 - Gravity and 3 -Lateral- Revision 5, 
June 7, 2019. 
Engineering Design Review Teani., letter to Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 
County of San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, August 27, 2019. This document (and all other documents 
cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) are ayailable for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2018-016691ENV. Documents may also be accessed throU:gh the 
. planning department's Property Information-Map, planning application 2018-016691ENV, related records. 

10 Pre-stressed cm:i.crete piles are the most common variety of driven concrete pile. Pre-stressing simply means that they 
are pre-loaded through the use of internal bonded strands in a way that makes them more.robust, in order to sustain the 
haJJ;lmering experienced during of the driving process. 

11 John A. Egan, PE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgi·ade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and County of 
Smi Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate Geotechnical Consultants. 

12 Ibid. 
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A. Project Description 

lateral deformation at floors 2, 5, 10, 20, 40, and 60 by using prisms13 mounted on the exterior of the 

structure.14 In accordance with information that the project sponsor has provided, since completion of the 

Tower building in 2009, the project site has experienced settlement due .to consolidation and compression 

of the soil1ayer beneath the Colma Sands, which is kllown as Old Bay Clay. At its lowest point, the existing 

mat foundation has settled approximat~ly 17.6 inches near the northwest comer of the Tower building, 
such that the. top of the building tilts approximately 17.1 inches to the northwest near the comer of Mission 
and Fremont streets.ls 

A.5 Proposed Project 

The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade of the Tower building foundation, which includes 
installation of an extension of the existing mat foundation along the north and west sides of the Tower 

building, supported by 52 new perimeter piles extending to bedrock which is located at approximately 

220 - 250 feet bgs. This structure is also referred to as "the collar foundation." In addition to preventing 

further settlement in the northwest comer of the Tower pmlding' s existing foundation, the project 

sponsor's geotechnical engineer has stated that this effort may allow for gradual tilt correction of the Tower 

building over time. The structural upgrade would involve the installation of 52 cast-in-place reinforced 

concrete piles beneath the sidewalk area.S within an approximately 8-foot-wide zone along the Mission 

(north) and Fremont (west) Street sides of the Tower bullding (see Figure 4; Current and Proposed 

Foundation System (Looking Southeast), and Figure 5, Proposed Piles and Mat Extension- Plan View). 

Once pile placement is complete, ali. 8-foot-wide, 10-foot-thick reinforced concrete extension of the existing 

concrete mat foundation would be .constructed outward in the direction of the new piles. The new piles 
would be connected to the extended mat via a jack system that would transfer 'load from the existing 

foundation to the new piles. The jack system would be located in new vaults, one along Fremont Street and 

the other along Mission Street, located approximately 8 feet below the sidewalk. Once. constructed, the area 
below the sidewalk where the mat extension and new piles 'W-ould be located would total approximately 

2,130 square feet (see Figure 5) . 

. The project would be implemented in six stages, Stages 1 through 6. Table 1, Approximate Construction 

Schedule and Work Force, shows the estimated construction schedule and duration by stage. Project 

construction would last a,bout 22 months, and is expected to commence in early 2020. With the exception of 

Stages 3 and 4, construction activities at the project site would occur Monday through Friday from 7 a.m. to 

8 p.m., consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Stages 3 and 4 would require an extra shift (8 p.m. 

to 7 a.m. as allowed in San Francisco) to receive oversized truck deliveries for approximately five nights per 

week. Construction could also occur on Saturdays and Sundays (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) when the project sponsor 

determines such construction is necessary. Construction.onholidays is not anticipated to occur. 

13 Prisms are reflective elements attached to fue building, at which surveyors can aim fueir f~sers, in order to accurately 
measure a location in furee dimensions. 

14 Jolm A. Egan, PE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Pei'imeter Pile Upgrade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and County of · 
San Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, wifu tli.e assistance of Slate Geoteclmical Consultants. 

15 Ibid. 
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A. Project Description 

TABLE 1 
APPROXIMATE CoNSTRUCTION ScHEDULE AND WoRK FoRCE 

Start Finish 
(Calendar (Calendar 

Construction Stage and Activity Days) Days) 

1. Site Preparation, Mobilization, and Indicator Pile Day 1 Day90 

2. Demolition an,d Shoring Day 90 Day 150 

3. Installation of Outer Casings on Mission and Fremont Streets, Piles on Day 150 Day 310 
Fremont Street 

4. Piles on Mission Street and Mat Slab Extension on Fremont Street Day 310 · Day420 

5. Mat Slab Extension on Mission Street · Day420 Day 510 

6. Jacking, Vault Construction, Backfill, and Site Restoration Day 510. Day640 

rota! Construction 22 months 

NOTES: 

a Stage 3 would require two shifts: 9 workers on one shift, and 10 workers for the second. 
b Stage 4 would require two shifts: 20 workers on one shift, and 10 workers for the second. 

SOURCE: Millennium Tower Homeowner's Association, 2019. 

Work Force 

Number of 
Workers 

Duration (Daily 
(Days/Week) Avg.) 

5 9 

5 9 

5 19a 

5 30b 

5 9 

5 13 

As shown in Table 1, the size of the construction work force would vary over the.22-month construction 

period, ranging from approximately 9 to 30 workers depending on the stage. The work force would peak · 

at 30 in Stage 4, when the perimeter piles are installed on Mission Street concurrent with the mat slab 

extension on Fremont Street. 

Construction Equipment and Hauling 

Table 21 Construction Equipment, lists the types of equipment that would be used during construction. 

Air Compressor 

Backhoe 

Bore/Drill Rig 

Compactor 

Crawler Tractor 

TABLE 2 
CoNSTRUCTION EouiPMENT 

Excavator Roller 

Generator Sets/Power Pack Rough Terrain Forklift 

Haul Truck Rubber Tire Loader 

Paver Signal Board 

Paving Equipment Skid Steer Loader 

SOURCE: Millennium Tower Homeowner's Association, 2019. 

Roller 

Rough Terrain Forklift 

Concrete Pump 

Concrete Truck 

Table 3, Truck Load Estimates, provides estimates of import/export of demolition and fill and truck loads to · 

and from the project site. Stage 2 would include demolition of about 4,400 square feet of sidewalk within the 

construction area. The most extensive disturbance in terins of area, approximately 8,000 square feet, would 

occur as part of the excavation under Stages 3 and 4. The depths of excavation would range from 5 to 300 feet 
. . 

below the existing grade depending on the construction stage, with a total of 4,380 cubic yards of excavated 

soils generated during construction. The depths of excavation for the piles would range from 220 to 300 feet 

bgs. During construction approximately 1,910 cubic yards would be excavated in Stage 3, 1,610 cubic yards 

of soil would be excavated in Stage 4, and 860 cubic yards excavated in Stage 5. Stage 6 would include 
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demolition of about 1,400 square feet of sidewalk along the Podium building frontage. The sidewalk 

demolition under Stages 2 and 6 would generate approximately 400 cubic yards of demolition debris. In total, 

construction of the propqsed project would require the removal of approximately 4,78? cubic yards of soil 

and construction debris. Approximately 1,000 cubic yards of soil/fill would be imported in Stage 6. 

TABLE 3 
TRUCK LOAD ESTIMATES 

Import Export Total 
Construction Stage and Activity Deliveries (Loads) (cubic yards) (cubic yards) Truck Loads 

1. Site Preparation, Mobilization, Ready Mix Concrete (61 )a 107 (material deliveries) 
and Indicator Pile Drill Casing (30)b 

Drilled Shaft Rebar (3)c 
Equipment (5)d 
Supplier Deliveries (8)e 

2. Demolition and Shoring Ready Mix Concrete (61 )8 

Equipment (5)d 
340 349 (fill export) 

74 (material deliverie~) 
Supplier Deliveries (8)e . 

3. Installation of Outer Casings on Ready Mix Concrete (61 )a 1,910 1919 (fill export) 
Mission and Fremont Streets, Drill Casing (30)b 

107 (material d~liveries) Piles on Fremont Street Drilled Shaft Rebar (3)c 
Equipment (5)d 
Supplier Deliveries (8)e 

4. Piles on Mission Street and Mat Ready Mix Concrete (61)a 1,610 161g (fill export) 
Slab Extension on Fremont Drill Casing (30)b 115 (material deliveries) 
Street Drilled Shaft Rebar (3)c 

Equipment (5)d 
Supplier Deliveries (8)8 

Rebar (8)f 

5. Mat Slab Extension on Mission Ready Mix Concrete (61 )a 860 869 (fill export) 
Street Equipment (S)d 82 (material deliveries) 

Supplier Deliveries (8)8 

Rebar (B)f · 

6. Jacking, Vault Construction, Ready Mix Concrete (61 )a 1,000 60 69 (fill export) 
Backfill, and Site Restoration Equipment (5)d 

1009 (fill import) Supplier Deliveries (8)e 
74 (material deliveries) 

' Total Construction' 1,000 4,780 1,137 

NOTES: 

a Approximately 365 loads of ready mix concrete would be delivered throughout all stages. This assumes 61. loads per stage. Numbers may not 
total due to rounding. · · 

b Approximately 90 loads of drill casing deliveries would occur in Stages 1, 3, and 4. This assumes 30 loads for each of these stages 
c Approximately 10 loads of drilled shaft rebar would occur in Stages 1, 3, and 4. This assumes 3 loads for each of these stages. Numbers may not 

total due to rounding. 
d Approximately 30 loads of equipment would be delivered throughout all stages. This assumes 5 loads per stage. 
e Approximately 50 loads of miscellaneous supplier deliveries would occur througho.ut all stages. This assumes 8 loads per stage. 
f Approximately 15 loads of rebar would be delivered in Stages 4 and 5. This assumes 81oads per stage. Numbers may not total due to rounding. 
g Assumes a truck capacity of 10 cubic yards. 

SOURCE: Millennium Tower Homeowner's Association, 2019. 

Stage 1: Site Preparation, Mobilization, and Indicator Pile 

Stage 1 construction activities would last approximately 90 days and include. site preparation, mobilization, 

the drilling of seven geotechnical.borings, and implementation of an indicator pile beneath the sidewalk 

near the corner of Fremont and Mission streets near the northwest· corner of the Tower building. The . 

purpose of the indicator pile is to assess fh.e .geological strength of the bedrock underneatJ:l the Tower 
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building and determine the required depth of extension of the piles into the rock to achieve design strength. 

It is anticipated that the bedrock strength varies somewhat across the upgrade area. The seven geotechnical 

· borings would provide information on the actual strength of the rock in the area. of upgrade, to allow 

adjustment of the required length of rock socket for each pile before it is placed. After the geotechnical 

borings are drilled and the ro(:k properties measured, .strings of piezometer and extensometer instruments 

.would be inserted into three of the borings to enable future monitoring of the foundation's performance. 

Construction of the project would requiTe the temporary clo'sure of the right-tum lane on Fremont Street 

as it approaches Mission Street and the sidewalk along the east side of Fremont Street; the eastbound bus­

only lane and sidewalk along the ~outh side of Mission Street; and would restr1ct pedestrian access on the 

sidewalk along the west side of Beale Street to an approximately 4-foot-wide through lane, which are 

summarized below. Before construction can commence, the contractor would prepare the construction site 

to allow for staging, truck and equipment access, protection or relocation of utilities, and installation of 

. protected pedestrian pathways (see Figure 6, Stage 1: Site Preparation and Construction Work Area). 

Concrete barriers (also commonly referred to as "k-rails") would be placed along the outer side of the 

closed lanes on Fremont and Mission streets, and along the outer edge of the sidewalk on Beale Street (see 

Figure 6). All construction activ:ities would be contained inside the concrete barriers and fences. Temporary 

closures and changes that would affect the following public rights-of-way include: 

• Fremont Street. Fremont Street would have one left-tum lane, one through lane, and one through and 
right-tum shared lane in the northbound direction. The concrete barriers and fences would be installed 
approximately 11 feet west of the Fremont Street east sidewalk between the northern edge of the Tower 
building driveway and Mission Street. This change would require a·temporary closure of four elements 
within the public right-of~way for the entire duration of project construction from Stages 1 through 6. 
Those four elements would be: (1) the northbound exclusive right-tum lane approaching Mission 
Street, (2) the Fremont Street east sidewalk along the Tower building frontage, (3) the nearside Golden 
Gate Trans~t bus stop near the southeast comer of the Fremont Street/Mission Street intersection, and 
(4) south and east crosswalks at the Fremont Street/Mission Street intersection. Muni guy poles 
currently installed in the sidewalk (and associated overhead electric trolley wires) would be 
temporarily relocated in alignment with the k-rail approximately 11 feet westward of the Fremont 
Street east sidewalk. 

• Mission Street. Mission Street would have two eastbound lanes and one westboun<i lane. Concrete 
barriers and fences would be installed approximately 11.6 feet north of the Mission Street existing south 
sidewalk between Fremont and Beale streets. This change would require a temporary closure of two 
elements within the public right-of-way for the entire duration of project construction from Stages 1 
through 6. Those two elements would be: (1) the eastbound bus-only lane and (2) the western half of 
the Mission Street south sidewalk. As part of the proposed project, the existing 170-foot-long passenger 
loading/unloading zone and 20-foot-long commercial loading zone located adjacent to the Podium 
building frontage on Mission Street would be closed during construction. An approximately 4:_foot­
wide pedestrian walkway with overhead· and side protection would be constructed along the Mission 

. Street frontage between Beale Street and the Tower and Podium building entrance to provide access to 
the bank, residences, the ground floor restaurant. The ground floor bank would vacate the 
northwestern (:Orner of floor space it currently occupies at th.e comer of Fremont and Mission streets 
and would modify a portion of its space to accommodate a smaller bank branch operation. The existing 
Mission Street entrance to the bank would be closed; however, access would be provided adjacent to 
the Tower and Podium building entrance. As a result of the temporary public right-of-way closures, 
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A. Project Description 

pedestrian right-of-way along the ~astern half of the Mission Street south sidewalk would be reduced 
from 15 feet to approximately 4 feet in w\dth. Muni guy poles currently installed in the sidewalk (and 
associated overhead electric trolley wires and the switch that allows trolley buses to make the right . 
turn from eastbound Mission Street onto southbound Beale Street) would be temporarily relocated in 
alignment with the k-rail approximately 1t6 feet northward of the Missio;n Street existing south 
sidewalk into the temporarily closed eastbound lane in line with the concrete barrier. 

·• Beale Street. Fences would be installed along the outer edge of the Beale Street west sidewalk betWeen 
the northern edge of the Podium building driveway and Mission Street. An approximately 4-foot-wide 
pedestrian walkway with overhead and side protection would be constructed along the Beale Street 
frontage. As a result, pedestrian righbof-way along the Beale Street west sidewalk would be reduced 
from 23 feet to approximately 4 feet in width during Stages 1 through 5. During Stage 6, the sidewalk 
along Beale Street frontage would be restored to full width for pedestrians. There would be no closure 
·of existing travel lanes. 

Construction fencing/gates and breaks in. the barriers would l:ie provided along the construction site 

perimeter to allow San Francisco Fire Department access to fire department water connections in the event · 

of fire emergency: 16 

The above ground AWSS hydrant as well as the large underground concrete thrust block17 at the Fremont 

and Mission streets intersection would be removed in order for the proposed shoring wall to have adequate 

space: The low-pressure fire department connections at Fremont and Beale streets near the project site's 

driveways would be extended from their existing locations along the building to the edge of the work zone. 

The extensions would be constructed with pipelines and fittings in accordance with National Fire Protection 

Association Code section 13 (2016 Edition). The .temporary mounted fire department connections would be 

accessible and clearly marked in accordance with the San Francisco Fire Department requirements. 

As described above, approximately 4-foot-wide pedestrian walkways with overhead and side protection 

would be constructed along a portion of the Mission Street frontage ahd the entirety of the Beale Street 

frontages to maintain access to .the To:wer and Podium buildings and to allow a through path of travel for 

pedestrians alon:g Beale Street. There would be no pedestrian access along the Fremont and Mission streets 

sides of the Tower building during the entirety of construction because the structural upgrade construction 

would occur in the sidewalk area. Preparation of the sidewalk area to be demolished during Stage 2 along 

the Tower building perimeter would also require the removal of the mailboxes on the sidewalk at Mission 

and Frein<;mt streets (see Figure 6). Construction would occur either in the sidewalk area or require the use 

of the sidewalk area for staging. As such, all existing 13 street trees along Fremont: Mission, and Beale 

streets would be removed, while the associated well grates would be salvaged to accommodate planting 

of replacement street trees at the completion of project construction. 

16 The water connections are located on the exterior of a building and are where the fire department can pump 
supplemental water into the building's sprinkler system, standpipe, or other system, furnishing water for fire 
extinguishment to supplement existing water supplies. 

17 Concrete thrust blocks ensure pipeline stability at critical points in a water system where the pipeline decreases or 
increases in diameter, changes, direction, or changes elevation. The concrete thrust block underneath the A WSS hydrant 
and associated pipeline provides end restraint to counteract the water pressure acting on the pipeline fitting. 
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A. Project Description 

Construction staging would occur within the sidewalk area of Beale Street and would not require any travel 

lane closures on Beale Street. Construction offices, equipment for treatment of groundwater removed 
during construction, and tool storage would be located on the Mission and Beale street sides of the project 

site (see Figure 7, Stage 1: Mobilization and Indicator Pile). As shown in Figure 7, the construction offices 

and water treatment equipment would be elevated on top of the Conex18 and Baker tanksJ9 Groundwater 

removed during construction would be routed through an 18,000-gallon Baker tank (also· referred to as a 

· settlement tank) located within the. sidewalk area of Beale Street prior to discharge to the combined storm 

. sewer via 'water treatment equipment located within. the sidewalk area of Mission Street. Prior to 

discharging, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) would test grourid water samples to 

ensure .compliance with SFPUC discharge standards. The project h~am must obtain a batch waste discharge 

(for construction dewatering) permit from SFPUC in compliance with federal and state requirements. 

During Stage 1, the construction haul trucks and deliveries would access the site at the northwest corner 

using the bus-only lane on Fremont Street. 

Stage 2: Demolition and Shoring 

Stage 2 construction activities would last approximately 60 days. The proposed structural upgrade 

construction would occur in the sidewall< area of Fremont and Mission streets along the Tower l;milding 
· perimeter, requiring demolition of approximately 4,400 square feet of existing sidewalk (see Figure 6 and 

Figure 8, Stage 2• Demolition and Shoring). ·Demolition of the sidewalk . is anticipated to .take 

approximately two weeks and would be performed using hand held tools powered with generators or 

compressors. Demolition debris would be recycled to the extent feasible and in accord·ance with chapter 14 

and section 708 of the Sail Francisco Environment Code. The amount of demolition debris is estimated at 

. 340 cubic yards. About 34 total trucl< loads2o would be needed to haul the demolition debris to appropriate 

sites f6r disposal or recycling. 

After the sidewalk area is demolished, construction of a shoring system would be required ·at the perimeter 

of the excavation line to allow installation of the piles. A section view of this process is illustrated in 

Figure 9, Stage 2: Demolition and Shoring (Section View). The shoring system would consist of soldier 

piles installed in drilled holes, with horizontal supports ("lagging") at the perimeter of the excavation line; 

A soldier pile is a common retaining wall strategy in which H-shaped steel beams ('piles") are installed 

into the earth at regular intervals- usually six to 12 feet apart. In between each vertical pile, lagging fills 

the gap, helping to spread the load. Soldier piles would be installed approximately 10 to 12 feedrom the 

Mission and Fremont street faces of the Tower building to a depth of approximately 45 feet. The soldier 

piles would be spaced to avoid existing tie-backs (abandoned in place. during the original building 

construction) and utilities. 

To protect the existing PG&E vault on Fremont Street, the shoring would be installed around the vault, 

such that when excavation is conducted adjacent to the vault, the soil supporting it would not. be disturbed. 

Supplemental structural support for conduits that exit the vault and extend.across the excavation area 

· wouid be provided prior to exca.vating beneath them. Grade-level access to the vault would be available to 

18 · A Conex is a shipping container that is used for storing tools and other supplies. 
19 A Baker tank is a steel tank that stores turbid water for the purpose of retention and settlement. 
20 Assumes a truck capacity of 10 cubic yards 
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A. Project Description 

PG&E at all times during construction. After the shoring and structural supports are installed around the 
PG&E vault, the area between the 'soldier piles and theTowe~ building would then be excavated to the 

depth of the existing tie backs and utilities (approximately 10 feet bgs), with wood lagging placed between 
the soldier piles to stabilize the excavation. The exis.ting tie backs and abandonee). utiliti~s would be 

removed from areas where the piles would be installed. The excavated area would be backfilled to grade 

to provide a working platform for purposes of equipment .access and the installation of the perimeter piles. 

Stage 3: Installation of Outer Casings on Mission and Fremont Streets, Piles on Fremont Street 

. Stage 3 construction would last approximately 160 days. Installation of the perimeter piles would require 

the initial installation of 52, 36~inch-diameter casings (outer casings) to a cl,epth of 70 to 90 feet bgs through 

the upper soil layers (see lligure 10, Stage 3: Installation of Outer Casings on Mission and Fremont Streets, 

Piles on Fremont Street). These outer casings would be installed as a first step in the pile installation process 

to provide separation between the 24-inch-diameter pile that would ultimately carq the Tower building's 

weight to bedrock and the surrounding soils in the upper 70 to 90 feet. The out~r casings would be installed 

through a process of drilling and pressure, with soil inside the casing removed as the casing is advanced . 

. Once the casing is installed, there would be a cased 36-inch-wide, 70- to 90-foot-deep hole, without soil, but 

with groundwater to the depth of the surrounding groundwater table which is anticipated to be 19 to 22 feet 

bgs. 21 A section view of this process is illustrated in Figure 11, Stages.3 and 4: Backfill and Perimeter Pile 

Installation (Section View). 

Installation of the outer casings would be followed by installation of the perimeter piles on Fremont Street. 

As shown in Figure 10, the drill rig would be used to install the piles from south to north on Fremont Street. 

Installation of the first 10 piles would require temporary closure of the Fremont Street ·driveway to the 

Tower and Podium building for approximately 40 to 50 days. During this time, two-way vehicular access 
to the Tower and Podium buildings would remain at the southeast comer from Beale Street. Mter the first 

10 piles are installed, vehicular access to the project site at the southwest comer from Fremont Street would 

be restored. 

For each pile, a 24-iri.ch-diameter pile casing (shaft liner) would be centered witJ:Ur: the 36-inch-diameter · 

outer casing and drilled through the Old Bay Clay to the top of the Franciscan Complex bedrock to depths 

of approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs. The shaft liner would extend the full depth to the bedrock and would 

be fabricated with friction-reducing coating along its full length. A 20-inch-diameter rock socket22 would 

be drilled an additional 30 to 50 feet below the shaft liner into the bedrock to form the lower portion of the 

pile. The e::act length of rock socket required would be determined based on testing of rock samples 

extracted from the seven geotechnical borings installed in Stage 1. A central reiriforcing bar would then be 

placed :in the full length of the shaft liner followed by concrete filling of the rock socket and interior of the 

shaft liner to the depth of the mat extension (approximately 25 feet bgs). 

21 John A. Egan, GE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and County of 
San Francisco, California, August 13,2019, with the assistance of Slate Geotechnical Consultants. 

22 Bottom portion of the pile that.is so'cketed into the bedrock. 
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A. Project Description 

Approximately 1,910 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from the outer casing and perimeter pile 

installation and hauled off site. About 191 total truck loads23 would be needed to haul the excavated soil to 

appropriate sites for disposal. After the perimeter piles are installed, jet grout columns, which consist of a 

soil-cement mixture, would be installed between the soldierpiles (constructed during Stage 1) to form a 

permanent W!lll to provide shoring for Stage 4 excavation that would extend to 25 feet bgs (a section view 

of the excavation is illll_strated in Figure 14, Stage 4: Excavation (Section View), p. 26). A jet grout plug 

would also be installed between the new shoring wall and existing shoring wall starting at a depth of 

· approximately 25 feet bgs and extending to 35 feet bgs (see Figure 12, Stages 3 and 4: Jet Grout Plug 

Installation (Section View)). The jet grout plug would seal the bottom of the excavation to minimize flow 

of water into the excavation during construction24 and would brace the bottom of the shoring wall. 

Stage 4: Piles on Mission Street and Mat Slab Extension Construction on Fremont Street 

Once Stage 3 is complete, perimeter piles would be installed on Mission Street in the same method as those 

on Fremont Street, described above. Stage 4 construction would last approximately 110 days. The perimeter 

pile insbillation on Mission Street would be concurrent with excavation and construction of the mat slab 

extension on Fremont Street (see Figure 13, Stage 4: Piles on Mission Street and Construction of Mat Slab 

Extension on Fremont Street). 

As described earlier in Section A.5, the structural upgrade would include an 8-foot-wide, 10-foot-thick 

reinforced extension of the existing concrete mat foundation that would connect to. the 52 piles. The mat 

slab extension is also referred to as "the collar foundation", and is the structure that would be supported 

by new piles extending to bedrock. Construction of the mat slab extension would ~equire excavation to 

25 feet bgs, which is where the jet grout plug begins and is at the same level as the bottom of the Towe~ 
building's existing mat foundation. A section view of the excavation and mat extension process is 

illustrated in Figure 14;, Stage 4: Excavation (Section View), and Figure 15, Stages 4 and 5: Mat Slab 

Extension (Section View). The area. below the sidewalk where the mat extension and new piles would be 

located on Fremont and Mission streets would total approximately 2,130 square feet. Approximately 1,610 
cubic yards of soil would be excavated in Stage 4 and.hauled'off site. About 1.61 total truck loads 25 would 

be needed to haul the excavated soil to appropriate sites for disposal. 

As excavation advances: (1) support for utility lines to remain in place would be installed; (2) the newly 

installed perimeter piles founded in bedrock would be cut to 1 to 4 inches above the bottom of the mat; and 

(3) the existing Tower building shoring that is more than one· foot above the bottom of the mat would be 

cut and removed. The tops of the soldier piles would be braced to the Tower building's basement first level 

slab by struts as the excavation proceeds. After the excavation is extended to the bottom of the existing mat 

foundation at 25 feet bgs, the exposed lower edge of the mat would be chipped back to expose the existing 

reinforcing steel at the bottom of the mat and to create a notch to aid in load transfer. New reinforcing steel 

would be connected to the existing reinforcing .steel using mechanical couplers. The exposed face of the 

existing mat would be scarified with chipping hammers to create a roughened surface. New epoxy adhesive 

23 Assumes a b:uck capacity of 10 cubic yards 
24 John A. Egan, PE, GE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and County 

of San Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate Geotechnical Consultants. . 
25 Assumes a truck capacity of 10 cubic yards 
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Stages 3 and 4: Excavation (Section View) 



........ 
m 
w ....... 

DEMOLISH 
PORTION OF EXISTING 
MAT FOUNDATION 

STEP8 
EXCAVATE TO BOTTOM OF MAT 

"·! Existing Foundation Structure 

Proposed Project Components 

SOURCE: Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, 2019 

LEV_'f~.~ 

APPAOX. -25' 

27 

PROPERTY UNE 

INSTALL PILE TOP ' !":'"": t !J': .- '/ 
SECTION 

~;~~~~~~ETE ~: I !~!_! !I . ! :·: . H \ 
REINFORCEMENT 

STEP9 
INSTALL CONCRETE MAT EXTENSION 

REINFORCEMENT AND PILE TOP SECTION 

-· APPAOX. -25' 

20i 8-016691 ENV: 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Pmject 

Figure 15 
Stages 4 and 5: Mat Slab Extension (Section View) 



A. Project Description 

steel dowels would be drilled into the exposed fa~e of th~ mat to provide additional shear reinforcement 

for the connection between the new mat extension and ·the existing mat. Additional reinforcement, 

consisting of conventional steel reiriforcill.g bars in two perpendicular directions, would be placed within 

the new mat extension. A pile top section would be installed, and concrete would 1Je cast against the 

roughened face of the existing mat, resulting in the concrete mat extension. 

Stage 5: Mat Slab Extension on Mission Street 

Stage 5 construction would last approximately 90 days and would consist of the excavation and construction 

of the mat slab foundation extension on Mission Street (see Figure 16, Stage 5: Mat Slab· Extension on 
' . . . 

Mission Street). Approximately 860 cubic yards of soil would be excavated in Stage 5 and hauled off site. 

About 86 total truck loads26 would be needed to haul excavated soil to appropriate sites for disposal. The mat 

extension process would be the same as under Stage 4 and illustrated in Figure 14 and Figure 15. 

Stage 6: Jacking, Vault Constn;ction, Backfill, and Site Restoration 

Once the mat slab extensions on Fremont and Mission streets are completed, the pile tops would be 
encapsulated in the 10-foot-thick reinforced concrete mat extension. Once constructed, the top of the mat 

. slab extension would be at the same level as the top of the Tower building's existing mat foundation 

(approximately 15. feet bgs). Stage 6 would last approximately 130 days and would consist of installation 

of the jack system, vault construction, backfill~ and site restoration (see Figure 17~ Stage 6: Jacking, Vault 

Construction, Backfill, and Site Restoration). The jack system would comprise an individual, closed 

cylinder hydraulic jack at each of the 52 piles, a steel jacking beam at each pile, four steel rods extending 

from the jacking beam at each pile into the new matfoundation, a manifold control,z7 and a single hydraulic 

power unit. A section view of Stage 6 is illustrated in Figure 181 Stage 6: Mat Slab Extension, Jack Pile 
System, and Vault (Section View). The purpose of the jacking is to transfer load from the existing 

foundation to the new piles by jacking the piles against the jacking beam, which .then transfers the 'load to 
the foundation through the steel rods. Once the new mat extension has been· constructed, the jacks would 

be connected to the manifold and power u:qit and pressurized to produce the desired level of loading. 

The jacks would be locked off to pe;rmanently b;ansfer a portion of the Tower building's load to bedrock 

The hydraulic system would then be depressurized and removed from the site. Once the hydraulic power . 

unit and manifold are removed, the jacks, jacking beams and rods would remain in place. 

The remaining components would be enclosed by two accessible concrete· vaults to provide weather 

protection and allow backfill of the excavated area and reconstruction of sidewalks. One 130-foot-long vault 

would be along Mission Street and the other 11 0-foot-long vault would be along Fremont Street. The vaults 

would be 7 feet tall and 7 feet wide (see Figure 18). The vaults would be accessible by five access manholes 

located on the sidewalk (three on Fremont Street, two on Mission Street), allowing for periodic inspection 

(see Figure 5). Once the vaults are constructed, the area would be backfilled with approximately 1,000 cubic 

26 Assumes a truck capacity of 10 cubic yards 
27 The manifold (a pipe that branches into severai·openings) connects to the hydraulic power source· and branches to each 

of the piles. The control systein involves a series of valves that enable branches to 'Qe opened or closed to conh·ol 
pressure to the individual jacks. 
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Figure 16 
Stage 5: Mat Slab Extension on Mission Street 
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A Project Description 

yards of imported fill, and the construction site would be restored to pre-construction conditions. About 
100 total truck loads28 would be needed to import fill to the project site. · 

Approximately 1,400 square feet of the existing sidewalk along the Podium building frontage would be 

demolished and replaced durmg Stage 6 to: (1) address current curb and gutter drainage ponding issues and 

reestablish positive drainage flow;. and (2) restore the areas damaged from the removal of the tree wells and 

Muni guy poles during construction. The amount of demolition debris is estimated at 60 cubic yards. About 

. six truck loads would be needed to haul the demolition debris to appropriate sites for disposal or recyclirig. 

Replacement street trees would be planted, and .the temporarily relocated Muni equipment (i.e., guy poles 

and associated overhead electric trolley wires) would be re-installed back on the sidewalks. Approximately 

3,000 square feet of asphalt paving would be required to restore the project site (roadway along Frembnt 

and Mission streets) to existing conditions. Finally, the AWSS fire hydrant would be reinstalled at its 

original pre-construction location after the construction is completed: 

Each vault would be designed to remain dry, howeyer, incidental surface water may enter the vaults 

through the manhole access .openings, which are normally covered. For each vault, the floor of the vault 

(top of the mat extension) would be sloped to drain to a series of dry sumps within the vault. Five low 

horsepower, electrically operated pumps would·be placed permanently in the vault sumps (two in the 
vault along Mission Street and three in the vault along Fremont Street), with a float s~itch to activate the 

pumps should sufficient rainwater collect to trigger it, and the pumped water would be discharged into 

the combined sewer system. Operation of the pumps would connect to and operate of£ the Tower building's 

permanent power supply and would be alarmed to the buiiding management system. 

GROUNDWATER CONTROLS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Groundwater is anticipated to be encountered within the depths of the excavation at approximately 19 to 

22 feet. To proVide a dry and stable excavation for construction of the foundations and mat extension, a jet · 

grout plug would be constructed at the base of the excavation to seal the bottom of the excavation to 

minimize flow of water into the excavation during construction. In addition, the jet grout columns installed 

during Stage 2 as part of the outer face of the excavation would inhibit groundwater drawdown outside 
the· excavation. ·. . 

It is anticipated that any leakage through the )et grout would be handled with the use of sumps, and 

discharged into ·the combined sewer system. As di$cussed above under Stage 1, groundwater removed 

during construction would be routed through an 18,000-gallon settlement tank and water treatment 

. equipment prio.r to discharge to the ~ombined storm sewer. Prior to discharge, groundwater samples 
would be tested to ensure compliance with SFPUC discharge standards. 

A.6 Monitoring Plan Summary 

As stated in the report entitled "Geotechnical Evaluation For .. The Perimeter Pile Upgrade, Millennium 

Tower, 301 Mission Street, City and County of San Francisco, CA" dated August 13, 2019, additional future 

·long-term (from 2020 to 2060) settlement of the Tower 1mder the proposed Perimeter Pile Upgrade (the 

proposed project) is estimated to be in the range of less than 1 inch to approximately 3.5 inches at different 

·28 Assumes a b:uck capacity of 10 cubic yards 
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A. Project Description 

locations across the footprint of the Tower niat, with the larger of these estimated settlements occurring 

toward the southeastern portion of the Tower footprint. 

. . 
These future settlements will be. monitored immediately prior to, during, and after construction of the 

proposed project. The Monitoring Program outlined below was subiT].itted by the geoteclmical engineer of 

record for the project to peer review team, who took no exception to the proposed monitoring program.29 

This program has been incorporated in the design drawings and specifications (see project plans Structural 

Plan Sheet S20730) for consideration by the bUilding department: 

• Monitoring of the basement and exterior piezometers and extensometers for two years as follows: 

Prior to installation of the shoring solder piles; 

Bi~weekly forth~ first 26 weeks; 

Every 6 weeks for 18 weeks; and 

Quarterly. monitormg until the completio~ of all subterranean work. 

.. Prism and basement monitoring review and analysis based on the following schedule: 

Prior to installation of the shoring solder piles; 

Weekly until the completion of all subterranean work; 

Bi-weekly for 3 months;· 

Every 6 weeks for 2 years; 

Quarterly monitoring for 2 years; and 

Annual monitoring for 6 years. 

In accordance with building department Information Sheet No. S-18, the monitoring period will be extended 

to 10 years following installation of the proposed project, and settlement monitoring data with a summary of 

the analysis will be submitted annually to the building department. 

In.addition, S-is requires immediate notification of the building department if unexpected performance 

conditions are experienced that may require immediate attention or additional investigation. The project 

sponsor proposes the following be used as triggers for notification of the building department (Notification 

Triggers) for the duration of the S-18 monitoring period: 

1. Relaxation of proposed project's pile load by more than 25 percent of original prestress in any 
single pile, or by more than 10 percent for the group of piles as a whole. 

2. Average settlement across the Tower footprint exceeding 1 inch during any mmualmonitoring 
period or exceeding 150 percent of the best estimate additional long-term maximum settlement of 
3.5 inches at any location across the Tower footprint following installation of the proposed project. 

If none of these conditions is triggered, the proposed project would be considered to be performing within 

expectations, and no action would be required under S-18. 

29 See Comment #127 of the project comment log. Engineering Design Review Team, 301 Mission Street- Voluntary 
Foundation Retrofit EDRT Log, August 27, 2019. 

30 · Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, Perimeter Pile Upgrade, 301 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA, August 23, 2019, She~t S207 
(Monitoring Plan). 
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A. Project Description 

A.7 Construction Transportation Management Plan 

The construction contractor would be required to follow the city's Regulations for Working in San Francisco 
Streets (the Blue Book) published by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and the 

San Francisco Public Works' (public works) regulations during the construction period. The proposed 

project includes a Construction Transportation Management Plan (transportation plan) developed in 

consultation with staff at the SFMTA to provide a comprehensive set of approaches and strategies to 
mini:r_nize potential transportation-related impacts related to the construction of the project (the 

transportation plan is included as Appendix A to this initial study). 

The transportation plan's objectives are to maintain a safe and efficient movement of motorized vehicles, 

pedestrians, transit passengers, bicycle traffic and commercial traffic through and around the construction 

zone and to proVide public awareness of potential impacts on Fremont, Mission, and Beale streets. The 

transportation plan lays out a set of strategies designed to manage construction impacts of the proposed 

project based on the understanding of transportation and circulation conditions prior to the start of 

construction, but some of the transportation plan's strategies may be adjusted based on conditions at the 

time of construction commencement. Therefore, the proposed strategies are grouped into the following 

three categories to help understand the likelihood of implementing different strategies: 

• Strategies that shall be implemented with certainty -Many of these strategies are required as par.t of 
the Blue Book, and San Francisco Public Works and State ofCalifornia Division of Occupational Safety 
and Health (Cal/OSHA) regulations. 

• Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction commencement 
- Adjustments or additional coordination may be. needed by responsible parties depending on 
transportation conditions at the time of const;ruction commencement. 

• Strategies that could be explored for the purpose of. the transportation plan, but may not be feasible to 
implement- They are recommended to improve transportation conditions but are not required as part . 
of the project. 

Table 4, Summary of Transportation Management Strategies, provides a summary of transportation 

management strategies by mode and type. 

Mode of Travel Typea 

Public Transit Shall 
Implement 

November 2019 

TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Strategies 

The existing "Bus Only" signs mounted on the Mission Street north sidewalk shall be removed 
or covered. 

Concrete barriers and fences including signs bordering the project site shall not encroach onto 
the adjacent bus-only lane on eastbound· Mission Street, and the eastbound bus-only lane on 
Mission Street between Fremont and Beale streets shall be at least 12 feet wide during 
com;truction. 

At least one sign shall be provided and continuously maintained at bus stops for rowtes that 
SFMTA has authorized to be closed or relocated (e.g., routes 5, 5R, 7, 14; 38, and 38R), and 
at the new bus stop location. The sign(s) shall indicate the routes affected, new stop location, 
and the start and end dates. 

The MTHA shall work vvith Golden Gate Transit and the affected property owner(s) to establish 
extended or temporary stops for Routes 2, 4, and 27 whose stop on the southeast corner of 
Fremont/Mission intersection is proposed for relocation during the project construction. 
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A. Project Description 

Mode of Travel Type a Strategies 

. Golden Gate Transit service changes to Routes 2, 4, and 27 shall be posted at the temporary 
stop location currently proposed at Fremont Street north of Mission Street. . Trolleybuses operating along Fremont Street (Routes'S and 5R) and Mission Street (Route 14) 
shall reach the overhead trolley wires when going around the work area. 

Could . The Closest lane to the construction staging area on eastbound Mission Street could be marked 
Implement "Bus and Taxi Only" or painted in red. . The repurposed westbound 'travel lane on Mission Street could have the existing red paint removed .. . Golden Gate Transit could consider relocating stop for Routes 2, 4, and 27 to the following 

locations: the east side of Fremont Street north of Mh;sion Street, the east side of Fremont street 
south of Howard Street, and tlie west side of Beale Street north of Mis·sion Street. . Golden Gate Transit and Sam Trans buses could continue to use the existing eastbound Mission 
Street bus lane west of Fremont Street and continue to the restriped bus lane east of Fremont. 
Alternatively, Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans couldwork with SFMTA to use the existing 
Muni boarding island on eastbound Mission Street wes~ of Fremont Street. 

Could . The existing westbound traffic signal at the Mission Street/Seale Street intersection could .be 
Explore . modified to include a Queue Jump SignaL Alternately, SFMT A could dispatch parking control 

officers (PCOs) to manually manage traffic at Beale Street/Mission. Street intersection during 
the a.rn. (7 a.rn. to 9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods. 

Motorized Shall . The third travel lane from the west curb/sidewalk on Fremont Street (south of Mission Street) 
Vehicles 'implement shall include a shared through and right-turn arrow pavement marking. . No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on eastbound Mission Street during the 

a.m. (7 a.m. t\) 9 a.rn.) and p.rn. (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods. 

• No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on northbound Fremont Street during the 
a.m. (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) peak period. .. An Extralegal Truck PerrT)it shall be applied for a vehicle travelling on local streets for any distance 
within the City and County of San Francisco ifthe overall dimensions and/or weight exceed 8.5 feet 
in width, 65 feet in length, 14 feet in height,. and over 34,000 pounds in weight on any one axle. . When trucks make egress movements at the construction entrance/exit on Fremont, Mission, 
or Beale Street, flaggers, a temporary stop sign, or a combination of these methods shall be 
used to slow approaching traffic. . Fences shall be installed at.lea.st one foot clear from the edge of the adjacent travel lane . . "Road Work Ahead" signs, "Right Lane Closed Ahead" signs, and illuminated Arrow Board 
Displays shall b·e posted on the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street, and on 
Fremont Street south of Howard Street. . Advance warning signs (e.g., reverse curve sign) shall be installed on Mission Street west of 
Fremont Street and east of Beale Street. . Construction Worker Trip Reduction (CWTR) program shall be implemented. CWTR program 
measures may include, but not limited to, providing City's Commuter Benefits Program, subsidizing 
public transit fares, and implementing parking cash out program in place of providing free parking. 

Could • The existing westbound bus lane striping between Fremont and Beale streets could be removed . 
Implement • The existing number two eastbound bus lane on Mission Street between Fremont and Beale 

streets·could be painted in the relocated bus lane. 

Could • The existing westbound traffic signal at the Mission Street/Seale Street intersection could be 
Explore modified to include a "Queue Jump Signal". 

Walking/ Shall . "Sidewalk Closed Ahead/Local Access Only/Cross Here" signs shall be posted on the· south 
Accessibility Implement side of Mission Street east of Beale Street . "Sidewalk Closed /Use Other Side/Cross Here" signs shall be posted at the following locations: 

on the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street; along the east side of Fremont Street 
north of Mission Street, and south of Natoma Street. · . Signs shall be posted on the Minna Street sidewalks east of Fremont Street. . Signs shall be placed on the Beale Street west sidewalk north of Mission Street and south of 
the project site. 
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A. Project Description, 

· Mode of Travel Typea Strategies 

. ·Pedestria[l barricades shall be installed at the north end of the east crosswalk and the west end 
of the south crosswalk at the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection. . Flaggers shall be required where workers 6r equipment temporarily block a pedestrian walkway 
for access into and out of a construction area (e.g., near the intersection of Mission and Beale 
streets). . Pedestrian walkways shall maintain a minimum 4-foot width and smooth surface for wheelchair 

· access. It shall include ADA compliant wheelchair ramps for connection· to the west and the 
south crosswalks at the Mission Street/Seale Street intersection. . Pedestrian walkways shall be designed to provide a clear view of the oncoming eastbound 
traffic on Mission .Street and southbound traffic on Beale Street for pedestrians wai.ting to cross 
the west and south crosswalks, respectively, at the Mission Street/Seale Street intersection. . Pedestrian walkways shall include lighting for pedestrians at all times . . Pedestrian walkw9ys shall be regularly maintained and kept clear of potential construction 
hazards, such as holes, cracks, debris, dust, and mud. . Pedestrian facilities including the sidewalks and street trees shall be restored to their original 
condition. . All or a portion of the southwest corner of Mission Street/Seale Street intersection could be 
restored to existing condition during Stage 6, to provide a wider pedestrian right-of-way along 
Beale Street (i.e., wider than 4 feet) for those crossing from the northwest corner of the 
intersection. 

Bicycling Shall . "Bicycle Crossing/ Share ·the Road" signs and sharrow pavement markings shall be placed· 
Implement along the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street for eastbound bicyclists, on the 

north side of Mission Street east of Beale Street for westbound bicyclists, and on Fremont Street 
ncirth of Howard Street for northbound bicyclists along the construction frontage. . 'Trucks Crossing" signs, a temporary stop sign, flaggers or a combination of these methods 
shall be used to alert bicyclists when construction tr1.1cks are making wide turns to access in and 
out of the construction zone on Fremont, Mission, or Beale Street. 

Passenger and Shall . "No Stopping and Tow-Away" signs shall.be postedon the constructionfences along Fremont, 
Commercial Implement Mission, and Beale Street frontages. 
Loading . Residents of the Tower and Podium building's shall be notified· to use the porte cochere off the 

two~way driveway for all passenger and commercial loading occurrences. . The restaurant tenant shall post on their website instructions for patron access to the site and 
encourage patrons to use .other nearby passenger loading zones. . Transportation Network Companies (TNC) shall be notified to implement geofeneingb along the 
project frontages to prohibit loading activities. 

Could . Illegal loading occurrences along the project site frontages .could be enforced by PCOs during 
Implement the a.m. (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods or using cameras installed 

on Muni vehicles. 

Could . The project sponsor could work with SFMTA to temporarily convert convenient on-street parking 
Explore locations to passenger loading spaces to replace the pas.senger loading space on Mission 

Street between Beale and Fremont streets that would be removed during project construction. 

Emergency Shall . Contractors shall coordinate with administrators of the nearest emergency service providers 
Access Implement such as police and fire stations, and notify these services in advance of the timing, location, 

duration of construction activities, as well as the lane closures and suggested alternative routes. . Breaks in· the barriers shall be provided along the construction site perimeter to allow 
'• construction traffic access as well as San Francisco Fire Departmemtaccess to fire department 

connections at all times. 

NOTES: 

a "Shallltnplement" include strategies that shall be implemented; "Could Implement" include strategies that could be implemented based o'n conditions 
at the time of construction commencement; "Could Explore" include strategies that could be explored for the purpose of transportation plan. 

b Geofencing is the practice of using global positioning (GPS) or radio frequency identification (RFID) to define a geographic boundary, or a virtual 
barrier. TNCs implement geofencing to direct drivers and passengers to pick-up and drop-off zones or blackout certain areas to prohibit loading 
activities. 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 
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A. Project Description 

A.8 Operations 

There would be no changes to the operation of the Tower and Podium buildirtgs on the associated parcel 

once construction of the project is complete. Pedestrian access, transit circulation, and vehicular access 

woulQ. be restored to existing conditions. 

Routine inspections of the vaults would not be required; however, the sponsor would perform inspections 

following a major earthquake producing an estimated peak ground acceleration of 0.2 g31 or greater at the 

building site or if an abnormal condition triggers an alarm at the remote sensing location within the basement 
of the Tower building. Alarms that could occur would include (1) a loss (or significant reduction or increase) 

in load on one or more of the piles and (2) a high water alarin in the drainage sumps. In the former case, an 

inspector would enter the vault to observe the condition of the pile head structure, including rods, jacking 

beam and load cell, so as to help with diagnosis of the problem. In the latter case,. entry to the vault would 

require evaluation of the float gauge and level of any water actually present. The vaults would be accessed 

by the access manholes, the use of which would not require sidewalk closure. Instead, the area immediately 

around the manhole would be temporarily enclosed, and pedestrians would simply pass around the 

manholes. In any of these instances, the inspection would require two individuals to remove the vault 

manhole cover, access the vaults, and visually observe·the condition of the jacks, jacking beams, and rods. 

A.9 Required Approvals 

The following is a preliminary list of anticipated approvals for the proposed project and is subjeCt to 

change. These approvals may be reviewed in conjunction with the required environmentq.l review, but may 
not be granted until after the required environmental review is completed. 

Actions by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

.. Approval of street vacation and an easement to allow occupation of the sub-sidewalk m;ea for the 
perimeter pile upgrade 

. . . 
• Approval of a state trust exchange to remove trust from the public right-of-way oil Misr:;ion and 

Fremont streets and replace it on other public streets 

Actions by the San Francisco Port Commission 

• Approval of a state trust exchange to remove trust from th~ public right-of~way on Mission and 
Fremont streets and replace it on other public streets 

. Actions by Other San Francisco Departments 

• San Francisco Planning Department 

General plan consistency and the eight priority policies of Planning Code section 101.1 findings 
related to ·street vacation in accordance with San Francisco Charter section 4.105 

" San Francisco Public Works 

Recommendation to the board of supervisors to approve street. vacation, including a 
recommendation from the Real Estate Division for an easement to allow occupation of the sub­
sidewalk area 

Review a11.d approval of construction-related permits for street use, i..'lcluding temporary shoring, 
attd street tree removal permit · 

31 Peak ground acceleration is expressedin terms of g (the acceleration due to Earth's gravity,· equivalent tog-force). 

301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 13(541 November 2019 



B. Project Setting 

• San Francisco Murricipal Transportation Agency 

. -. Authorization of construction-relate.d street use and traffic rerouting 

• San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 

Review an<i approval of building permits · 

• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. 

Review and approval of a batch waste discharge permit in accordance with article 4.1 of the Public 
Works Code 

Review and approval of erosion and sediment control plan, in a<;:cordance with article 4.2 of the 
Public W arks Code · 

• San Francisco Department of Public Health 

Review and approval of site mitigation plan, in accordance with 'San Francisco Health Code article 
22A (Maher ordinance) 

Review and approval of a dust control plan, in accordance with San Francisco Health Code article· 
22B (Construction Dust Control Ordinance) 

Actions by Other Government Agencies 

• State Lands Commission 

Approv<:tl of a state trust exchange to remove trust from the public right-of-way on Mission and 
· Fremont streets and replace it on other public streets 

The approval of the· building permits constitutes the Approval Action for the proposed p~oject. The · 

Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30~day period for the appeal of the Final Mitigated 

Negative Declaration to the Board of ·Supervisors pursuant to Section 31.04(h)(3) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. · 

B. PROJECT SETTING. 

8.1 Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

As described above, the project site is located primarily within the public right-of-way as well as limited 

portions of the 301 Mission Street parcel itself, on the south side of Mission Street and east side of Fremont 

Street within a city block bounded by Fremont Street to the west,' Beale Street to the east, and the Transit 

Center to the south. The immediate surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of office, 

commercial, retail, residential, and transportation uses .. High-rise office above ground-floor retail is the 

predominant use ill the area i;ncluding: a 417-foot-tall201 Mission Street office building with ground-floor 

retail across Beale Street east of the site; a 450-foot-tall qffice building complex at 260 Mission Street north 

and diagonally east of the site on Mission Street; a 328-foot-tall office building with ground -floor retail at 

50 Beale Street and 374-foot-tall office building at 350 Mission Street directly north of the ~ite on Mission 
Street; and a 1,070-foot-tall Salesforce office buildmg at 415 Mission Street west of the site (see Figure 2). 

The closest. residences are located on the 301 Mission Street parcel in the Tower building starting on the 

third floor, approximately 25 feet from the project site work area. The condominiums at 181 Fremont Street, 

approximately 300 feet south of the project site, are the next closest residential uses to the project site. 
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B. Project Setting 

B.2 Cumulative Context· 

The cumulative context for land use development project effects i.s tjpically localized, within the immediate 

vicinity of the project site~ or at the neighborhood level. The proposed project consists of a structural 

upgrade of the Tower building's foundation, and would not change the operation of the Tower and Podium 

buildings once construction is complete. Therefore, the cumulative projects include reasonably foreseeable 

development and infrastructure projects whose construction activities could. potentially overlap with 

construction of the proposed project. The geographic boundary of the cumulative construction projeCts is 

Market Street to the north, Folsom Street to the south; First Street to the west, and Main Street to the east. 

The cumulative projects include the following and mapped on Figure 19, Cumulative Projects: 

• Transbay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street (Planning Department Case No. 2018-
015785ENV). The project would construct a 47-story, 501-foot-tall building containing a total of 
approximately 683 dwelling units, ground-floor-retail, and an undergroUnd garage with 327 parking 
spaces. The project is currently under environmental review by the pl~g department; its 
construction schedule is unknown at this time. 

" Active Beale Street. SFMTA would implement the following elements on Beale Street in phases starting 
as early as spring 2020: (1) a transit-only lane on the west side Beale Street from Market Street to 
Natoma Street; (2) a protected, two-way cycle track on east side Beale Street from Market Street to 
Folsom Street; (3) an extension of the existing bus zone on west side Beale Street between Market and 
Mission streets; (4) wider sidewalks near Market Street and between Howard and Folsom streets; 
(5) protected bicycle tum boxes at the Beale Street/Howard Street intersection; ( 6) a loading zone on 
west side Beale Street between Howard and Folsom streets; and (7) a restored a casual carpool pick-up · 
zone on vyest side Beale Street between Howard and Folsom streets. 

• Better Market Street Project (Planning Department Case No. 2014.0012E). The San Francisco Public 
Works Department, in coordination with the planning department and SFMTA, would provide various 
transportation and streetscape improvements to a 2.2-mile-long Market Street corridor between Steuart 
Street and Octavia Boulevard. The project woUld include changes to the roadway configUration as well 
as private vehicle access~ traffic signals, surface transit, bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, 
streetscapes, commercial and passenger loading, vehicular parking, and utilities. The San Francisco 
Planning Commission certified the ei:wironmental impact report for the project on October 10, 2019. 
San Francisco Public Works and the SFMTA Board of Directors approved the project ori October 15, 
2019. The first phase of construction would occur between 5th and 8th streets and would begin in the 
spring of 2020, and all or some of the Muni routes 5, 5R, 6, 7, 7X, 9, 9R, 21, 31, and F could be rerouted 
£rom Market Street to Mission Street if there are operational constraints on Market Street during 
construction. Construction would continue along and near the Market Street corridor up to 14 years. 

" Oceanwide Center Development Project (Planning Department Case No. 2006.1523E). Construction 
has been underway since summer 2017, and it is estimated to last until spring 2026. The project site 
includes multiple lots within a block bounded by Mission Street to the south, First Street to the east, 
Stevenson Street to the north, and Seconc;l. Street to the west. The project would construct two new towers 
comprising approximately 2.1 million square feet of mixed uses comprising office, retail, hotel, and 265 
residential units. Approximately 4,900 square feet of the existing public right-of-way along Jessie Street 
artd Elim Alley Way would be incorporated into the project. Elirn Alley would be vvidened to provide 
erihanced pedestrian access. Due to the closure of Jessie Street, vehicular traffic has been rerouted onto 
Ecker Street, heading south, exiting onto Mission Street. A portion of the north sidewalk. on Mission Street 

· between Second and First streets has been closed due to construction staging. Construction access to the 
project site is provided from westbound Mission Street or eastbound Stevenson Street. 
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1. Transbay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street, 

2. Active Beale Street 

3. Better Market Street Project 0· 

. 4. Oceanwide Center Development Project 

SOURCE: Google Earth, 2019; ESA, 2019 
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C. patibility with Existing Zoning and Plans 

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 

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

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

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

Applicable 

0 

Not Applicable 

0 

0 

No vqriances, special authorizations, or changes to the planning code or zoning map are proposed as part 

· of this· project; therefore, these issues are not applicable and are not discussed further: 

This section provides a general description: of applicable land use plans and policies and how they apply 

to the project. Potential inconsistencies between the project and the applicable plans are also discussed. 

Section A.9, Required Approvals, above, describes the anticipated permits and approvals required. for 

project implementation. Project consistency with a particular plan is decided at the time of project approval 

by the agency charged with that determination. Land use plans typically contain numerous policies that 

emphasize differing legislative goals, and an interpretation of consistency requires decision-makers· to 

balance the relevant policies. The board or commission that enacted a plan or policy determines the 

meaning of the policy. as well as whether an individual project satisfieEl the policy at the time the board 

considers approval of the project. 

. C. 1 City and County of San Francisco Plans and Policies 

San Francisco General Plan 

The San Francisco General Plan (general plan) establishes policies and objectives to guide land· use 

decisions related to the physical development of San Francisco. It is comprised of 10 elements, each of 

which addresses a particular topic that applies citywide: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and Industry; 

Commlrriity Facilities; Community Safety; Envir~mmental Protection; Housing;. Recreation and Open 

Space; Transportation; and Urban Design. The proposed project would not include any substantial above­

ground changes and therefore would not substantially or obviously conflict with the general plan. Any 

conflict between the proposed project and polices that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed 

in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed project with general 
. . 

. plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as 

part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Downtown Area Plan 

The Downtown Area Plan of the general plan is the city's plan for the Downt~wn area of San Francisco, 

where the proposed project is located.s2 The plan includes objectives and policies pertaining to commerce, 

. housing, open space, preservation, urban form, movement of goods and people, and seismic safety. 

32 San Francisco Planning Department, Downtown Area Plan, Amended on August 4, 2009, http:l!www.sf­
planning.orglftp/Generrll_Plan!DowntowJ1.htm, accessed on November 7, 2019. 
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C. Compatibility with Existing Zoning am .ns 

The proposed project would not involve substantial above-gro\llld changes and therefore would not 
substa:htially or obviously conflict with the Downtown Area Plan. Any conflict between the propo~ed 
project and polices that relate to physical environmental.issues are discussed in Section E, Evaluation of 

Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan policies _that do not 

relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of thei~ decision 

whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Transit Center District Plan 

The Transit Center District Plan is a sub-area plan of the city's Downtown Plan and builds on the Downtown 

· Area Plan. It covers approximately 145 acres centered on the Transit Center, which is located across 

Fremont Street adjacent the ptopos·ed project. 33 The plan includes objectives and policies pertaining to land 

use, urban form, public realm, public open space, movement of goods and people, historic preservation, 

sustainability, and public improvements. 

The· proposed project would not involve substantial above-ground· changes and therefore would not 

substantially or bbviously conflict with the Transit Center District Plan. Any corillict between the proposed 

project and polices that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed in Section E, Evaluation of 

Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed project with. general plan policies that do not 

relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision 

whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Proposition M- Accountable Planning Initiative 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M,the Accountable Planning Initiative, 

. which added section 101.1 to the planning code to establish eight priority policies. 34 These policies and 
applicable sections of this initial study addressing the environmental issues associated with these :policies, 

are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood 
.character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing; (4) p~evention of commuter automobiles 

from impeding Muni transit. service or overburdening streets or neighborhood parking .(Question 6a, 
Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and servic;e land uses from commercial office 

development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of· 

.earthquake preparedness (Question 17a through 17d, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 

preservation); and (8) protection of parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas. 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA)~ or 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 plari, the city is required to find 

that the project would be consistent with these priority policies. The compatibility-of the proposed project 

with general plan objectives and pqlicies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be 

considered by decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed 

33 San·Fr.ancisco Planning Deparbnent, Transit Center District Plan, 2012, 
http:/ lgeneralplan.sfplanning.org!Transit_Center _District_Sub_Area_Plan.pdf, accessed June 7, 2019. 

34 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Planning Code, section 101.1, 
http:! !library.amlegal. com!nxt! gateway.dll!Cctlifornia!planning!planningcode ?j=templates$fn=default.htm$3 .0$vid=amlegal:sanfran 
cisco_ca$sync=l,accessed November 7; 2019. 
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project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 

effects of the proposed project. 

C.2 Regional Plans and Policies 

The five principal regional planning agencies . and their over arching policies and. plans (noted in 

parentheses) that guide planning in the nine-county bay area include the Association of Bay Area 

Governments (Projections 2013 and Plan Bay Area), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2017 Bay 

Area Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (Regional Transportation Plan -
Transportation 2035), the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco Basin Plan), 
and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (San Francisco Bay Plan). Due to 

the location, size and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with regional plans and 

policies wcrwd occur. 

C.3 . Permits Required from City arid State Agencies 

The project would require permits and approvals from several city entities other than the planning and 

building departments. Specifically, the project would require approval from the San Francisco board of 

supervisors for street vacation and an easement to allow the project ·sponsor to occupy the sub~sidewalk 

area with project's structural components for the perimeter pile upgrade. The project would also require 

approval from the public works of construction-related permits for street use, includ).ng temporary shoring, 

and a street tree removal permit. Further, the project would require authorization from the San Francisco 

municipal transportation agency regarding construction-related street use and traffic rerouting; approval 

from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commis~io~ of a batch waste discharge permit and of an erosion 

and sediment control plan under articles 4.1 and 4.2 of the public works code; and approval from.the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health of a site mitigation plan including a dust control plan in compliance 

with articles 22A (Maher ordinance) and 22B (Construction Dust Control Ordinance) of the health code. 

The project would also require approval from the State Lands Commission to remove trust35 from the 

public rl.ght-of-way on Mission and Fremont streets and replace it on other public streets. The resulting 

trust exchange would allow the project sponsor to install the private structural foundation elements in the 

sidewalk portion 6£ the public right-of-way where the trust has been removed. The State Lands 

Commissio~ represents the statewide public interest to ensure that trustees (i.e., citi.es and counties) operate 

their grants in conformance with the California constitution, applicable granting statutes, and the public 

trust doctrine. The removal of trust would also require approvals from the San Francisco board of 

supervisors and port commission. 

35 California acquired all right, title, and interest in tide and submerged lands and beds of navigable waterways within its 
· borders when it became a state in 1850. These lands are sovereign, not proprietary, and have restrictions on their 
management and use. Unlike proprietary lands, the California Constitution, California law and the common law Public 
Ttust Doctrine prohibit the sale or alienation of sovereign lands except in limited circumstances. All sovereign. lands are 
held in b.ust for the benefit of tl1e people of California. The Legislature has enacted more than 300 statutes granting 
sovereign public trust lands to over 80 local municipalities (referred.to as grantees or trustees) to manage in trust for the 
people of California. More information on public trust lands is available at h~tps://www.slc.ca.gov/gra"nted_lands/. 
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D. Summary of Environmental Effects 

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following 

pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. . 

D Land Use/Planning D Greenhouse Cas Emissions D Hydrology/Water Quality 

D Aesthetics D Wind D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

D . Population and Housing D Shadow D Mineral Resources 

~ Cultural Resources D Recreation D Energy 

~ Tribal Cultural Resources D 1Jtilities /Service Systems . ·0 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

D Transportation and Circulation D Public Services D Wildfire 

~ Noise ~ Biological Resources ~ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

~ Air Quality ~ Geology /Soils . 

This initial study examines the proposed project to identify potential effects on the environment. For each 

item on the initial study checklist, the evaluation has considered theimpacts of the proposed project both 

individually and cumulatively. All items on the initial study checklist that have been c;hecked "Less than 

Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated/' "Less than Significant Impact," "No Impact" or "Not. 

Applicable" indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the proposed project could not have 

a significant adverse enviro~ental effect relating to that issue. A discussion is included for those issues 

checked "Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated" and "Less than Significant Impact" 

and for most items checked with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable.'i For items checked "No Impact" or 

"Not Applicable" without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 

environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, 

and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the planning 

department's Transportation 1m pact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review. For each checklist item, the 

evaluation has considered the impacts of tlie proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 

. . 

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Less than 
Potentially· Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? D D D [gl D 
p) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due to a conflict with D D rgj D D 

any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade of the Tower building fol.Lndation. Following 

construction, the site would be restored to the existing conditions at street level and would not result in 

any land use. changes. Therefore, the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to land use 

during constructio~ activities. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

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

The division of an established community typically involves the construction of a physical barrier to 

neighborhood access, such as a new ·freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or a 

roadway. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier 

to neighborhood access or the removal of an existing means of access; it consists of a structural upgrade of · 

the Tower building foundation primarily within the existing Mission, Beale, and Fremont streets public 

right-of-way, including sidewalks adjacent to the Tower and Podium buildings. The proposed project 

would not permanently alter the established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. 

Although portions of the sidewalk, parking lanes, and travel lanes adjacent to the project site would be 

closed for periods of Hrri.e during project construction, these closures would be temporary in nature and 

access would be restored after construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically divide 

an established community and thus, would have no impact. 

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

Land use impacts would be considered significant 1f the proposed project would conflict with any plan, 

policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose o'f avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Environmental plans and policies are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain 

targets or standards that must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the city's physical 

environment. Applicable local land use plans that regulate development on the project site include the San 

Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco Planning C9de. To the extent that substantial physical 

environmental impacts may result from conflicts with the general plan or planning code, this initial study 

discloses and analyzes these physical impacts under the relevant environmental topic sections. Moreover, the 

proposed project would not result in any permanent land use changes; therefore, it would not he expected 

to conflict with any applicabl~ land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect. 

In addition, the proposed p:~;oject would not conflict with any such adopted envirorimental plan or policy, 

includmg articles 10 and 11 of the city's Planning Code, the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan, San Francisco's 

Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy) and the city's Urban Forestry 

Ordinance, as discussed in Section E.4, Culturai Resources; Section E.8, Air Quality; Section E.9, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions; and Section E.lS, Biological Resources, respectively. Therefore, the proposed project would 

have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations. 

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

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of the 

project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative construction projects in the project vicinity include 

Trans bay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street, Oceanwide Center Development, Active Beale 

Street, and Better Market Street projects. The Transbay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street and 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental 

. . . . 
Oceanwide Center Oevelopments would result in the intensification of uses in the project vicinity within 
existing city blocks; however, they would be consistent with the city's objectives for increasing the supply 

of housrn.g and mix of development in the vicinity of major transit stops. The Active Beale Street and Better 

Market S.tr~et projects are streetscape projects that result in changes within the right-of-way, and would 

not result in permanent land use changes. Therefore, these projects, both individually and in combination 

with the proposed project, would be consistent with the city's planning efforts and would not result in the 
physical division of an established community, either by constructing a physical barrier to neighborhood 

access, removing a means of access, altering the established street grid· or permanently closing any streets 

or sidewalks. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would not result in a significant cumulative land use impact. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Nat 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

2 •. AESTHETICS. 

Except as provided in P'ublic Resources Code. section 21099, would 
the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? D D D [ZI D 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, D D D [ZI D 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic. buildings within a state scenic 
highway? 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual D D D D [ZI 
·character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? 
(Public views are thos(l that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely D D ~ D D 
affect da\;time or nighttime views in the area? 

The project site is within an urbanized area; therefore, topic E.2(c) is not applicable. The proposed project 

consists of a structural upgrade of the Tower building foundation. Following construction, the site would 

be restored to the existing conditions and the project would not result in the construction of new permanent 

structures above grade. Therefore; the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to aesthetics 
during construction activities. 

Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista. (No Impact) 

A sceriic vista. is· defined as a vantage point with a broad and expansive v:lew of a significant landscape 

feature (e.g., a mountain ~ange, lake, or coastline) or of a significant historic or architectural feature (e.g., 

views of a historic tower or building). A scenic vista is a location that offers a high quality, harmonious, 

and visually interesting view. The general plan identifies the importance of protecting major views in the 

city with attention to views of open space and water. Under this definition, scenic vistas in the. general 

project area include views of the San Francisco Bay and waterfront from a publicly accessible location. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

The project site is located 0.3-mile· from the waterfront along the Embarcadero, is in a densely developed 

area of the southern Financial District of downtown San Francisco, and is surrounded by a number of high­

rise buildings. Construction of the proposed project would result in· short-term visual changes in the 

immediate area due to the presence of construction. equipment and material, trailers, stockpiles, and 

construction-related vehiCles. However, once construction is complete the. site would be restored to. pre-. 

construction conditions and no new permanent structures would be introduc~d above grade. Due to the 

distance from the waterfront and highly developed nature of the area, the project site does not provide 

street-level scenic views of the Bay. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on scenic vistas. 

Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. (No Impact) 

Scenic resources include trees, rock o~tcroppings, and other landscape features that contribute to the scenic 

character of a public area. Scenic resources, either natural or built, are visual features that positively 

contribute to the scenic quality of an area. Scenic resources have a distinctive and noticeably positive effect 

on a viewer'.s impression of a site or area. 

There are no state designated scenic highways in San Francisco. The closest officially designated state scenic 

highways are Interstate 580, approximately 6 miles east, and a segment of State Route ;280 located 

approximately 9 miles southwest of the project site. As such, there are no scenic highways in the vicinity 

of the project site. Therefore, no impacts related to scenic resources within a state scenic highway corridor 

would occur. 

Other existing features which contribute to a scenic public setting in the vicinity include the 5.4-acre public 

park on the roof of the Transit Center south of the project site. The project site does not contain rock 

outcroppings or historic buildings, but it does contain 13 street .trees: three along Fremont Street, seven 

along Mission Street, and three along Beale Street. As described under Impact AE-1 above, the proposed 

project would result in short-term visual changes in the immediate area due to the presence o£ construction 

equipment. Once construction is complete the site would be restored to pre-construction conditions 

(including replacement of the 13 street trees) and no new permanent structures would be introduced. The 

proposed project would not alter views to and froin th~ rooftop Transit Center park (also known as 

Salesforce Park), nor would views of or access to it be permanently blocked by the project due to the 

sub grade nature of the construction work. Therefore, the project would have no impact on scenic resources. 

Impact AE-3: The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially· 
impact other people or properties. (Less than Significant) 

Currently, the T~wer building has exterior and interior sources of lighting typical of an urban ~nvironment. 
Construction would typically occur between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. Monday through Friday. As described in 

Section A, Project Description, Stages 3 and 4 would require an extra shift (8 p.m. to 7 a.m.) to re.ceive 

oversized truck deliveries for approximately five nights per week. During the nighttime shift, exterior 

lighting to accommodate the work at the project site would be temporary and short-term in nature. 

Nighttime lighting would be confined to the project site and directed to the delivery areas on Mission and 

Fremont streets and would be focused, directed, and shielded to avoid the production of glare, and 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

minimize up-light and light spill. As feasible, fixtures would be located, aimed, .or shielded to minimize. 

stray light to or across the construction site. The closest residences are located on the associated parcel in 

the Tower building sta.Tting on the third floor; no other residences are.located in the immediate vicinity of 

the site. Nighttime lighting would not substantially interfere with nighttime views from residen~es adjacent 

to the project site during construction as the lighting would be located at least two stories below the nearest 

residence and directed downward. In addition, construction-related nighttime lighting would be removed. 

once construction is complete .. 

There would be no substantial sources of light and glare associated with construction of the project that 

would adversely affect daytime views in the area. Because the proposed structural upgrade would not 

change the exterior .of the Tower building, no new sources ·of light would be installed. For these reasons, 

impacts related to day or nighttime light and glare would be less than significant. 

Impact C-AE-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects in 
the vicinity of the project site, would not result in cumulatively significant impacts related to 
aesthetics. (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative context for aesthetics effects are typically Io~alized, Within the immediate vicinitY of the 

project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative construction projects in the project vicinity includes 

the projects identified in Section B.2, Cu:qmlative Context. The construction periods for the four cumulative 

projects could overlap with the proposed project. However, as described in Impacts AE-1 through AE-3, 

the proposed project would result in short-term visual changes during construction, and the at grade 

conditions at the site would be r~:stored to pre-construction conditions once the project is completed. 

Therefore, the project would not combine with cumulative projects to create or contribute to a significant 

cumulative impact related to aesthetics. · 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

3. POPULATION ANQ HOUSING. 

Would the project: 

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

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

The proposed project consist.s of a structural upgrade of the Tower building foundation and would not add 

housing or other uses. Following construction, the surface of the project site would be restored tq the 

existing conditions and would not result in any population or housing changes at the 301 Mission Street 

parcel. Therefore, the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to population and housing 

during the construction period. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

ImpactPH~l: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population 
growth, either directly or indirectly. (No Impact) 

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in substantial 

population increases either through the development of new homes and businesses, or through the 

construction of infrastructure, such as the extension of roads, that could lead to substantial new development. 

The proposed project does not include new homes or businesses, nor would it extend roads or infrastructure. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in direct population growth. However, the structural 

upgrade of the existing Tower building's foundation would result in an increase in temporary construction 

employment (approximately" 30 construction employees per day). It is anticipated that construction 

employees who are not already living in the city would commute from their residences elsewhere in the Bay 

Area rathE:r than permanently relocate to San Francisco from. more distant locations. Since this type of 

construction work is temporary, filling these jobs with existing Bay Area residents is typical for employers in 

various construction trades. Once construction is complete, construction workers typically seek employment 

at other job sites in the region thal require their particular skills. Thus, construction of the proposed project · 

would not generate a substantial population increase in the city or region. 

Therefore, it is likely that no new permanent residents would reside in the city or Bay Area as a result of 

the proposed project, and thus, the proposed project would not induce population growth or require the 

construction of housing. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact with respect, to growth 

inducement. 

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substa:ti.lialnumbers of existing people 
orhousing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact) 

As stated, the Millennium Tower parcel at 301 Mission Street associated with the project site includes 

existing residential uses and ground floor commercial uses .. The proposed project consists of a structural 

upgrade of the existing Tower building's foundation and construction activities would primarily occur in 

the public right-of-way. No residents or businesses would be displaced as a result of the project. Access to 

the bank, restaurant, and resid~nces in the Tower and Podium buildings would be ·maintained during 

construction. The project would not displace existing housing units or people. Therefore, the proposed 

project would have no impact .related to housing or p·opulation displacement. 

Impaci: C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity, would riot result in a cumulative impact on population and housing. 
(No Impact) 

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to population and housing. Therefore, the proposed 

project" would not combine with the effects of other projects to create a significant cumulative impact. 
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Less than 
Potentially· Significant Less than 
Significant. with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact. Applicable 

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

Would the'project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 0 0 0 ~ 0 
resource pursuant to §15064.5, including those resources listed in article 
10 or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Gause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 0 ~ 0 0 0 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

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

0 ~ D D D 

. The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade of the existing .Tower building foundation. Therefore, 

the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to cultural resources during construction and 

ground-disturbing activities. 

Impact CR-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, including those r~sources 
listed in article 10 or article 11 of. the planning code. (No Impact) 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings or 

structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or are 

identified in a local register of historical resources, ~uch-as articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning 

Code, or otherwise determined by a local agency to be "historically significant." 

A significant impact would occur if the project caused a substantial adverse change to historic-era 

architectural resources, including buildings, structures, and ob)ects. A substantial adverse change includes 

the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteratj.on of the resource. 

The project site includes public right-of-way on· Fremont; Beale, and Mission streets adjacent to ·the 301 

Mission Street parcel as well as limited portions of the parcel. The Tower and Podium buildings, which 

were constructed within the last 12 years, are the only buildings on the 301 Mission Street parcel. These 

buildings are not eligible for the National Register or the California Register. There are no designated 

landmarks or buildings designated Category I-IV under article 11 of the planning code on the project site 

or associated 301 Mission Street parcel. In. addition, the buildings on the associated parcel are not located 

in a conservation district. Therefore, no buildings on the project site or the 301 Mission Street' parcel are 

considered a historical resource pursuant to CEQA. 

The buildings in the area surrounding the project site consist of mainly newer buildings (less than 45 years 

old). The nearest historic district is the Second and Howard Streets Historic District,. which was listed in 

the National Register in 1999.36 Located approximately 1,000 feet from the proposed project, this district 

contains buildings architecturally significant at the local level (National Register Criterion C) within the 

36 Transbay Joint Powers Authority, Transbay Transit Center Final Supplemental EISIEIR, Volume 1, p. 2-242, November, 
2018, https:lltjpa.org/uploads/2015/12Nol-1-TJPA-Final-SEIS-EIR_11-18.pdf, accessed June 20, 2019. . 

November 2019 1&94 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

context of San Francisco's rebuilding afterthe 1906 earthquake and fire. 37 While construction activity can 

generate vibration that can cause structural damage to nearby buildings within 100 feet, the Second and 

Howard Streets Historic. District is approximately 1,000 feet from the· project site and, because of this 

distance, would not be indirectly affected by the proposed project. For a general discussion of the effects of 

construction Vibration on nearby buildings, refer to Section E.7, Noise. 

The proposed project would not directly or indirectly c~use a substantial ad verse change in the significance 

of a known eligible historical architectural resource, or any currently unevaluated age-eligible buildings. 

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to known historic-era architectural resources. No 

mitigation is required. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project could cause a .substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

This section discusses archeological resources, both as potential historical resources according to CEQA 

Guidelines section 15064.5, or as unique archeological resources as defined in CEQA section 21083.2(g). 

The planning department completed a preliminary archeological review (PAR) for the proposed project. 38 

The PAR determined that the proposed project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to 

legally significant prehistoric and historical archeological resources. The potential for encouri.tering 

archeological resources is determined based on several factors including archeological sensitivity criteria 

and models~ local geology, site history, and the extent of potential soils disturbance or modification, as well 

as any documented information on known archeologicalresources in the vicinity. 

Local Geology 

Prior geotechnical studies at the project.site and in the immediate vicinity have indicated substantial 

variability from one location to another in the stratigraphy that uri.derlies the project site. However, the 

subsurface conditions at the project site generally consist of approximately 250 feet of various soil types 

overlyingFranciscan Complex bedrock. 39,40 Refer to Figure 3, p.1, which is for illustrative purposes and 

shows the various soil types that und~rlie the project site. As understood based on prior geotechnical 

borings, artificial fill extends from the ground surface to between 15 to 25 feet bgs. The fill is underlain by 

·45 to 75 feet of a soft to medium stiff marine clay deposit (known locally as Young Bay Mud) interbedded 

. with marine sands, to depths ranging from· approximately 70 to 80 feet bgs. The Young Bay Mud is. 

generally underlain by10 to 20 feet of stiff to very stiff sandy clay interbedded with medium dense to dense 

clayey sands, known locally as the Colma Sands, to depths of approximately 90 to 100 feet bgs. Below the 

Colma Sands layer is a stiff to very stiff marine clay deposit, known locally as· Old Bay Clay, which is 

37 Ibid. 
38 Morgan, Sall:y, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 301 Mission Street (Environmental Planning Case 

No. 2018-016691ENV), March 2019. 
39 John A. Egan, PE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade, Millennium Tower- Revision 1, City and County of 

San Francisco, California, August 13,2019, with the assistance ofSlate Geotechnical Consultants. 
40 Morgan, Sally, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 301 Mission Stnet (Environmental Planning Case 

No. 2018-016691ENV), March 2019. 
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approximately 120 to .160 feet thick and extends to approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs. Finally, bedrock at 

the project site, known locally as Franciscan Complex, underlies the Old Bay Clay unit. 

Pre-construction boring activities were 'required to understand the potential for hazardous materials in 

soils and groundwater underneath the project site. During pre-construction boring actiVities, the project 

sponsor conducted archeological monitoring. An archeologist was present during drilling to document soil 

stratigraphy and potential artifact associations. 41 Archaeological monitoring of the borings revealed that 

the historic fill soil within about 2.5 feet of the margin of the 301 Mission building has been subjected to 

mixing related to slurry amendment of the soil at the.time of Tower building construction. A modem fill 

layer that overlies the slurry-amended soil appears to be imported clay, pJaced after completion of the soil 

inixing process. The Tower building construction plans suggest the soil mix wall only extends 

approximately 2.5 feet beyond the Tower building footprint. 42 This implies that the historic fill layer and 

interface with the underlying Young Bay Mud may be intact within the current project footprint in the 

areas not previously subject to slurry amendment. 

Prehistoric Archeological Sensitivity 

. Several recorded prehistoric archeological resources ·are present within 0.25 mile of the project site, 

i~cluding CA-SFR-1i2, CA-SFR-135, CA-SFR-193/H, and CA-SFR-205. 'Recorded' means that the resources 

·have been docmrtented and the documentation is on file at the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma 

State University'- Rohnert Park, California. The,se sites include shell midden deposits.with fire-affected rock, 

lithic debitage (stone tool fragments),. groundstone artifacts, and an isolated human burial. Midden sites 

were identified in and under 10 feet or more of artificial filL The humari. burial was found in a stratum of 
Young Bay Mud or the Old Bay Clay at 55 feet bgs. 43,44,45,46,47,48 

Prior to the 1850s, the project site was within Yerba Buena Cove, having been inundated for several thousand 

years prior; accordingly, there is a low sensitivity for intact, near-surface prehistoric resources at the project 

site. However, artificial infilling of Yerba Buena Cove, which began in the early 1850s, used material from a 

41 ESA, Draft Archeological Monitoring Results Report for Pre-Construction Maher Ordinance Drilling, 301 Mission $treet 
Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project, San Francisco, California (Environmental Planning Case No. 2018-016691ENV, Block 3719/ 
Lot 020-440). Prepared for Sally Morgan, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division.(EP). 
September 2019. On file, San. Francisco Planning Department. This document contains confidential information; 
accordingly, it is excluded from the Admirristrative Record. 

42 Roosevelt, Nick, J. Abrams Law, P.C., email correspondence with Kei Zushi, Senior Environmental Planner, San 
Francisco Plimning Department, October 7, 2019. 

43 Walsh, Michael R., Department of Parks and Recreation Site Record for CA~SFR-112. On file, Northwest Information 
Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, CA, 1986. 

44 Pastron, Allen G., Archival Cultural Resources Evaluation of the Proposed First and Howard Development Project, City and County. 
· of San Francisco, California. Prepared by-Archeo-Tee Inc., Oakland, CA, for EIP Associates, San Francisco, CA, 2005. 

45 William Self Associates Inc. (WSA), Department of Parks and Recreation Site Records for CA SFR-135. On file, 
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, CA, 2001. 

46 WSA, Report on Archaeological Testing Program and Data Recovery at 40 Jessie Street, San Francisco, CA, Prepared by William 
Self Associates, Inc., Orinda, CA for San Francisco City and County, Major Environmental Analysis, City Planning · 
Deparhnent, San Franciqco, CA 2006. . 

47 Arrigoni, Aimee, Department of Parks and Recreation Site Record!' for CA SFR-193/H. On file, Northwest Information 
Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, C.A, 2013. · 

· 48 WSA, Department of Parks and Recreation Site Records for CA SFR-205. On file, Northwest Information Center, Sonoma 
State University, Rohnert Park, CA, 2018. 
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variety of sources, indudlng bayshore sand dunes. As the project site was located near the historic bay 

margins, and a variety of prehistoric archeological resources have been recorded in the project vicinity, there 

is the possibility that, beyond the perimeter of the slurry-amended belt of soil around the margin of the Tower 

building, the artificial fill underlying the site to between 15 to 25 feet bgs may contain redeposited prehistoric 

materi~s from nearby shoreline sites, if any were present. Redeposited prehistoric archeological materials 

that could occrrr in fill layers would be considered significant until demonstrated to the contrary. 

There is little or no potential for prehistoric archeological deposits to be present in the Young Bay Mud 

stratum, since these sediments were deposited under water. However, as demonstrated by the presence of 

intact human remains in bay sediments near the proj~ct site, as discussed above, there is a potential- albeit 

low- for isolated features of this type to be present in the Young Bay Mud. In addition, there is the potential 

for pile construction to encounter prehistoric archeological deposits present in the upper layers of the 

Colma Sands, which immediately underlie the Young Bay Mud; these deposits would be associated with 

shoreline use and occupation prior to the inundation of the bay shore during Middle Holocene sea-level 

·rise and subsequent burial by Young Bay Mud sediments as the bay filled:49,so Finally, in locations where 

the Colma Sands have been truncated by erosion prior to the Middle Holocene,. there is the potential for 

isolated archeological features, including human remains, to be present in the upper layers of the Old Bay 

Clay, although this potential is low because of the apparent rarity of such features. 

In summary, there is the potential for prehistoric archeological deposits to be present both in the artificial 

fill layers (outside of the belt affected by slurry amendment) and in the upper layers of the Colma Sands. 

There also may be· the potential for isolated prehistoric archeological features to be present in Young Bay 

Mud and Old Bay Clay, but the presence of such features in these depositional setting 1s believed to be very 

rare and the potential for encountering them in the· project's limited excavation area therefore is low. 

Historic Archeological Sensitivity 

As noted above, the project site was under water within Yerba Buena Cove near the Fremont Street. 

shoreline until the early 1850s when the area was artificially filled and developed. During the early Gold . 

Rush period, newcomers to San Francisco quickly settled the shoreline area west of Yerba Buena Cove. At 

the same time, infrastructure improvements in the early 1850s began to push eastward into Yerba Buena 
. . 

Cove as itwas filled, and as wharves and city streets were extended into the Bay. Beginning about 1850 

and continuing unabated for more than a decade, Yerba Buena Cove was filled with earth and debris, 

creating /./made land" that extended eastward to today's waterfront at the Embarcadero (Front Street). By 

1859, Yerba Buena Cove south of Market Street had been filled east to the Beale Street alignment, with .a . 

small lagoon remaining at Mission and Fremont streets immediately adjacent to the project site. The entire 

project block was fully reclaimed and developed by 1869. 

49 Byrd, Brian F., Philip Kaijankoski, Jack Meyer, Adrian Whitaker, Rebecca Allen, Meta Bunse, and Bryan Larson, 
Archaeological Research Design (md Treatment Plan for the Transit Center District Plan Area, San Francisco, California. 
Prepared by Far Westem Anthropological Research Group, Past Forward Inc., and JRP Historical for San Francisco 
Planning Deparbnent; 2010. 

5° Kaijankoski, Philip and Brian F. Byrd, Prehistoric Archaeological Testing Report of CA-SFR-171 for the Biosolids Digester 
Facilities Project, Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, San Francisco, California. Prepared by Far Westem Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2017. 
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Due to the project site's location within former Yerba Buena Cove, there is a heightened sensitivity for . 
maritime features such as ships, wharves, and piers at the interface of the artificial fill and underlying 

Young Bay Mud. A number of abandoned ships have been documented in the vicinity of the project site, 

including east of the project site near Howard Street between Main and Spear streets. 51 There is rto archival 

evidence, nor has physical evidence yet been uncovered, to suggest the presence of any abandoned ships 

within the artificial fill beneath the project site; however, the potential for such resources still remains based 

. on the documented near-:shore setting in an area that was used as a port prior to filling.s2 It is also possible 

that undocumented waterfront infrastructure such as wharves or piers may be present in the project site 

that could provide valuable information about commercial life in the 1850s and 1860s.?3 

There also exists a heightened sensitivity for sheet refuse deposits at the interface of the artificial fill and 
underlying Young Bay Mud. Sheet refuse is a layer or s'catter of artifacts deposited on the surface (rather 

than a hollow-filled feature such as· a privy pit or well). During excavations for the 110 The 

Embarcadero/115 Steuart Street Project, researchers at the Anthropological Studies Center (ASC) · 

encountered a sheet refuse deposit on the original Bay floor that :was composed of material discarded from 

a historic wharf during the 1850s-1860s. 54 ASC investigators recovered a variety of domestic artifac~s from 

the deposit and recommended j:he. find was a significant archeological resource qecause it possessed 

research potential to address important questions about the way of life of stevedores and teamsters who 

'lived and wor:ked on the waterfront in the 1860s. 

. . 

Various dwellings and industrial buildings were constructed on the Mission and Fremont street frontages 

throughout the nineteenth century, but all were destroyed by the 1906 earthquake and subsequent fire. 

Following the earthquake~ the project site was razed and filled to bring the block to its modem grade, and 
it was redeveloped. 

Subsurface hollow-filled features (such as privy or trash pits) associated with nineteenth century buildings 

present before the earthquake likely would have been to the rear of the structures on the project block, 

rather than the street frontage where the project site is located. Accordingly, there is a low sensitivity, 

within the artificial fill layer, for historic features or deposits associated with nineteenth century occupation 
following land reclamation. . 

Impacts and Mitigation 

The·prop'osed project would install 52 24-inch-diameter perimeter piles to depths over 200 feet. Perimeter 

pile installation would be preceded by installation of soldier piles to a depth of approximately 45 feet and 

51 Byrd, Brian F., Philip Kaijankoski, Jack Meyer, Adrian Whitaker, Rebecca Allen, Meta Bunse, and Bryan Larson, 
Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Transit Center District Plan Area, San Francisco, California. 
Prepared by Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Past Forward, Inc., and JRP Historical for San Francisco 
Planning Department; 2010. 

52 Delgado, James P. Gold Rush Port: The Maritime Archaeology of San Francisco's Waterfron~. University of California Press, 
Berkeley, California, 2009. · 

53 Praetzellis, Mary, and Adrian Praetzellis, Historic-Period Research Context. In San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, West 
Approach Replacement: Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan, Volume 2, Edited by Grace Ziesing, pp. 146-174, 
Report to California Department of Transportation, Oakland, from h.nthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State 
University, 2000. 

54 Praetzellis, Mary (editor), Final Archaeological Resources Report and Data Recovery Report for 110 The Embarcadero, San 
Francis9o, California, Prepared for the Commonwealth Club of California, 2017. 
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excavation to a depth of 10 feet to clear existing tie-backs and abandoned utilities, after which the 

excavation area would be backfilled. Then, 36-inch-diameter outer casings would be excavated through the 

fill and the underlying Young Bay Mud and Colma Sands strat~to a depth of 70 to 90 feet to facilitate 
installation of the 24-inch-diameter piles. These 24-inch-diameter piles would be drilled down inside the 

36-inch-diameter outer casings, to a depths of approximately 220 to 250 feet. The installation of the 24-inc0-

diameter piles would displace soils along the length of the piles, which would be brought to the surface 

together with drilling muds that are circulated through the casings. The materials would be deposited in 

the Baker tanks, then disposed off-site .. At the completion of piling installation, slurry walls would be 
constructed between the soldier piles and the entire construction footprint mass excavated to a depth of 

approximately 25 feet to complete· the mat slab extension, install the jacking system, and construct the 

vaults. 

Artificial fill extends to depths of 15 tq 25 feet at the project site and is immediately underlain by Young 

Bay Mud, which represents the bay bottom prior to 1850, as discussed above. The proposed initial 

excavation of the entire project footprint to 10 feet in depth for utility clearing would remove fill soil, and 

construction of the u,pper 10 to 25 feet of pile casings and the subsequent mass excavation to 25 feet in depth 

for mat slab and pile vault construction, would remove both .historic period bay fill, and Young Bay Mud 
sediments where the fill stratum is less than 25 feet in depth. This excavation has the potential to result in 

impacts to historic maritime-associated features and deposits and redeposited prehistoric archeologicaJ. 

material that could be prese:r:tt in the artificial fill stratum (outside of the slurry-mixed soil belt, as discussed . 
. I . 

. above), and in the upper part of the Young Bay Mud Stratum, a potentially significant impact. 

The installation of 36-inch-diameter outer casings, which would take place after the uppermost 10 feet of the · 

excavation area is backfilled subsequent to utility removal, would entail excavation through the backfill. Re­

excavation of the uppermost 10 feet of backfill for pile casing installation has no. potential for significant 
archeological impacts, as any archeological materials present in the upper part of the fill would have been 

destroyed by the previous excavation. However, outer casing excavation below 10 feet in depth would 

continue tlu;ough the remainder of the unexcavated fill and the intact Y ciung Bay Mud stratum, and would 

extend into the upper layers of the Colma Sands stratum, or the Old Bay Clay stratum wh~re the Colma 

stratum was eroded away during the rising of the bay. The top. of these strata, which are expected to be 

encountered at 70 to 90 feet below surface, are sensitive for the potential presence of prehistoric archeological 

deposits and (rare but highly significant) isolated features such as burials. The inst~llation of outer casings 

therefore has. the potential to result in impacts to prehistoric and histor!c archeological deposits and feafui:es. 

The archeological impact of the outer casing installation between depths of approximately 10 and 90 feet 

would be potentially significant, with redu<;:ed potential within the Young Bay Mud stratum at depths 
between approximately ·30 feet and 65 feet. 

The 24-inch-diameter piles would extend to 220 to 250 feet below surface. As the piles would be installed 

within the radius of the previously-excavated 36-inch-diameter outer casings, the installation of the 24-

inch-diameter piles has no potential to result in archeological impacts betWeen the surface and 

approximately 70 to 90 feefbelow surface or the depth of frte uppermost layer of the Colma Sands, where 

the bottom of the outer casings would be located. TI1ere is no potential for archeological resources to be· 

present below the uppermost layers of the Colma Sands, as their formation precedes the data of the initial 

human occupation of the region by many thousand years; therefore, there.is no potential for archeological· 

impacts below approximately 90 feet depth. 
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In summary, there is the potential for the proposed excavation and installation of the outer casings and 
perimeter piles to impact previously unrecorded buried or submerged historic or prehistoric archeological 

resources. Potential impacts to an archeological resource that is found to qualify as an historical re$ource 

per CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 ·or a unique archeological resource, as defined in CEQA 

section 21083.2(g), should any such reso'urce be present, would be potentially significant .. Any such 

potentially significant impacts· would be · reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementing 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing and Monitoring. As detailed below, this measure 

would require preparation and implementation of a pre-construction testing and monitoring plan by a 

qualified archeologist. Based on the information preseilt~d above, the archeological mitigation program 

would include geoarcheological testing in advance of excavation to a depth sufficient to assess the upper 

5 feet of the Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay at a sample of the outer casings or perimeter piles locations; 

archeological monitomi.g during utility removal excavation; selective archeological monitormg of outer 
casing installations between the base of the excavation and the base of the outer casing installations, ·focused ' 

. on the upper few feet of the Young Bay Mud and the upper few feet of the Colma and/or Old Bay Clay 
strata (depending on stratigraphic variations around the site); and mass excavation between depth of 10 

and 25 feet for mat slab and pile vault installation. Any potentially significant archeological finds wou:ld 

be subject to further archeological assessment and treatment in consultation with the planning department. 

Envirqnmental Review Officer. 

Testing, monitoring, and subsequenttreatment of discoveries under this measure, would ensure that any 

prehistoric or historic archeological resources that are encountered by excavations. and pile construction at 

the project site would be appropriately identified, documented and treated. Implementation of this 

measure therefore would reduce the potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation. Measure M~CR-2: Archeological Testing and Monitoring. 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 
an archeological consUltant from the rotational Department Qualified Archeologi.cal Consultants List 
(QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the 
Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological 
consultants on the QACL, with specialized expertise in geoarcheology and historical archeology. The 
~cheological conSultant shall Undertake an archeological testing and monitoring prograrri as 
specified herem. In addition, the consUltant shall be available to conduct a data recovery program if 
required pursuan:t to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be condqcted in 
accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans 
and reports prepared by the consUltant as specified herem shall be submitted first and directly to the 
ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final 
apprqval by the ERO. Archeological 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-th~significant level potential effects on a significant archeological 
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) a..1.d (c) . 

. Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overse~s Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant . · 
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group, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The 
representative of the descendant group shall be. giv~n the opportunity to monitor archeological 
field, investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO .regarding appropriate 
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from th~ site, and, if applicable, any 
interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological 
Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendaJ;lt group. 

Archeological Testing and Monitoring Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit 
to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan and archeological monitoring 
plan (ATP/AMP). The ATP/AMP 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 and monitoring. The purpose of the 
archeological testing and monitoring program will be to determine to the extent possible the 
• I 

· presence or absence of archeological resources or strata with potential to include archeological 
resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the 
site constitutes an historical resource under CEQ A. 

The archeologic<J.l testing and monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP/AMP, as follows: 

Archeological testing shall consist of geoarcheologicaL coring prior to the beginning of project 
excavations and/or in concert with post-approval geotechnical testing, and shall, at minimum, 
include sampling of the uppermost 5 feet of the Young Bay Mud and the uppermost 5 feet of the 
Colma Sands Formation, or of the Old Bay Clay, where this stratum directly underlies the Young 
Bay Mud stratum. 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, modifications to the archeological monitoring program, and,/or 
implementation of an archeol9gical data recovery program, as detailed below. No archeological 
data . recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning· 
Department archeologist. 

Archeological monitoring shall inchide at least intermittent monitoring of excavations within bay 
fill and the upper portion of the Young Bay Mud stratum, and selective· monitoring of the 

· installation of the 36-inch-diameter outer casings. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, 
·and ERO shaJl meet and consult on any adjustments needed in the scope of archeological 
monitoring based on the results of geoarcheological testing and the judgment of the project 
archeologist, reasonably prior to the commencement of mass excavation and casing installations. 
Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the ru;cheological consultant 
shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. If no potential 
archeological resources are identified, the final report shall consist of an Archaeological Testing 
Results Report/ Archaeological Monitoring Results Report (AMRR/ATRR). If significant resources 
are identified, lhe consultant shall prepare a Final Archaeological Resources Report (F ARR), the 
contents of which are detailed below. 
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In addition: 

• Prior to the beginning of construction soil disturbance, 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 expectedresource(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 the 
project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no 
effects on significant archeological deposits; 

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

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile installation/construction activities and equipment until the deposit 
is evaluated. I£ in the case of pile installation or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, 
etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile installation or deep foundation 
activities may affect an archeologiccJ resource, the pile installation or deep foundation 
activities shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of 
the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall m:ake 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. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The an;heologic<::tl data recovery program, when required 
through the process set forth above~ shall be conducted in accord with an arch~ological data 
recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet arid 
consult on the scope of the ADRP. prior to· prepa:t;ation of a draft ADRP. The _an;heological 
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to th~ 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 resource 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. 

':[he scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

• Discard and Deaccession Policy- Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard 
and deaccession policies 
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., Interpretive Program- Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive progr.am based 
on the results of the archeological data recovery program 

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

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

" Cu_r~tion - Descriptio~ of the procedures and recommendations for the curati.~n of any 
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, 
and a suirunary of the accession policies of the curation facilities 

· Human Remains, 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 
Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical 
Examiner's determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of 
the California State Native American Heritage Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete his or her inspection of the remains and make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being granted access to the site 
(Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The ERO also shall be notified immediately upon the 
discovery of human remain~. 

The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement 
("Agreement") with the MLD, ·as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines secti~n 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the 
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD 
agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or unassociated funerary objects, the 
archeological consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects until completion of any sw;:h analyses, after which .the remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 

Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and 
the EROto accept treatment recommendations of the MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor 
and MLD are unable to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated 
or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, with cooperation of the project spons~r, shall ensure 
that the remains and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future 
subsurface disturbance. 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated :funerary objects 
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in the 
project's archeological treatment documents, and in any related agreement established between 
the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 

·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 archeologicg.l resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
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employed in. the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. The D~~ft 
F ARR shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of all significant 

. . 
archeological features. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the F ARR shall be distributed as follows: California Historical 
Resources Information Ce~ter Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive. one copy and 
the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the F ARR to the NWIC. The Environmental 
Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one 
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the F .ARR. 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/Califori:ria 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. ' 

. . 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project could disturb huma:f.l remains, induding those interred 
outside of foimal cemeteries (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Although no human remains have b~en identified within the project area, the possibility that human 

remains are present and could be subject to inadvertent disturbance during construction of the project 

cannot be entirely discounted. Although unlikely, earthmoving activities associated · With project 

. construction could result in direct impacts on previously undiscovered human remains, which would be a 

~ignificant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Archeological ·Testing and 
Archeological Monitoring, which includes required procedures fot the treatment of human remains, 

during project construction would address impacts on any bu:r;ied human remains· and associated or 

1Jllassociated funerary objects that are discovered during project construction activities by requiring the 

project spon.Sor to solicit the Most Likely Descendant's recommendations and adhere to appropriate 

excavation, removal, rec()rda"?-on, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition·protocols. With 

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, the potential impact of project construction would be less 

than significant with mitigation. .· 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonabJy foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in significant cuniulative impacts to cultural resources. (No Impact)· 

The project would not entail installation of any permanent above ground features. No historic-era 

architectural resources would be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the 

proposed project does not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative impact on historic 

architectural resolirces. 

The area for cumulative analysis of archeological resources is the proj~ct site, where excavation and pile 

installation would occur, and adjacent sites where construction of cumulative projects could have impacts 

on the same resources as would be affected by the project. None of the cumulative projects would overlap 

with activities at the project site,. nor are there any known archaeological resources on the p;roject site that 

extend outside of the project site and could be affected by nearby development. As described i:n 

Impact CR-2 and Impact CR-3 above, the proposed project would implement Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, 
Archeological Testing and Monitoring. Implementation of this measure would ensure that any potentially 

significant prehistoric archeological resources encountered in the project site are appropriately identified, 
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documented and treated, such that project-related impacts on archeological resources and human remains 

would be less than significant with mitigation. Because the potential impact is site-specific and generally 

limited to the immediate construction area, and because there are no known resources that extend outside 

· the project site and that could be affected by adjacent development, the proposed project would not 

combine with other reasonably foreseeable fuwre projecfs impacts to have a significant cumulative impact 

on archeological resources or human remains. Cumulative impacts therefore would not occur. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact incorporated Impact Impact . Applicable. 

5. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

Would the project:. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the sigf]ificance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a 
site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 

· cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 0 l2l 0 0 0 Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined .in· 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or. 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 0 l2l 0 0 0 supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe . 

. The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade of the existing Tower building foundation. Therefore, 

the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to potential impacts to tribal cultural resources 

during construction and ground-.disturbing activities. 

Impact TC-1: The proposed project could result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal ~ultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation) ' 

CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 

resources. As defined i.n section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, pl~ces, cultural 

landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are 

listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local .register of historical resources. 

Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1(d), on June 24, 2019, the planning department contacted Native 

American individuals and organizations for the San Francisco area, providing a description of the project 

and requesting comments on the identification, presenee, and significance of tribal cultural resources in the 

project vicinity. During the 30-day comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted 

the planni.'lg department to request consultation. 

Based on background research and as discussed under Impact CR-2, the project site is in an archeologically 

sensitive area with the potential for prehistoric archeological resources to be encountered as redeposited . 

archeological materials in the artificial fill and upper surface of the Young Bay Mud; and as deeply buried 
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prehistoric features, such as human remains, within the Young Bay Mud and the upper layer of the Colma 

Sands or Old Bay Clay that underlies the Young J?ay Mud at the site (at approximately 70 to 90 feet bgs). In 

San Franciscq, based on the results of prior tribal consultation, all prehistoric archeological resources are 

!20nsidered to be potential tribal cultural resources. If a prehistoric archeological site were found to be 
present within the project sit~, the site would be considered to be a potential tribal cultural resource, and 

construction damage to the site would be considered a significant impact. As discussed under Impact CR-
2, Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testin.g and Monitoring; would be applicable to the proposed 

project. Prehistoric archeological resources or human remains encountered during implementation of 

Mitigation Measure M~CR-2, or encountered during project c.onstruction, would be assumed to be tribal 

cultural resources. Therefore, the potential adverse effects of the proposed project· on previously. 

unidentified archeological resources, discussed under Impact CR-2, also represent a potentially significant 
impact on· tribal cultural resou.rces. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1, Tribal Cultural 

. Resources Interpretive Program, would reduce potential adverse effects on tribal cultural resources to a 

less-than~significant leveL Mitigation Measure M-TC-1 would require e~ther preservation-in-place of the. 
trib.al ·cultural resources, if determined effective and feasible, or development of an interpretive program 

regarding the tribal cultural resources in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal 
'representatives. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Triba~ Cultural Reso~rces Interpretive ·Program. If the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is 
present, and if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO 
determines that the re~ource constitutes a tribal cultural resource .artd that the r~source could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned-so as to avoid 
any adverse effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 

If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and 
effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an 9-rcheological resource preservation 
plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the project sponsor and the archeological 
consultant shall be requited when feasible . 

. If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated. Native America.li. tribal representatives and the 
· ·project sponsor, determines that preservation:..in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a 

sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement 'an interpretive program of the 
tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated· tribal representatives. An interpretive plan 
produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and 
approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, 
as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials 
of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long­
term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably 
by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and 
interpretation, and educ<J.tional panels or other informational displays. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources. (No 
Impact) 

Project-related imp~cts on tribal cultural resources are site-specific and generally limited to a project's 

construction area and adjacent areas that may overlie the same resource. The construction areas of the 

.cumulative projects do not overlap with the proposed project site, nor are there kllown prehistoric or tribal 

cultural resources on the project site that are known to extend to other adjacent project sites. Further, as 

described under Impact TC-1, the proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 

M-TC-1, which would ensure that project-related impacts on tribal cultural resources, should any be present 

within the construction area, would be less than significant. For these reasons, the proposed project's impact, 

which would be less than significant with mitig~tion, would not combine with other reasonably foreseeable. 

future project's impacts to have a significant cumulative impact on tribal cultural resources. Therefore, no 

cumulative impact would occur. 

Topics 

6. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program., pial"), ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities? 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

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

d) Result in in~dequate emergency access? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

Less than 
Significant Less than · 

with Mitigation Significant No Not 
Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D .D 

This section presents the existing transportation and circulation conditions and analyzes the potential impacts 

on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the project. Transportation and 

circulation topics consi~t of walking, bicycling, d:dving hazards, transit, emergency access, vehicle miles 

traveled, and loading. The CEQA Guidelines section15064.3, subdivision (b) does not apply to this project 

because the project is a voluntary seismic improvement to an existing building that would not change the 

VMT associated with the existing land uses at and near .301 Mission Street. Therefore, topic E.6(b) is not 

applicable to the proposed project. 

The analysis in this section is based on the Construction Transportation Management Plan(transportation 

plan) that was developed as part of the proposed project and is included in Appendix A. 55 As described in . 

Section A, Project Description, the transportation pla:q.lays out a set of strategies (see Table 4, Summary of 

Transportation Management Strategies, p. 34) designed to manage construction impacts of the proposed 

project based on the understanding of transportation conditions at the time of construction commencement. 

55 CHS Consulting Group, 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade· Project Transportation Management Plan, Final- October, 
2019, prepared for: City and County of San Francisco Planning Department. 

301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV f667 

November 2019 



E. Evaluation of Envirorunental Effects 

Therefore, the proposed strategies are grouped into the following three categories to help understand the . . 
likelihood of implementing different strategies: 

1. Strategies that shall be implemented with certainty- Many of these strategies are required a~ part 
of the SFMTA Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (commonly referred to as the Blue 
Book), and San Francisco Public Works (public works) and the Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health in State of California (CAL OSHA) regulations. 

2. Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction 
commencement - Adjustments or additional coordination may be needed by responsible parties 
depending on transportation conditions at the time of construction commencement. 

3. Strategies that could be explored for the purpose of the transportation plan but may not be feasible 
to implement- They are strategies recommended to improve transportation conditions but are not 
required. 

The transportation impact analyses presentedin this initial study assumes that the first two groups of 

transportation plan strategies (i.e., strategies ·that shall be implemented with certainty or could be 

implemented based on conditions at the time of construction coinmenceinent) would be implemented as 

part of the proposed project. 

The transportation and circulatio!\ section generally relies on the San Francisco Planning Department's 2019 . 

Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (2019 guidelines) and is organized as follows: 

1 .. Existing Conditions: This section describes the existing roadway; walking, bicycling, public transit, 
emergency access, and loading conditions. 56 · 

2. Near-Term Baseline Conditions: This section describes known and funded projects that would be 
operational by the time the proposed project commences construction (i.e., the Transit Center57) 

and any changes to the existing roadway, walking, bicycling, public transit, emergency access, and 
loading conditions that may occur with implementation of the near-term baseline proje,cts. 

3, · Cumulative Conditions: This section describes reasonably foreseeable projects that could be under 
construction or operational at the same time as the proposed project . 

. 4. Impact Analysis: This section provides an analysis qf near-term baseline plus· project .and 
cumUlative plus project impacts. 

Existing Conditions 

The following describes the existing transportation and circulation conditions at the time of data collection 

·(April 2019). The transportation study area consists of those locations where the project could potentially 
affect transportation and circulation conditions, and is generally bounded by Market Street to the north, 

Fremont Street to the west, Howard Street to the south, and Beale Street to the east. The following provides 

a summary of existing transportation and circulation conditions. Figure 20, Transportation Study Area 

· 56 The description of existing conditions reflects the transportation and circulation conditions in the vicinity of the project 
site at the time of data collection, which occurred in April2019. ·. · 

57 The Transit Center is considered as part of the near-term baseline because if was temporarily closed for structural repairs 
when the transportation data collection and analysis for the Initial Study was complete<;!. The repairs have since been 
completed and the Transit Center is fully operational as of August 12,2019. Refer to the Near-Term Baseline Conditions 
section for fur.ther information. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

and Study Intersections, shows the transportation study area and study intersections. Section A.2, p. 3, 

provides a detailed description of the existing roadways and circulation. 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ROADWAYS 

The project site is located approximately 0.3 miles west. of I-80, which provides freeway access to and from 

the project site via on-ramps at 1st Street (to eastbound) and 4th Street (to westbound) and off-ramps at 

Fremont Street (from westbound) and 4th Street (from eastbound). Local access to the project site is 

provided by Mission, Fremont, B~ale, Market, and Howard streets. App~ndix B, Attachment B.1, Existing 

and Baseline Roadway Geometry, includes the existing roadway geometry. for Fremont, Mission, and Beale 

streets adjacent to the project site. 

Vehicular turning movement counts were collected and vehicular conditions were observed at five 

intersections (Market Street/Fremont Street, Market Street/Beale Street, M:i.ssion Street/Fremont Street, Mission 

Street/Beale Street, and Howard Street/Fremont Street) on Tuesday, April 9, 2019 during the a.m. and p.m. 

pecik periods. Vehicles were observed to travel at or lower tha,n the speed limit, and no existing potentially 

hazardous conditions were observed related to people driving. Appendix B, Attachment B.2, Vehicle Turning 

Movement, Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Loading Counts, include the existing vehicle counts along these streets. 

Fremont Street carries the heaviest .traffic volumes with approximately 1,416 a.m. peak hour trips and 1,208 

p.m. peak hour trips. Beale Street carries approximately 792 a.m. peal< hour trips and 885 p.m. peal< hour trips. 

Mission Street carries approximately 852 a.m. peak hour trips and 788 p.m. peak hour trips. 

WALKING CONDITIONS 

Between Fremont and Beale streets, Mission Street's south sidewalk is approximately 15 feet wide and the 

north sidewalk is approximately 16 feet and 6 inches wide. In the vicinity of the project site Fremont Street's 

east sidewalk is approximately 15 feet wide, and'thewest sidewalk is approximately 21 feet wide. Beale 

Street's west sidewalk is approximately 23 feet wide, and the east sidewalk is approximately 14 feet and 

6 inches wide in the project site vicinity. All five study interseCtions (Market Street/Fremont Street, Market. 

Street/Beale Street, Mission Street/Fremont Street, Mission Street/Beale Street, and Howard Street/Fremont 

Street) have crosswalks at all four legs of the intersections, pedestrian signal heads, and American Disability 

Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps with detectable warning. surface (e.g., dome-shaped bumps). In the 

vicinity of the project site, Fremont and Market streets are designated as part of the Vision Zero's High · 

Injury Network Figure 21, Existing Walking Network, presents the existing pedestrian network including 

High Injury Network streets. 

Pedestrian counts were collected and pedestrian conditions were observed at five intersections (Market 
./. 

Street/Fremont Street, Market Street/Beale Street, Mission Street/Fremont Street, Mission Street/Beale Street, 

and Howard Street/Fremont Street) on Tuesday, April9, 2019, during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. People 

walked freely without obstacles along the streets, and no existing potentially hazardous conditions were 

observed. Appendix B, Attachment :8.2, Vehicle Turning Movement, Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Loading 

. Counts, includes the existing pedestrian counts. In the vicinity of the project site, pedestrian volumes are 

generally high with approximately 3,977 a.m. peak hour and 4,562 p.m. peakhour pedestrian crossings at 

the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection, and 3,336 a.m. pe3.k hour and 3,613 p.m. peak hour 

pedestrian crossings at the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection. 
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E. Evaluation of Enviroruriental Effects · 

BICYCLING CONDITIONS 

On-street bicycle facilities include city-designated routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network 

There are no bicycle facilities along the project frontages on Fremont, Mission, or Berue streets·. The nearest 

bicycle facilities include a Class 3 bicycle route that :~;uns along Market Street between The Embarcadero 

and Eighth Street, and a Class 2 bicycle lane that runs. in the westbound direction along the north side of 

Howard Street west of Beale Street. 58 Figure 22, Existing Bicycling Network, presents the existing bicycle 

network including High Injury Network streets. 

Bicycle counts were collected and bicycle conditions were .observed <J.t five iri.tersectio~ (Market Street/Fremont 

Street, Market Street/Beale Street, Mission Street/Fremont Street, Mission Street/Be"are Street, and Howard 

Street/Fremont Street) on- Tuesday. April 9, 2019, during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Appendix B, 

Attachment B.3, Existing and B~seline Volumes Summary Memo, includes the existing bicycle counts. Bicycle 

volumes are generally low Qess than 50 bicyclists during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour) along the project frontages 

on Mission, Beale, or Fremont streets, but bicycle· volumes are substantially higher along Jv.farket Street and 

Howard Street. No existing potentially hazardous conditio~ were observed during these periods. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT CONDITIONS 

. The following describes the local and regional public transit service in the study area, including their 

gepgraphic extent; scheduled frequency; and transit stop proximity to the project site as they existed during 

data collection (April2019). 

Muni, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District (Golden Gate Transit), and SamTrans 

provide bus service in the study area, and Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit). provide 
. ' - ' 

·. transit service to and from the Temporary Transbay Terminal 59 located at the intersection of Howard and 

Beale streets. Muni operates buses, cable cars, and light rail services within the City and County of San 

Francisco; Golden Gate Transit provides bus and ferry service between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma 

counties) a,nd San Francisco; Sam Trans provides bus service between the Peninsula and San Francisco; AC 

Transit provides bus service in the western portions of Alameda and Contra Costa counties, .as well as 

"Trans bay" routes across the San Francisco Bay to San FranCisco and selected areas in San Mateo and Santa 

Clara counties. It is noted that AC Transit buses have stops at the Temporary Transbay Terminal located at 

the Howard Street/Beale Street intersecti~n, but they do not operate or have stops within the study ·area. 

Figure 23, Existing Transit Service, shows the existing transit network in the vicinity of the project site. 

Existing transit routes that currently travel along Mission, Fremont, and Beale. streets in the project vicinity are: 

• Muni Routes 2, 5, 5R, 7, 9, 9R, 14, 14R, 14X, 30X, 38, 38R, 41, 81X, and 82X· 

• Golden Gate T'J:ansit Routes 2, 4, 8, 18, 24, 27, 30, 38, 44, 54, 56, 58, 70, 72, 74, 76, 101, and 101X 

• Sam Trans Routes 292 and 398 

58 Class 2 bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of.roadways and established for the preferential use of 
bicycles; class 3 bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vel:rlcle. 

59 . At the time of data collection for the proposed "project (April2019), the Transit Center was temporarily closed for structural 
repairs and transit routes that would have terminated or originated at the Transit Center instead used Temporary 
Transbay Terminal. T11e repairs have since been completed and the Transit Center is fully operational as of August 12,. 
2019. Refer to the Near-Term Baseline Conditions section for further information. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Table 5, Existing Transit Volumes, presents the existing tr~sit vehicle volumes compiled using Muni, 

Golden Gate Transit, and Sam Trans transit schedules (see Appendix B, Attachment B.3) and route maps 

published on their websites. It shows that there are approximately 80 a.m. peak hour and 57 p.m. peak hour 

·transit trips along the project frontage on Beale Street, approximately 31 a.m. peak hour and 20 p.m. peak 

. hour transit trips along the project frontage on Mission Street (i.e., eastbound direction); and approximately 

· two a.m. peak hour and 34 p.m. peak hour transit trips along the project frontage on Fremont Street. 

TABLE 5 
EXISTING TRANSIT VOLUMES 

Street Direction (Segment) 

; A.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 24 5 2 31 

Westbound (Beale ·to Fremont Street) 45 4 2 51 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 0 2 0 2 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 73 5 2 sa· 

P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 15 3 2 20 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) 47 .4 2 53 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 0 34 0 34 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 52 3 2 57 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

EMERGENCY ACCESS CONDITIONS 

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is currently provided along Fremont, Mission, and Beale streets. 

The nearest San Francisco Fire Department fire stations, San Francisco Police Department stations, and 

hospitals include: 

· • Fire Station No. 35 at 399 The Embarcadero (about 0.4 miles west of the project site) 

" Fii:e Station No.1 at 935 Folsom Street (about one mile southwest of the project site) 

• Fire Station No. 13 at 530 Sansome Street (about 0.5 miles.northwest of the project site) 

• SF Police Southern Station at 1251 Third Street (about 1.3 miles southeast of the project site) 

• Saint Francis Memorial Hospital at 900 Hyde Street (about 1.3 miles west of the project site) 

• California Pacific Medical Center at 1101 Van Ness Avenue (about 1.8 miles west of the project site) 

LOADING CONDITIONS 

The following describes the absence, discontinuity, or presence of features related to people loading in the 

study area. The description includes an assessment of commercial and passenger on and off-street loading 

spaces, hour restrictions, and usage. In addition, the following identifies any potentially or observed 

hazardous conditions or delays to public transit because of loading activities. 

There is a 170-foot-long white passenger loadi:hg zone and a 20-foot-long yellow commercial loading zone 

on the south side of Mission Street along the project frontage. Beale and Fremont streets fronting the project 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

site are No Stopping/Tow Away zones at all times. Passenger and commer.cial loading counts were 

collected along the project frontages on Fremont, Mission, and Beale streets, on Tuesday, Apri19; 2019, 

from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. Appendix B, Attachment B.2, Vehicle Turtring Movement, Bicycle, Pedestrian, and 

Loading Counts, includes loading survey data. A total of 343 loading activities occurred between 8 a.m. 

and 6 p.m., and approximately half of the loading activities occurred illegally along red curbs or No 

Stoppingrfow Away zones. illegal loading activities also included passengers being dropped off in the 

center travel lane. The maximum number of vehicles engaged in loading activities at any given time during 

the survey period was six vehicles. The peak loading period generally occurred after the peak morning· 

conu:llute period between 9 a~m. and 11 a.m.6° 

Near-Term Baseline Conditions 

The Near-Term Baseline Conditions reflect that the Transit Center Structural Repair Project is completed, 

and the Transit Center is fully-operational~ The Transit Center was temporarily closed after cracks were 

discovered in two steel beams above the third-level bus deck in late September 2018, along a segment that 

crosses over First Street. While the Transit Center was closed for repairs at the time the transportation data 

collection and analysis was conducted for the proposed project, the repairs have since been completed and 

the Transit Center was reopened on August 12, 2019. 

Because all transif service has resumed to and fro:rrt the Transit Center since August 12, 2019, usillg the 

existing conditions data which was collected prior to reopening of the transit center for an existing plus 

project analysis would not accurately refl~ct the conditions that would exist at the time the project's impacts 

actually occur. An existing plus project conditions analysis could be misleading or without .informative 

value to the public and decision milkers. Therefore, the impact analysis below uses an adjusted, near-term 

. baseline conditions for a comparison of project impacts. The hear-term baseline represents that the Transit 

Center is reopened and fully operational with all bus.es that had been rerouted during the closure now 

serving the Transit Center. The following describes adjustments, by transportation topic, to existing 

conditions (described above) to reflect the reopened Transit Center. If the following does not list a particular . 

transportation topic, the impact analysis uses· the existing conditions description because the conditions· 

under the near~term baseline have not changed from existing conditions. Detailed changes are described 

in Appendix B, Attachment B.3, Existing and Baseline Volumes Summary Memo. 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ROADWAYS 

When the Trcimsit Center reopened on August 12, 2019, trafficvolumes in the study area changed from 

those which existed at the time the traffic data were collected on April9, 2019, because transit vehicles were · 

rerouted from the Temporary Transbay Terminal to the Transit Center. Traffic volumes for the Baseline 

Condition were estimated by adjusting the transit vehicle volumes along Market, Mission, Fremont, Beale, 

and Howard streets based on changes to transit routes after the Transit Center reopened. Affected transit 

routes are described under Public Transit Conditions below. It is assumed that non-transit vehicle volumes 

along these streets did not substantially change when the Transit Center reopened because there was no 

change in street la.rle geometry. 

60 TI1e maximum loading activities (with six vehicles in queue at the white passenger loading zone on the south side of 
Mission Street) occurred at 9:04a.m., 9:44a.m., and 10:36 a.m. 
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E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Table 6, Vehlcula:r.Volumes under Baseline Condition, shows the vehicle (transit included) volumes 

under Baseline Condition. Under the Baseline Condition, Mission Street carries approximately 570 a.m. 

peak hour and 480 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips in the eastbound direction (approximately 10 percent 

increase from the Existing Condition during a.m. and p.m. peak hours), and approximately 310 a.m. peak 

hour and 320 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips in the westbound direction (approximately 10 percent decrease 

from the Existing Condition during a.m. and p.m. peak hours). Fremont Street carries approximately 1,470 

a.m. peak hour and 1,254 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips (approximately four percent increase from the 

Existing Condition during a.m. and p.m. peak hours). Traffic volumes on Beale Street south of Mission 

Street have not substantially changed because the transit vehicles traveling in the southbound through . 

movement under the existing conditions shifted to eastbound Mission Street and make a right-turn 

movement on Beale Street instead. 

TABLE 6 
VEHICULAR VOLUMES UNDER BASELINE CONDITION 

Street Direction (Segment} A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont Street to Beale Street) 566 478 

Westbound (Beale Street to Fremont Street) 306 323 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard Street to Mission Street) 1,470 1,254 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission Street to Howard Street) . 792 885 

Market Street E<:)stbound (Fremont Street to Beale Street) 345 332 

Westbound (Beale Street to Fremont Street) 168 230 

Howard Street Westbound (Beale Street to Fremont Street) 264 721 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

WALKING CONDITIONS 

When the Transit Center reopened, pedestrian volumes generally increased along Mission and Freinont 

streets, because they provide direct access to the main entrance to the Transit Center,. located at the 

southwest corner of the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection. Pedestrian volumes for the Baseline 

Condition were estimated by redistributing the existing pedestrian volumes observed at the Temporary 

Transbay Terminal, to the Transit Center at the Mission Street/Fremont Street and Mission. Street/Beale 

Street intersections (see Appendix B, Attachment B.3). 

Table 7, Pedestrian Volumes under Baseline Condition, shows the. pedestrian counts under Baseline 

Condition. Under the Baseline Condition, the pedestrian volumes continue to be high with approximately 

5,130 a.m. peak hour and 5,860 p.m. peak hour pedestrian crossings at the Mission Street/Fremont Street 

intersection (approximately 30 percent increase from the Existing Condition during the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours), and approximately 4,150 a.in. peak hour and 4,470 p.m. peak hour pedestrian crossings at the 

Mission Street/Beale Street intersection (approximately 23 percent increase from the Existing Condition 

during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 
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TABLE 7 
PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES UNDER BASELINE CONDITION 

Intersection/Peak Hour North So'uth Total 

Mission Street/Fremont Street 

A.M. 858 1·,584 1,348 1,338 5,128 

· P.M. 1,194 2,141 1,403 1,116 5;855 

Mission Street/Seale Stre~t 

A.M. 878 962 575 1,730 4,145' 

P.M. 1,091 . 1,057 529 1,790 4,467 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

BICYCLING CONDITIONS 

Bicycling conditions in the project vicir:rity would be the same under the near-term baseline as they are 

under existing conditions: 

PUBLIC TRANSIT CONDITIONS 

When the Transit Center reopened, transit vehicles were rerouted from the Temporary Trans bay Terminal 

to the Transit Center. Transit vehicle volumes for the Baseline Condition were estimated based on the 

changes to transit routes that went into effect when the Transit Center reopened on August 12, 2019. The 

following changes have occurred since the Transit' Center reopened: 61 

• Muni Routes 5 and 5R, which traveled along southbound Beale Street (from eastbound Market Street), 
eastbound Howard Street (stopping by the Temporary Transbay Terminal on Howard Street) and 

· northbound Main Street at the time of data collection, were rerouted to travel along southbound First 
Street, :eastbound Miss.ion Street, southbound Beale Street (stopping in. the Tr?Ilsit Center), and 
northbound Fremont Street. As a result, vehicle trips on the eastbound Mission Street and northbound 
Fremont Street increased by 19 trips during the ~.m. peak hour and 15 trips during the p.m. peak hour. 

• Muni Routes 7, 38, and 38R, which traveled along southbound Beale Street (from eastbound Market 
Street), eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping by the Temporary. Transb~y 
Terminal on Main Street), westbound Missio11- Street, and northbound Fremont Street at the time of 
data collection were rerouted to travel along southbound First Street, eastbound Mission Street, 
southbound Beale Street (stopping in the Transit Center), and northbound Fremont Street, As a result, 

· vehi<;le trips on eastbound Mission Street and northbound Fremont Street increased by 29 trips during 
the a.m. peak hour and 25 trips during the p.m. peak hour. Likewise, vehicle trips on westbound 
Mission Street decreased by 2,9 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 25 trips during the p.m. peak hour. 

• Muni Route 2, which traveled along southbound Spear Street (from eastbound Market Street), 
eastbound Mission Street and northbound'Steuart Street at the time of data collection were rerouted to 
travel along southbound First Street, eastbound Mission Street and northbound Steuart Str~et. As a 
result, vehicle trips on the eastbound Mission Street increased by eight trips during the a.m. peak hour 
and four trips during the p.m. peal< hour. . 

61 After the Transit Center reopened on August 12, 2019, AC Transit service is no longer operating on surface streets as the 
AC Transit buses use ramps directly into and out of the Transit Center to the freeway . 
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" Golden Gate Transit Routes 30, 70,101, and 101X, which traveled along southbound Beale Street (from 
eastbound Mission Street), eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping by the 
Temporary Transbay Terminal on Main Street), and westbound Mission Street at the time of data 
collection, were rerouted to travel along southbound Beale Street (stopping in the Transit Center), and 
northbound Fremont Street. As a result, vehicle trips on northbound Fremont Street increased by four 
trips during the a.:rri. and p.m. peak hours. Likewise, vehicle trips on westbound Mission Street 
decreased by four trips during the a.m, and p.m. peak hours. 

" SamTrans Route 292, which traveled along southboimd Beale Street (from eastbound Market Street), 
eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping at the Temporary Trans bay Terminal on Main 
Street), and westbound Mission Street at the time of d'ata collection, were rerouted to travel along 
southbound Beale Street, .westbound Howard Street, and northbound Fremont Street, with a stop on 
westbound Mission Street west of Fremont Street. As a result, vehicle trips on northbound Fremont Street 
increased by two trips during the a.m. and p.m. peal< hours. Likewise, vehicle trips on westbound Mission 
Street decreased by two trips during the a:m. and p.m. peak hours. 

· Table 8,Transit Volumes under Baseline Condition, shows the transit vehicle volumes under Baseline 

Condition. Transit vehicle trips increased along eastbound Mission and Fremont streets by 56 trips during . 

the a.m. peak hour and 44 trips during the p.m. peak hour compared to the ti:tne of data collection. Transit 

vehicle trips on westbound Mission Street decreased by approximately 36 trips during the.a.m. peak hour 

and 31 trips during the p.m. peal< hour. Transit vehicle volumes on Beale Street south of Mission Street did 

not substantially change. 

TABLE 8 

TRANSIT VOLUMES UNDER BASELINE CONDITION 

Street Direction (Segment) 

A.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 80 5 2 87 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) ' 16 0 0 16 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 48 6 2 56 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 73' 5 2 80 

{P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbbund (Fremont to Beale Street) 59 3 2 64 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) 22 0 0 22 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 40 38 2 .80 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 52 3 2 57 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Cumulative Conditions 

As described in Section 13.2, there are four cumulative projects in the project vicinity that could potentially 

be under construction at the same time as t."te proposed project: 

" Transbay Block 4/ 200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street (Planning Department Case No. 2018-
015785ENV). The project is currently under environmental review by the planning department; its 
construction schedule is unknown at this time. 
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"' Active Beale Street Project. SFMTA would implement this project in phases starting as early as spring 
2020. 

• Better Market Street Project (Planning Case. No. 2014.0012E). The San Francisco Planning Commission 
certified the environmental impact report for the project on October 10, 2019. San Francisco Public 
Works and the SFMTA Board of Directors approved the project on October 15,2019. The first phase of 
construction would occur between 5th and 8th streets and would begin in the spring of 2020, and all 
or some of the Muni routes 5, SR, 6, 7, 7X,·9, 9R, 21, 31, and F could be rerouted from Market Street to 
Mission Street if there are operational constraints on Market Street during construction. 

• Oceanwide Center Development Project (Planning Case No. 2006.1523E).62 The project is currently 
under construction and is therefore considered part of the existing conditions. However~ construction 
of the Oceanwide Center Development Project is anticipated to continue through spring 2026. Thus, 
construction of this project could overlap with construction of the proposed ,project, and is therefore 
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis .. 

Impact Evaluation 

Project Features 

The following describes the transportation-related features of the project not described in Section A, Project 

Description. 

Construction Access Routes 

. Based on the location of on- and off-ramps to the regional roadways (e.g., I-80), the majority of construction 
trucks are expected to approach the project site from northbound Fremont Street and enter the construction 

staging area through the gates/breaks provided along the construction site perimeter on Fremont, Mission, 

or Beale streets. When trucks enter the staging area from Beale Street, they would back into the staging area . 

from southbound Beale Street. Exact locations of potential disposal sites ar~ unknown at this time, but it is 

anticipated that they would be in the East Bay. Figure 24, Construction Truck Routes, presents anticipated· 

construction truCk routes to and from the project site. Figure 25, Construction Staging during Stages 1 

through 5, presents the construction boundary for Stages 1 through 5, and Figure 26, Construction Staging 

during Stage 6, presents the construction boundary for Stage 6. The contractor would provide off-site 

staging areas for materials and supplies that cannot be located on site due to space constraints. The exact 

locations of staging areas are undetermined at this time; but it is anticipated that they would be within 

5 miles of the projE;ct site. The contractor would not provide any worker parking spaces, either on site or at 

off-site staging areas, but workers would be paid for public transportation costs to the 'project site. 

62 The Ocean wide Center Development Project is also known as 50 1st Street project. The project UnderW-ent environmental 
review in Planning Department Case 2006.1523E. A community plan exemption determination pursuant to the Transit · 
Center District Plan area plan EIR was issued on Aprill, 2016. 
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E. Evaluation.of Environmental Effects 

Vehicular Volumes Affected during Project Construction 

. During project construction, Muni Routes 5, 5R, 7, 38, and 38R, would be routed to run along eastbound Market 

Street and southbound Beale Street as :part of the transportation plan, instead of eastbound Mission Street and 

southbound Beale Street. AB a result, t;raffi.c volumes would be reduced on eastbound Mission Street and 

increased on eastbound Market Street (se~ Appendix B, Attachment.B.4). Table 9, Vehicular Volumes under 

. Project Condition, shows the estimated vehicular volumes (transit included) during project construction. 

TABLE 9 

VEHICULAR VoLUMES UNDERPROJECT CONDITimi 

Street Direction (Segment) A.M. Peak.Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission ·Street' Eastbound (Fremont Street to B.eale Street) 522 434 

:Westbound (Beale Street to Fremont Street) 307 323 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard Street to Mission Street) 1,470 1,254 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission Street to Howard Street) 792 885 

Market Street Eastbound (Fremont Street to Beale Street) 393 372 

Westbound (Beale Street to Fremont Street) 168 230 

Howard Street Westbound (Beale Streett? Fremont Street) 264 721 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Pedestrian Volumes Affected during Project Construction 

Pedestrians currently using the south and east crosswalks at the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection 

would be diverted to the north and west crosswalks during the project construction. Similarly, pedestrians 

currently using the south and west crosswalks at the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection would potentially 

.be diverted to the north and east crosswalks during Stages 1 through 5 of the project construction. Exceptions 

may include the residents or visitors walking to and from 301 Mission Street and those walking along the Beale 

Street west sidewalk to access the Transit Center from its Beale Street entrance. TablelO, Pedestrian Volumes 

under Project Condition, shows .the estimated pedestrian volumes during project construction. 

TABLE 10. 
PEDESTRIA.N VOLUMES UNDER PROJECT CONDITION 

Intersection/ Peak Hour North South Total 

Mission Street/ Fremont Street 

A.M. 2,442 - - 2,686 5,128 

P.M. 3,335 - - 2;519 5,855 

Mission Street/ Beale Street 

A.M. 1,840 Local Onlya 2,306 Local Only 4,145 

.P.M. 2,148 Local Onlya 2,319 Local Only 4,467 

NOTE: 

a Includes those walking to and from 301 Mission Street and along the Beale Street west sidewalk to the Transit_Center. 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 
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Bicycle Volumes Affected during Project Construction 

Bicycle volumes would generally remain the same during the project construction because the project would 
not affect any bicycle facilities. 

Transit Volumes and Features Affected during Project Construction 

During project construction, Muni Routes 5, SR, 7, 38, and 38R, would run along eastbound Market Street and 

southbound Beale Street as part of the transportation plan, instead of eastbound Mission Street and 

southbound B.eale Street. Table 11, Transit Service under Project Condition, shows the estimated transit 

volumes during project construction. 

TABLE 11 
TRANSIT SERVICE UNDER PROJ,ECT CONDITION 

Street Direction {Segment) 

A.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 32 5 2 39 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) 16 0 0 16 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 56 6 2 56 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 80 5 2 80 

P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 19 3 2 24 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) 22 0 0 22 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 40 38 2 80 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 52 3 2 57 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Loading Features Affected during Project Construction 

During project construction, the project would temporarily remove the existing 170-fooHongwhite passenger 

. loading zone and 20-foot-long yellow commercial loading zone located on the south side of Mission Street 

between Fremont and Beale streets. There would be no change in loading zones on Fremont and Beale streets 

as these two roadways have no existing passenger or coillmercialloading zones adjacent to the project site. 

As a result, any loading activities along the Fremont, Mission, and Beale street frontages would be prohibited. 

Project Trips 

Project-generated trips are comprised of those made by construction workers traveling to and from the 

project site, material and equipment deliveries, and hauling truck trips associated with excavation and 

transport of construction materials. The number of project trips would vary on a daily basis, depending on 

the construction phase, plaimed activity, and material delivery needs. 

As described in Section A, Project Description, the proposed project would be constructed in six stages, 

spanning over approximately 22 months (640 days) beginning in early 2020. Construction activities would 

occur Monday through Friday from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. for the entire duration of project construction (Stages 1 

through6). rn addition, during Stages 3 and 4, there would be a second shift on weekdays from 8 p.m. to 
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7 a.m., to receive oversized truck deliveries, for approximately five nights per week. As permitted within · 

San Francisco, construction may occur on Saturdays· and Sundays. Tlris may occur when the project sponsor 

determines it is needed during any stage. Table 12, Construction Travel Demand by Stage, shows the 

estimated number of construction workers and truck demand· generated for each construction stage. The · 

estimated number of maximum daily workers oti site during any stage would range from 11 to 32; and .the 

estimated number of daily trucks would range from 10 during Stage 1 to 25 during Stage 6. 

TABLE 12 
CONSTRUCTION TRAVEL DEMAND BY STAGE 

Number of Truck Loadsb 
Number of 

Construction Duration 
Da.ily Workers Material Delivery" Export/ Import 

Stage (Days)8 . Shift 1 Shift 2 Total Daily . .Peak Hour Total Daily Peak Hour 

1 90. 11 - 107 10 . "3 0 0 0 

2 60 11 . - 74 10 3 34 1o 3 

3 160 11 10 107 10 3 191 10 5 

4 110 22. 19 115 10 3 161 10 5 

5 90 11 - 82 10 3 86 10 5 

6 130 - - 74. 10 3 106 15 5 

Total 640 559 578 

NOTES: 
8 'Represents the overall duration from start to end dates of each stage. The actual number of work days durif1g each stage would be shorter than 

the overall duration due to weekends and holidays. 
b Each truck load is assumed to carry 10 cubic yards of import/export materials. Each truck load woulc! generate two trips including one inbound trip 

and one outbound trip per truck load. . 
c Include deliveries of ready mix concrete, drill casing, drilled shaft rebar, equipment, and supplier deliveries. 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Based on the estimated travel demand for each construction stage, the highest volume period would occur 

during Stage 4, with 32 daily workers and 20 trucks (1Q material delivery trucks and 10 hauling trucks): 

During this period, project construction would generate a total of 64 daily worker trips and 40 daily truck 

trips, assuming .each construction worker and each truck generate one inbound trip and one outbound trip 

from the project site. Since there would be 22 workers in Shift 1 (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) and 10 workers in Shift 2 

(8 p.m. to 7 a.m.), the project would not generate any worker trips during the p.m. peak period.63 Project 

construction would generate up to eight construction truck trips (three material and 9-elivery trips an.d five 

hauling trips) during the peak hour, but these trips would be scheduled to occur outside of a.m. (7 a.m. to 

9 a.m.) and p.m. (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods as part of the transportation plan. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction of the project would last for approximately 22 months. During this time, the project would 

require the temporary cl~sure of travel lanes, sidewalks, and crosswalks in an area heavily travelled by the 

memberE! of the public. The analysis for addressing project construction impacts uses preliminary project 

construction information and assumes !mplementing two groups of conl;ltruction transportation 

management plan strategies. The evaluation addresses the staging and· duration of construction activities, 

63 Construction workers in Shift 2 would generate approximately 10 outbound trips during the a.m. peak period. 
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estimated daily worker and truck trips, truck routes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the 

effects of construction activities on people walking, bicycling, or driving and riding public transit, and 

emergency vehicle operators. 

Operational Impacts 

The analysis for addressing project operational impacts focuses on whether any temporary public right-of­

way closures would be needed for routine inspections following the completion of the project construction. 

Impact TR-1: Construction of the project would require ari intense activity but would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit 
operationsi or interfere with emergency access or accessibility for people walking or bicyclin~ 
or substantially delay public transit, including due to loading activities. (Less than Significant) 

The 2019 guidelines set.forth screening criteria for types of construction activities that would typically not 

resUlt in significant construction-related transportation effects. This project does not meet that screening 

criteria because it would require intense construction activities in the public right-of-way. Thus, the following 

assesses the potential for the project to result in significant impacts as a result of those intense activities. 

Potentially Hazardous Conditions 

Walking 

The project would temporarily close the existing sidewalks ori. Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets fronting . 

the 301 Mission Street parcel, and provide an approximately 4-foot-wide pedestrian walkway with 

overhead and side protection, along the Mission Street frontage between Beale Street and the Tower and 

Podium building entrance throughout the construction froni Stage 1 to Stage 6. There would be pedestrian 

walkways along the Beale Streetfrontage between Mission Street and the Tower and Podium building 

driveway during Stages 1 through 5 only, and the west sidewalk along Beal Street would be fully open 

during Stage 6. The east sidewall< on Fremont Street between Mission Street and the Tower and Podium 
· building driveway would be closed to pedestrians, and· the east and south crosswalks at the Mission 

Street/Fremont Street intersection would be temporarily closed during Stages 1 through 6. 

As part of the transportation plan, the proposed project would install signs at the Mission Street/Beale 

Street intersection to divert non-local (i.e., people who are not walking to 301 Mission Street) pedestrian 

· traffic away from the south ·sidewalk on Mission Street. The proposed 4-foot-wide pedestrian walkway 

would provide a sufficient space for local pedestrian traffic (residents and tenants at 301 Mission Street) 

without creating potentially hazardous conditions. The walkway would have overhead and side protection 

and would be located along the perimeter of 301 Mission Street, away from vehicular travel lanes, and be 

designed to provide a clear view of oncoming traffic for pedestrians waiting to cross the Mission 

Street/Beale Street intersection. The walkway would be regularly maintained and kept clear of potential 

construction hazards to provide a safe pedestrian path. At the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection, 

pedestrian barricades would be installed at the north end of the east crosswalk, and the west end of the 

south crosswalk, to prevent pedestrians from using the east and south crosswalks. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking. 
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Bicycling 

The project would reduce the roadway capacity from two to one lane on westbound Mission Street, and 

from four to three lanes on northbound Fremont Street. Roadway capacity would remain the same on Beale 

Street. There are no designated bicycle facilities along these streets, and bicycle volumes are generally low 

(approximately 42 a.m. peak hour and 20 p.m. peal< hour bicycle trips on westbound Mission Street, and 

approximately 25 a.m. peak hour and 17 p.m. peak hour bicycle trips on Fremont Street). The project would 

generate few construction truck trips (approximately eight peak hour trips) outside of the a.m. and p.m. 

peak commute periods only. 

The majority of construction trucks are expected to approach the project site from northbound Fremont 

Street and enter the construction staging area through the gates/breaks provided along the construction 

site perimeter on Fremont, Mission, or Beale streets. As part of the _transportation plan, the proposed project 

would use "Trucks Crossing" signs, a temporary stop sign, flaggers, or a combination of these methods, to 

· alert bicyclists when construction trucks make wide turns in and out of the p~oject site. For these reasons, 

the potential for conflicts between peopie bicycling and vehicles would be minimal. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists~ 

Driving 

The majority of construction trucks would access the construction staging area thiough the gates/breaks 

provided along the construction site perimeter on Fremont, Mission, or Beale streets. Per the transportation 

plan, construction truck traffic would not be allowed on eastbound Mission Street and northbound Fremont 

Street during the. a.m. and p.m. peak periods. Due to low traffic volumes (approximately 522 a.m. peak 

hour and 434 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips) on eastbound Mission Street, slow truck movements would not 

result in inadequate sightlines or a potentially hazardous condition for a substantial number of people . 

driving on Mission Street. Fremont Street carries approximately 1,470 a.m. peak hour and 1,254 p.m. peak 

hour vehicle trips. When trucks enter the staging area from Fremont Street, they would directly enter from 

the curb lane which becomes. a ~onstruction staging area immediately north of the Transit Center driveway. 

Therefore,. slow truck movements would not ·result in inadequa~e sightlines. Beale Street carries 

approximately 792 a.m. peak hour ~d 885 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips. When trucks enter the staging area. 

from Beale Street, they would stop and then back into the staging area from sou:thbound Beale Street. As 

part of the transportation plan, the proposed project would use·"Trucks Crossing" signs, "Road Work. 

Ahead~'.and "Right Lane Closed Ahead" signs, a temporary stop sign, flaggers, or a combl.nation of these 

methods, to alert drivers when construction trucks make wide turns in and ·out of the project site. The 

project would not include any design features that would constitute major hazards. Therefore, the 

propo~ed project would not create potentiaJ.ly hazardous conditions fo~ people drivhtg. 

Public Transit Operations 

The proposed project would install concrete barriers and fences approximately 11.6 feet north of the Mission 

· Street existing south sidewalk, between Fremont and Beale streets. This change would require relocating the 

existing eq.stbound bus- and taxi-only lane on Mission Street further north and remoVing the existing 

westbound bus- and taxi-only lane (see Figure 24 and Figure 25). Golden Gate Transit Routes 30, 70, 101, and 

101X, and Sam Trans Routes 292 and 398, travelling eastbound on Mission Street, currently use the curbside 

stop on Mission Street by Salesforce. Tower to drop off passengers. These routes would be required to 

maneuver from the curb lane west of Fremont Street, to the restriped bus-only lane located east of Fremont 
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. Street, and make a right-turn onto southbound Beale Street around the proposed construction staging area. 

The restriped bus-only lane would be at least 12feet wide and provide a~equate space for bus operations. 

Auto-turn analyses were conducted at the Mission Street/Fremont Street and the Mission Street/Beale Street 

intersections to assess whether bus turning movements around the project construction boundary would 

cause a potential conflict with other vehicles. Appendix B, Attachment B.5: Auto Turn Analysis includes bus 

turning templates for the buses (e.g., Golden Gate Transit and Sam Trans, up to 60 feet in length) operating on 

Mission Street and Beale Street. The auto-turn analyses shows that on Mission Street, buses would be able to 

maneuver from the eastbound curb lane west of Fremont Street to the restriped bus lane east of Fremont 

Street, without encroachlng onto adjacent travellaries or creating potential conflicts with other vehicles. At 

the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection, buses would temp'orarily encroach onto the adjacent travel lane 

on Beale Street as they make a right-turn from eastbound Mission Street to southbound Beale Street. Since the 

buses would make this. turn after all vehicles approachlng Mission Street are clear on Beale Street, or when 

there is green light for eastbound traffic, bus movements would not conflict with other vehicles. 

The project would generate few constructiontruck trips(approximately eight peak hour trips) outside of 

the a.m. and p.m. peak commute periods only. In addition, as part of the transportation plan, construction 

traffic would be prohibited on eastbound Mission Street during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 

Construction trucks would enter the project site from the curb lanes on Fremont and Mission streets, or 

would back in from southbound travel lane on Beale Street. All other truck movements would be contained 

within the project site .and they would not create potentially hazardous conditions related to transit 

operations. Moreover, when trucks make egress movements at the construction entrance/exit on Fremont, 

Mission, or Beale streets, flaggers,. a temporary stop sign, or ~ combination of these methods, would be 

used to slow approaching traffic as part of the transportation plan. 

Construction of the project .would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 

bicycling, or driving, or for public transit operations.· 

Accessibility · 

Walking 

During project construction, pedestrian access would be prohibited along the western half of the south 

sidewalk on Mission Street betWeen Frem:ont and Beale streets, and the east sidewalk on Fremont Street 

between Mission Street and the project site driveway. In addition, the east and south crosswalks at the 

Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection would be closed. The project would provide ·an approximately 

4-foot-wide pedestrian walkway with overhead and side protection, along the eastern half of the south 

sidewalk on Mission Street between Beale Street and the Tower and Podium building entrance throughout 

the construction from Stage 1 to Stage 6. The project would also provide the pedestrian walkway along the 

west sidewalk on Beale Street between Mission Street and the Tower and Podium building driveway 

during Stages 1 through 5 only; the west sidewalk along Beale Street Would be fully open during Stage 6. 

As part of the transpm;tation plan, the proposed project would install signs at the Mission Street/Fremont 

Street and Mission Street/Beale Street intersections, directing pedestrians to use the north sidewalk on 

Mission Street and the west sidewalk on Fremont Street. Pedestrian access along Fremont Street would be 

maintained via the west sidewalk; pedestrian access along Mission Street would be maintained via the 
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north sidewalk; pedestrian access along Beale Street would be maintained on both sidGs of the street. 

Pedestrian access to and from the 301 Mission Street parcel would be maintained with pedestrian walkways 
constructed along the eastern half of Mission Street, between Beale Street and the Tower and Podium· 

building entrance, and along the Beale Street frontage. The walkways would be maintained with the 

minimum width of 4 feet, and with ramps to provide ADA access at all times. During project construction 

pedestrian access to and from the Muni and Golden Gate Transit stop on the ground floor of the Transit 

Center would be provided along the west sidewalk on Fremont Street, and at crosswalks at the Fremont 

Street/Natoma Street intersection, with adequate signage (e.g., Sidewalk Closed/Use Other Side/Cross 

Here). While these temporary sidewalk/crosswalk closures would temporarily increase the travel time and 

distance required for some existing pedestrians using Mission, Fremont, or Beale streets, they would not 

interfere with pedestrian accessibility. 

BicyCling 

The project would reduce the roadway capacity from two to one lane on westbound Mission Street, and 

from four to three lanes. on northbound Fremont Street. Despite the reduction in roadway capacity, · 

bicyclists would continue to be able to share the. roadway with vehicular traffic along Mission, Fremont, 

and Beale streets. In addition, as part of the transportation plan, "Bicycle Crossing/Share the Road" signs 

·and sharrow pavement markings would be installed along the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont 

Street for eastbound bicyclists, on the north side of Mission Street east of Beale Street for westbound 

bicyclists, and on Fremont Street north of Howard Street for northbound bicyclist along the construction 
frontage.· Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with bicycle accessibility. 

· Emergency Access 

No San Francisco Fire Department or San Francisco Police Department stations exist on the project block 

A~ part of the transportation plan, the proposed project would provide openings in the barriers along the 

construction site perimeter to allow fire department access to the Tower and Podium buildings and their 

water supply connections at all times. In addition, as provided in the transportation plan, the contractor 

would ·coordinate with administrators of the nearest emergency service providers and provide advance 

notification of the timing, location, and duration of construction activities,. including lane closures and 

suggested alternative routes. Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with emergency access. 

Construction of the project wo~ld not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and 
. . 

from the project site, and adjoining areas, or interfere with emergency access. Therefore; the project impacts. 
to accessibility would be less than significant. 

Public Transit Delay 

Under baseline conditions, Muni routes 5, 5R, 38, and 38R make a right-turn from eastbound Market Street 

onto southbound First Street, a left-tum onto eastbound Mission Street, and a right-ttirn onto southbound 

Beale Street. During project construction, Mu:ni Routes 5, 5R, 7, 38, and 38R would instead run eastbound on 

Market Street and southbound on Beale Street. Since these transit routes would make .fewer turns during 

project construction than under baseline conditions, the proposed project would not substantially delay (e.g., 

cause these public transit routes to be delayed more than half a: headway or more than four minute~) the 

affected transit routes. In addition, due to low traffic volumes on eastbound Market Street at Beale Street 

November 2019 301 :Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade.Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

(approximately 393 a.m. peak hour and 372 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips), the bus routes making turns at 

Market Street/Beale Street intersection would not substantially increase transit travel time. 

Lane closures would temporarily reduce the roadway capacity from two to one lane on westbound Mission 

Street and from four to three lanes on northbound Fremont Street, but they would only affect one block 

segments on Fremont and Mission streets. Furthermore, the existing stop on the north side of Mission Street 

between Beale and Fremont streets, which serves Muni routes 14, 14R, and 14X, would be temporarily closed 

to prevent buses (e.g., Muni routes 7, 38, and 38R) being held up unable to maneuver around the stopped bus 

on the single westbound travel lane. 

Golden Gate Transit could consider. relocating bus stop for Routes 2, 4, and. 27 to the following locations: the 

east side of Fremont Street north of Mission Street, the east side of Fremont Street south of Howard Street, 

and the west side of Beale Street north of Mission Street. These potential bus stop locations would not cause . 

the affected bus routes to substantially deviate from the existing travel routes, and the duration of stop would 

not measurably change after the bus stop is relocated. Therefore, the project would not substantially increase 

transit travel time. 

The contractor would install concrete barriers and fences appr.oxi:inately 11.6 feet north of the existing south 

sidewalk on Mission Street, between Fremont and Beale streets. This change would require a temporary 

closure of the existing 170-foot-long white passenger loading zone and 20-foot-long yellow commercial 

loading zone located adjacent to the 301 Mission Street parcel. There would be no change to loading facilities 

along Fremont and Beale streets as these two streets have no existing passenger or commercial loading zones 

near the project site. 

As part of the transportation plan, the proposed project would install signs along the project frontages 

prohibiting any on-street loading activity and could request the SFMTA enforce illegal loading activity by 

dispatching Parking Control Officers or using cameras installed on Muni vehicles. The project sponsor would 

also notify residents and tenants to use alternate loading locations (e.g., porte cochere for residents and other 

nearby mi.-street loading zones for the restaurant and bank tenants). The project sponsor would continue to 

provide required residential passenger loading spaces ill porte cochere: Other nearby on-street loading zones 

include a 90-foot-long yellow commercial loading zone on the east side of Fremont Street, between Market 

and Mission streets (approximately 300 feet from the project site), a 65-foot-long white zone on the west side 

of Beale Street between Market and Mission streets (approximately 340 feet from the project site), and a 65-. 

foot-long white zone on the west side of Fremont Street between Market and Mission streets (approximately 

· 350 feet from the project site). Since the majority of existing loading demand (maximum of six spaces between 

9 a.m: and 11 a.m.) is associated with the residential use at 310 Mission Street, rather than the restaurant, 

which opens after 11:30 a.m., or the bank, which generates minimal loading demand, the majority of peak 

loading demand would be sufficiently accommodated· at the porte cochere or other nearby on-street loading 

spaces as needed without substantially delaying public transit on Mission or Beale streets. Therefore, the 

project would not substantially delay public transit and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact TR-2: Operation of the project would not result in significant transportation impacts . 
. (Less than Significant) 

After project construction is completed, there would be no operational changes to the project components 

(i.e., structural upgrade made to the Tower building foundation within the public rights-of-way) or the 

Tower and Podium buildi!].g operations. Pedestrian access,. transit circulation, and vehicular access would 

be restored to existing conditions; Routine inspections would not be required, but inspections would be 

performed following a major earthquake. Inspections would require that the. area immediately around the 

proposed manholes, located on.the sid'ewalk along Fremont and Mission streets, to access the vaults be 

temporarily enclosed, and pedestrians would pass around, the manholes. A temporary occupancy permit 
would be required from San Francisco Public Wc:irks for the enclosure of the area around manholes. This 

access would not require sidewalk closure. Therefore, the proposed project's operational transportation 

impacts would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
. . 

Impact C-TR-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with reasonably 
foreseeable projects1 would not contribute considerably to significant construction-related 
transportation impacts. (Less than Significant) 

. . 

The project construction would span over approximately 22 months (640 days) beginning in early 2020, 
arid may overlap with the construction activities for the first phase of Better Market Street Project (starting 

in spring 2020), the Trans bay Blocl< 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street ~schedule unknown), and the 
Oceanwide Center Development Project, and the implementation of Active Beale Street (starting in spring 

2020). 64 The first phase of Better Market Street Project would involve construction activities on Market 

Street between 5th and 8th streets, and the Oceanwide Center Development Project, located a block west 

of the project site, would require the closure of Jessie Street and Elim Alley Way and the north sidewalk on 
Mission. Street between First and Second streets. 

Cumulative projects including the proposed project would cause a substantial disruption to transit. The 

Better Market Street Project con~truction would result in a significant and unavoidable construction 

impacts, including to transit. During construction of the first phase of the Better Market Street project, all 

or some of the Muni routes 5, 5R, 6, 7, 7'X,.9, 9R, 21, 31, and F could be temporarily diverted from Market 

Street to Mission Street if .there are operational constraints on Market Street. The proposed project would 

temporarily (22 months) eliminate the· existing westbound bus-only lane oil Mission Street between 

Fremont and Beale streets. As a result, the diverted transit vehicles due to the Better Market Street 

construction could potentially travel in mixed-traffic in a single westbound lane for one block of Mission 

Street. The eastbound bus-only lane would remain. The Ocean wide Center Development project site does 

not front any transit facilities and would not cause a substantial disruption to trqnsit. 

Table 13, Transit Service under Cumulative Condition, shows the estimated cumulative transit volUiites 

during project construction. 

64 Due to the nature of project, construction activities for the Active Beale Street are anticipated to last for a relatively short duration. 
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TABLE 13 
TRANSIT SERVICE UNDER CUMULATIVE CONDITION 

Street Direction (Segment) 

A.M. Peak Hour 

.Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont t9 Beale Street) 82 5 2 89 

Westbound (Beale to Fremont Street) 66 0 0 66 . 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 48 6 2 56 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to How9rd Street) 73 5 2 80 

~~P.M. Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont to Beale Street) 54 3 2 59 

Westbound (Be?le to Fremont Street) 67 0 0 67 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard to Mission Street) 40 38 2 80 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission to Howard Street) 52 3 2 57 

SOURCE: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Overall vehicular traffic, including transit vehicular traffic, is expected to increase on the street segments 

adjacent to the project site under cumulative conditions. As shown on Table 13, approximately 89 

eastbound and 66 westbound buses would travel on Mission Street between Beale and Fremont streets 

. during the a.m. peak period and 59 eastbound and 67 westbound buses would travel this street segment 

during the p.m. peak period. However, as shown in Table 11, p. 81, the proposed project would result in 

approximately 16 buses on westbound Mission Street between Beale and Fremont streets during the· a.m. 

peak period and 22 buses on this street segment during the p.m. peak period. This is a low number of 

transit vehicles compared to those that would be added to this street segment by the Better Market Street 

Project. In addition, the proposed project would temporarily close the bus stop on the north side of Mission 

Street between Beale and Fremont streets, which would prevent buses from being delayed due to buses 

stopped in the temporary single westbound travel lane so passengers can board/alight. Thus, the proposed 

project would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative transit delay impact. 

Furthermore, as part as part of a Better Market Street Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Construction 

Management Plan - Additional Measures, private vehicles could be temporarily prohibited on Mission 

Street near the project· site in the eastbound and/or westbound directions if public transit operational 

concerns arise during overlapping construction of cumulative projects (e.g., at least one travel lane is closed 

on. Mission Street between 11th and Steuart streets resulting in only one open travel lane in either the 

eastbound or westbound direction). If this component of Better Market Street mitigation measure M-TR-1 

is implemented, overall vehicle traffic on Mission Street in the westbound and/or eastbound would . 

decrease due to the restriction on private vehicles thereby reducing the potential for transit delay to occur. 

In addition, Muni buses would be able to make the right turn from eastbound Mission Street to southbound 

Beale Street to access the Transit Center. The auto-turn analyses (see Appendix B, Attachment B.5, Auto 

Turn Analysis) shows that these buses (up to 60 feet in length) would temporarily encroach onto the 

adjacent travel lane on Beale Street as they make a right-turn fro~ Mission Street to Beale Street. Since the 

·buses would make this turn after all vehicles approaching Mission Street are clear on Beale Street, or when 

there is green light for eastbound traffic, bus movements would not conflict with other vehicles. 
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The Active Beale Street Project would install a new transit-only lane on the west side of Beale Street from 

Market Street to Natoma Street. The proposed project would not affect the roadway capacity on Beale 

Street, and all staging areas would be contained within the east sidewalk space along the Beale Street 

frontage. The Transbay Block 4/200Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street project site borders Folsom, Beale 

(south of Howard Street) and Main streets, and the proposed project would not affect transit operation 

along these streets .. 

• As stated above, as part of Better Market Street Mitigation Measure M-TR-1, Construction Management Plan 

- Additional Measures, private vehicles could be prohibited on Mission Street if operational concerns arise 

during overlapping cons1:ruction of cumulative projects. As a result, traffic volumes may increase. on parallel 

streets such as Howard and Folsom streets. Detours and diversion of vehicles to other streets would result in 

an increase in overall vehicle congestion throughout the South of Market neighborhood, which may lead to 

reduced vehicle speeds and longer peak-period queues. However, the proposed project would not generate 

a substantial amount of truck traffic arid would not contribute considerably to the extended queues. The 

Oceanwide Center Development Project would require the closure of Jessie Street and rerouting vehicular 

traffic onto Ecker Street, heading south, exiting onto Mi.')sion Street. Jessie Street is an alleyway and carries 

low volume of local 'traffic west of First Street; therefore, it would not contribute a substantial amount of 

vehicle trips onto Mission Street. The Active Beale Street project would not increase vehicle trips or include 

any features that would obstruct sightlines for the project construction traffic on Beale Street. The Transbay 

Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street project site borders Folsom, Beale (south of Howard Street) 
and Main streets, cmd project construction traffic would not travel along these streets. 

The Better Market Street Project would cause a substantial disruption to pedestrian and bicycle travel along 

and near the project corridor over up to 14 years and result in significant impacts on transportation. Th~ 
Oceanwide Center Development Project would temporarily close a portion of the north sidewalk on 

Mission Street between First and Second streets, but pedestrian right of way would be maintained through 

the crosswalks and the south·sidewalk. The Active Beale Street Project would improve pedestrian (widened 

sidewalks near Market Street/Beale Street intersection) and bicycle (cycle tracks on the east side of Beale 

Street) facilities. The Trans bay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street project site borders Folsom, 

Beale (south of Howard Street) and Main streets, and the proposed project would not affect pedestrian and 

bicycle circulation along these streets. The proposed project would not affect Market Street and would not 

contribute considerably to potentially hazardous conditions to pedestrians and bicyclists. The Better 

Market Street Project would cause periodic sidewalk, plaza,. or crosswalk closures and increase emergency 

vehicle response times due to reduced roadway on Market Street. The Active Beale Street Project would 

improve pedestrian (near Market Street/Beale Street intersection), transit (new transit-only lane on the west 

side of Beale Street) and bicycle (new cycle tracks on the east side of Beale Street) facilities on Beale Str~et. 

Construction activities for the Trans bay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street project maY 

temporarily disrupt public rights-of-way along its borders on Folsom, Beale (south of Howard Street) and · 

Main streets. The proposed project would provide a continuous pedestrian right-of-way on Beale Street 
and would not affect roadway capacity on Beale, Market, Folsom, or Howard streets. 

For t.,e reasons described above, the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects 

could result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, but the project's 

contribution to this significant impact would be less than cumulatively considerable In addition, Better 

Market Street M-TR -1, Construction Management Plan- Additional Measures, would introduce h~inporary 
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private vehicle restriction on Mission Street if public transit operatiohal concerns arise during overlapping 

construction of cumulative projects. These temporary restrictions would allow public transit vehicles to 

operate on Mission Street without substantial delay. 

Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in significant transportation impacts. (Less than Significant) 

No reasonably foreseeable future projects could combine with theprojecfs impacts to result in a significant 

cumulative transportation impact as a result of inspections of subsurface conditions that would be performed 

by the project sponsor following earthquakes. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with reasonably 

foreseeable projects, operational transportation and circulation impacts would be less than significant. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation S)gnificant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

7. NOISE. 

Would the project result in·: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 0 0 0 0 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project.in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ground borne noise 0 ~ 0 0 0 
levels? 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport 0 tJ 0 0 IZl 
land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an 
area within two mites of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise 
levels? 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or 

within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, topic E.7(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. 

A Noise Technical Memorandum was prepared for the proposed project which calculated potential 

construction-related noise levels. The Noise ~echnical Memorandum provides a description of the 

regulatory framework and detailed calculations of construction-related noise by stage. 65 

Noise 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound that annoys or disturbs people and potentially causes an 

adver.se psychological or physiological effect on human health. Some land uses are more tolerant of noise 

tl:i.an others. For example, schools, hospitals, churches, hotels, and residences are considered to be more 

sensitive to noise intrusion than are commercial or industrial activities. Because noise is an environmental 

pollutant that can interfere with human activities, evaluation of noise is necessary when considering the 

environmental impacts of a proposed project. 

65 ESA, Noise Technical Memorandum- 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project, November, 2019. 
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Sound is mechanical energy (vibration) transmitted by pressure waves over a medium such as air or water. 

Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the r~te of oscillation of sound waves 

(frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, 

the sound pressure .level is the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient 

(existing) sound level. Although the decibel (dB) scale, a logarithmic scale, is used to quantify sound 

intensity, it does not accurately describe how sound intensity ·is perceived by human hearing. The 

perceived loudness of sound is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure level and 

frequency content. The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies in the entire spectrum, so noise 

measurements are weighted more heavily for frequencies to which humans are sensitive in a process called 

A-weighting, written as dBA and referred to as A-weighted decibels. There is a strong correlation between 

A-weighted sound levels and community response to noise. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level 

. has beca'me the ~tandard tool of environmental noise assessment. 

With respect to hoW' humans perceive and react to . changes in noise levels, a 1 dBA increase is 

imperceptible, a 3 dB A increase is barely perceptible, a 5 dB(A) increase is clearly noticeable; and a 10 dB A 

increase is subjectively perceived as approximately twice as loud. These subjective reactions to changes in 

noise levels were developed on the basis of test subjects' reactions to changes in the levels of steady-state 

pure tones or broadband noise and to changes in levels of a given noise source. These statistical indicators 

are thought to be most applicable t~ noise levels in the range of 50 to 70 dBA, as this is the usual range of 

voice and interior .noise levels. Because decibels are logarithmic units, sound pressure levels cannot be 

added or subtracted through ordinary arithmetic. On the dB scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds 

to a 3 dB increase. In other words, when tWo identical sources ·are· each producing sound of the same 

loudness, their combined sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than one source under the 

same conditions. For example, if one source produces a sound pressure level of 70 dBA, two identical 

sources would combine to produce 73 dBA The combined sound level of any number of sources can be 

determined using decibel addition. 

Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise sensitive receptors include residences, hotels, schools, senior care facilities,daycare facilities, and 

hospitals. The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the project site are the residences of the 301 Mission 

Tower and Podium structures, which begin on the third story. Within 900 feet of the project site, other 

receptors include condominiums at 181 Fremont Street, a rooftop child care play area at 342 Howard Street, 

Pacific Gas & Electric Children's Center at 77 Beale Street and Little Ohana Daycare at 50 Fremont Street. 

There are no existing hospitais or skilled nursing facilities within 900 feet of the project site. 

Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude .can be 

described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify 

vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined.as the maximum instantaneous peak of th.e vibration 

signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration imp ads on buildings. Typical 

groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distat1.ce from the source of 
. . 

the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick 

people), structures (especially older masomy structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment 
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Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or V dBs. V dBs are generally used when 

evaluating human response to Vibration, as opposed to structural da:n:iage for which PPV is the more 

commo;nly used descriptor. Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 

10:6 inches per second.66 

Existing Vibration Sources 

There are no sources of existing vibration adjacent to the project site. The nearest sources of vibration are 

the F-line railcars operated by Muni on Market $treet, approximately 600 feet northwest of the project site. 

Vibration monitoring performed in North Beach in 2009 for the extension of the F-Line recorded maximum 

vibration levels of 81 V dB at 25 feet from the tracks. 67 At a distance of 600 feet vibration levels from historic 

streetcars would be attenuated to background levels, based on propagation curves publishedby FTA.68 

Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels found in downtown San Francisco, 

which are dominated by vehicular traffic, including, cars, trucks, Muni buses, and emergency vehicles. 

Ambient long-term (24-hour) and shorHerm (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in May 

2019 in the project flrea, which characterize noise conditions at the nearest noise-sensitive locations. The 

noise measurements are summarized below in Table 14, Summary of Long-Term and Short-Term 
Ambient Noise Level Data on the Project Site and Vicinity. 

TABLE .14 
SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM AND SHORT-TERM AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL DATA ON THE PROJECT SITE AND VICINITY 

Measurement Location Time Perioda Existing Noise Level {dBA, Leqb) 

Long-Term Measurements (24 hours or more) 

301 Mission Street 25 feet from the project site work areasc 

Short-Term Measurements (15 minutes) 

50 Fremont Street 140 feet north of the project sited 

77 Beale Street Pacific Gas & Electric Children's Center 

342 Howard Street 420 feet south of the project sited 

181 Fremont Street 300 feet south of the project site 

NOTES: 

Daytime 
Nighttime 

Daytime 

Daytime 

Daytime 

Daytime 
Nighttime 

64 
62 

64 

64 

69 

69 
62 

a The time period of day of monitoring reflect daytime and nighttime hours during which construction activities could occur. 
b Leq represents the constant sound -level. · 
c Measurement taken at the third story outdoor terrace at the same height as the lowest floor of residential uses. Exterior noise 

measurement does not reflect exterior-to-interior noise reduction described below and in Section 3.2 of the noise technical 
memorandum prepared for this project. 

d The childcare receptors at 50 Fremont Street and 342 Howard Street would not be in operation during nighttime hours. The nighttime 
analysis focuses on the residential receptors at 301 Mission Street and 181 Fremont Street. 

SOURCE: ESA, 2019. 

66 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Manual, Septerp.ber 2018, https: I lwww. transit. dot.gov I siteslfta. dot .gov /files/ docs/research-innovation/118131/transit -noise-and­
vibration-impact-assessment-manual1ta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed October 24,2019. 

67 Wilson Thrig & Associates, Noise and Vibration Report San Francisco Muni Historic Streetcar Service to Fort Mason, April2009. 
68 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

September 2018. Figure 6-4, p. 137, https:l!www.transit.dot.gov/sites!jta:dot.govlfiles/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit­
noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed October 24,2019. 
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Analytic Methodology 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code regulates noise. Section 2907 of article 29 provides the following 

limitations for construction equipment: 

"(a) Except as provided for in Subsections (b), (c), and (d) hereof it shall be unlawful for any person 
to operate any powered construction equipment if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a 
level in excess of 80 dBA. when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an 
equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. 1/ 

' . . . 

However, the police code does not specify quantitative noise limits .for. impact equipment or combined 

noise impacts from the simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment. Therefore, 

the quantitative evaluation of daytime construction noise effects is based on criteria in the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) guidelines for residential land uses, which is 90 dB A Leq. 69 The planning department 

also evaluates whether construction noise would result in an increase of 10 dBA over existing noise levels 

("Ambient+ 10 dBA'') at sensitive receptors, which generally represents a perceived doubling of loudness. 

The quantitative analysis typically evaluates the noise levels from the simultaneous operation of multiple 

pieces of construction equipment. The quantitative criteria above are only part of the evaluation of 

construction noise. The evaluation also considers the duration and intensity of any quantitative noise 

exceedance. In addition/ nighttime construction noise is assessed to determine whether sleep disturbance 

would occur (if construction noise would exceed 45 dBA at residential interiors, assuming windows closed, 

. for prolonged periods of time). The nighttime construction noise analysis also considers the frequency and 

duration of nighttime construction activities. All of the above factors are evaluated to determine whether li. 

significant construction noise impact woUld occur. 

The Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) was used to determine 

noise generated from construction activities for this project. The RCNM is used as the Federal Highway 

Administration's national standard for predicting construction noise .. The RCNM analysis includes the 

calculation of noise levels (Lmax70 and Leq71) at incremental distances for a variety of construction equipment. 

The model inputs include acoustical use factors, Lmax values, and Leq values at various distances depending 

on the receptor location analyzed. 

For this project's noise analysis, construction noise levels were calculated for each stage of construction based 

on the equipment list provided by the project sponsor. The estimate of construction noise levels was 

conducted for the purpose of this analysis based on the general assessment approach recommended by the 

FTAJ2 The FTA methodology for general assessment of construction noise entails a process fcir calculating 

69 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise andVibmtion Impact Assessment 
Manual, September 2018, https:llwww. transit.dot.gov/siteslfta.dot.govlfiles/docslresearch-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and­
vibration-impact-assessment-manual1ta-report-no-0123_0.pdf, accessed October 24,2019. 

70 The maximum sound level measured during the measurement period. 
71 The equivalent steady state sound level that in a stated period of time would contain the same acoustical energy. 
72 The FTA does not publish a software noise model; as such, FHWA's model was used and impacts assessed using PTA's 

methodology for assessing impact. 
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the hourly dB A, Leq for each stage of construction conside~ing (1) the referen~e noise emission level at 50 feet 

for equipment to be used for each stage of con~truction, (2) the usage factor for each piece of equipment, and 

(3) the distance between construction centerline and receptors. 73 This methodology entails determining the 

resultant noise levels for the two noisiest pieces· of equipment expected to be used in each stage of 
construction. 74 

For oversized truck deliveries that are proposed to occur at night five nights per week in Stages 3 and 4 (a 

total duration of appro:xj.mately one year), nighttime construction noise is assessed based on its potential tci 

result in sleep disturbance at nearby residential uses. (increase interior noise levels above 45 dB A per 

section 2909( d)). 

This analysis also evaluates the potential for construction-related traffic to result in noise impacts cilong local 

access roads by determining whether noise-sensitive receptors would be located along proposed/likely 

construction haul routes and whether project-related peak hourly increases in construction truck traffic. 

would be substantial. In general, traffic noise increases of less than 3 dB A are barely perceptible to people, 

while a 5 dB A increase is readily noticeable75 and, for purposes of this analysis, considered a substantial 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels. 

CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION 

Potential vibration levels resulting from constru.ction of the structural upgrade of the proposed project are 

identified for off-site locations that are sensitive to vibration (i.e., existing residences) based on their 

distance fro:rp_ construction activities. The main concerns associated with construction-generated vibration 

include· sleep disturbance~ building damage, and interference with vibration-sensitive instruments or 

machinery, such as that used in research laboratories or hospitals. The potential vibration levels at off-site 

sensitive locations resulting from construction of the proposed project are analyzed against the vibration 

criteria established by Caltrans to determine whether an exceedance of allowable vibration levels would 

occur for structural damage and sleep disturbance. Caltrans' vibration criteria for structural damage and 

human annoyance (sleep disturbance) are shown in Table 15, Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential 

Threshold Criteria, and Table 16, Caltrans Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria, respectively. Cal trans 

has identified a vibration level of 0.9 PPV to be strongly perceptible for transient construction sources which 

is applied in this ana.lysis as the threshold for sleep disturbance from nighttime construction activity. 

73 In an urban area such as downtown San Francisco fuat have acoustically non-absorptive ground conditions, fue ground 
factor is taken to b.e zero. 

74 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
September 2018. pp. 17 4-179, hftps:/ lwww. transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.govlfiles/ docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise­
and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123~0.pdf, accessed October 24, 2019. 

75 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, pp. 2--44, September 2013, 
htfp://www.dot.ca.gov/envlnoiseldocs/tens-sep2013.pdf, accessed January 25,2019. 
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TABLE 15 
CAL TRANS VIBRATION DAMAGE PoTENTIAL THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

Structure and Condition 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient 
monuments 

Fragile buildings 

Historic and some old buildings 

Older residential structures 

New residential structures 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

Transient Sources · Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources 

0.12 0.08 

0.2 0.1 

0.5 0.25 

0.5 0.3 

1.0 0.5. 

2.0 0.5 

SOURCE: Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013. 

NOTES: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent sources 
include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack and seat8 equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory com·paction equipment. 
a Crack and seat method of pavement rehabilitation is the process of cracking concrete pavement into pieGes and firmly seating the pieces into 

the subgrade prior to overlaying with asphalt concrete. · 

TABLE 16 
CAL TRANS VIBRATION ANNOYANCE POTENTIAL CRITERIA 

Structure and Condition 

Barely perceptible 

Distinctly perceptible 

Strongly perceptible 

Severe 

Transient Sources 

0.04 

0.25 

0.9. 

2.0 

Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources 

0.01 

0.04 

0.10 

0.4 

SOURCE: Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013. 

NOTE: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent sources 
include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack and·seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory·compaction equipment. 

OPERATIONAL NOISE 

Operational noise impacts are qualitatively discussed based on duration and perceived intensity of noise . 

that could occur from operational adjustments to the proposed hydraulic systems. 

Impact N0-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate substantial temporary or 
periodic increases in ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Daytime Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed project would cause a temporary increase in noise levels at the project .site 

and within the project vicinity. The construction period would occur in six stages and last approximately 

22 months. The proposed project construction would generally consist of excavation, installation of 52 cast­

in-place reinforced concrete piles beneath the sidewalk areas,. construction of a reinforced concrete 

extension of the existing mat foundation, installation of the hydraulic jack system, vault construction, and 

site restoration. The construction would temporarily increase noise in the project vicinity that could be 

considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Tiie amount of construction noise generated 
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at any one time would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of use of the 

various pieces of construction equipment. 

To determine whether constructio:O. would result in a substantial temporary increa~e in noise levels, the 

estimated construction noise levels ~esulting from the proposed project at the nearby sensitive receptors are 

analyzed against three criteria to assess the magnitude of noise impact: the noise ordinance (article 29 of the 

San Francisco Police Code); general assessment criteria of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA); and an 

increase of 10 dBAover existing noise levels, which would represent a perceived doubling of loudness. . 

Table 17, Maximum Noise Levels from Construction Equipment, shows the maximum hourly noise levels 

(Lmax) produced by the various types of equipment proposed by the project sponsor at distances of 50 aild 

100 feet between the equipment and noise receptor. 

TABLE 17 
MAXIMUM NOISE LE:V!O'LS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Construction Equipment Noise Level at 50 Feet (dB, Lmax) Noise Level at 100 Feet (dB, Lmax) 

·Air Compressors 78 72 

Backhoes 78 72 

Bore/Drill Rigs 84 78 

Compactor . 83 77 

Crawler Tractor 84 78 

Excavator 81 75 

Generator Sets 81 75 

Haul Truck 77 71 

Paver 77 71 

Rollers 80 74 

Rough Terrain Forklifts 83 77 

Front End Loaders 79 73 

Concrete Pump 81 75 

Concrete Truck 79 73 

Truck Mount Drill 79 73 

SOURCE: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide, 2006. 

According to section 2907 of the city's noise ordinance, it is prohibited to operate any powered construction 

equipment (non-impact), regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits 

noise at a 1evel in excess ·of 80 dB A when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment. As shown 

in Table 17, the construction equipment would operate within the noise ordinance standards of 

section 290'l(a). The project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to generation of a 

substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 

established in section 2907(a) of the noise ordinance. 

Some land uses are more sensitive to noise levels than others due to the types of activities typically 

associated with the uses. Residences, hotels, schools, seni,or care facilities, day care facilities, and hospitals 

are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. There are commercial, civic, 
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and residential uses within 900 feet76 of the project site. Currently, the nearest sensitive receptors to the 

project site are the residences of Tower and Podium structures.which begin on the third sto~y. Within 

900 feet of the project site, other sensitive receptors include condominiums at 181 Fremont Street, a rooftop 

childcar.e play area at 342 Howard Street, Pacific Gas. & Electric Children's Center at 77 Beale Street, and 

Little Ohana Daycare (interior only) at 50 Fremont Street (see Table 14, p. 93). 

The FTA methodology for general assessment of construction noise was applied for each stage of the 

:proposed construction to determine the resultant noise levels at each of the .sensitive receptors described 

above. Using FTA methodology for general assessment, the two noisiest pieces of equipment involved with 

each phase of construction were assumed to operate simultaneously. These two equipment types are the same 

(an augur drill rig for pile. insertion and crane to maneuver heavy materials including piles) for the three 
stages illvolving drilling for pile installation which is the conservative (worst~case) scenario .for daytime 

activities (see Section 4.2 of the Noise Technical Memorandum). Table 18, Daytime Noise Levels from 

Indicator Pile, Piles on FreJ11ont, and Piles on Mission Construction (Stages 1, 3, and 4), shciws the predicted 

noise levels at each of the four nearest sensitive land uses. As shown in Table 18, construction noise from the . . 
worst-case construction stage scenarios would be belpw the 90. dB A daytime criterion for residential receptors 

which. are also conservatively applied to child care facilities in this analysis. The project would have a less­

than-significant impact with respect to generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels 

in the vicinitY of the project in excess of daytime construction criteria developed by the FT A. 

For interior areas with non-opening windows, such as the residents of 301 Mission Street, section 2909( d) 

of the police code establishes a daytime interior noise standard of 55 dBA between the hours of 7 a.m. to 

10 p.m., which is the significance threshold applied for daytime noise impacts to interior spaces. The 
maximum predicted extedor·noise level from construction activities at the closest residential units, as 

shown in Table 18 would be 88 dBA. To determine· the effectiveness of the e~terior to interior n~ise 
reduction of exterior wall building materials at the 301 Mission Street building, short-term noise monitoring 

was conducted in June 2019~ The noise monitoring demonstrated a 36 dBA exterior to interior sound level 
reduction wi:th the existing building materials at 301 Mission Street (see Section 3.2 of the Noise Technical 

Memorandum). After factoring in the measured 36 dBA of exterior to interior noise reduction offered by 

the building's exte~ior wall, the maximum noise level !rom construction activities at the Closest residential 

unit would be 52 dBA, which would be below the 55 dBA daytime interior noise standard established by 

section 2909(d). Therefore, interior noise from daytime construction would be consistent with the· 

restrictions of the city's noise ordinance. It should also be noted that such noise levels would only be 

expected to occur when two noisiest pieces of equipment (an augur drill rig for pile insertion and crane to 

maneuver heavy materials including piles) are operating at the closest point. to occupied residences. The 

project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to generation of a substantial temporary 

· increase in ambient noise levels in the .vicinity of the project in excess of daytime standards established in 

section 2909( d) of the police code. 

76 This distance was s¢lected because typical con~truction noise levels can affect a sensitive receptor at a distance· of 900 feet 
if there -is a direct line-of-sight between a noise source and a noise receptor (i.e., a piece of equipment generating 85 dBA 
would attenuate to 60 dBA over a distance of 900 feet). An exterior noise level of 60 dBA will typically attenuate to an 
interior noise level of 35 dBA with the windows closed and 45 dBA with the windows open. 
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TABLE 18 
DAYTIME NOISE LEVELS FROM INDICATOR PILE, PILES ON FREMONT, AND PILES ON MISSION CONSTRUCTION 

(STAGES 1, 3, AND 4) 

Exceed . · Exis~ing plus 
Existing Distance Exterior Construction Exceed 
Daytime Loudest Usage to Adjusted 90dBA Noise Resultant Ambient 

Noise Level Two Noise Factorb Receptor Leq Level daytime Noise Level +10dBA 
Receptor (dBA, Leq)a Sources (percent) (feet) (dBA)c standard? (dBA)d standard? 

301 Mission Street 64 Auger Rig 20 25 88 No 88 Yes 
Crane 40 

50 Fremont Street 64 Auger Rig 20 140 73 No 74 No 
Crane 40 

181 Fremont Street 69 Auger Rig 20 200 70 No 73 No 
Crane 40 

77 Beale Street 64 Auger Rig 20 200 70 No 71 No 
Crane 40 

342 Howard Street 69 Auger Rig 20 420 63 No 70 No 
Crane 40 

NOTES: 

a Leq represents the constant sound level 
b Usage factor is ttie fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during a construction 

operation.· 

c The Leq level is adjusted for distance and percentage of usage . 

. d As measured from the exterior of the building and not factoring in exterior-to-interior noise reduction discussed in Section 3.2 of the noise 
technical memorandum prepared for this project. Interior noise levels would be lower by 25 dBA or more for these receptors with windows closed 
(windows not operable for these modern office structures). 

Noise exceeding threshold levels are in bold. 

SOURCE: ESA, 2019. 

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Under the city's approach to noise analysis, construction noise impacts are also assessed with respect to 

the overall increase in noise at a given sensitive receptor compared to existing conditions. While the city's 

noise ordinance establishes allowable incre'ments in· noise over existing levels for single-piece of · 

construction equipment, the ordinance does not estabUsh such limits for combined construction equipment. 

In lieu of any construction-related increment criterion within the general plan, noise ordinance or other 

current standards of an agency, this methodology applies a 10 dBA increase over ambient standard for 

sensitive receptors that would reasonably be expected in exterior areas. Such an increase represents a 

perceived doubling of loudness. Table 18 presents both the existing ambient noise level as well ·as the 

exi~ting-plus-construction resultant noise level for each sensitive receptor and identifies whether the 

resultant noise level would exceed the ambient level by more than 10 dBA. As shown in Table 18, the 

resultant noise level increase would be less than 10 dBA for the receptors at 50 Fremont Street, 181 Fre~ont 
Street, 77 Beale Street and 342 Howard Street. However, the increase over ambient noise would be up to 

24 dBA at the exterior .of third-story residents of the Millennium Tower building. Given that construction 

activities would increase ambient noise levels hy 10 dBA or more at receptor locations at 301 Mission Street 

during intermittent periods over the approximately 22-month construction period, construction noise impacts 

would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, General Construction 

Noise Control Measures, would reduce construction noise levels at the 301 Mission Street receptor locations 

to a less-than-signif~cant level. In addition, these residents would be within their apartments, which do not 
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have opening windows and wquld therefore receive an additional 36 dBA of sound reduction from the 

building and interior noise levels would remain wit:h.i.ll acceptable standards. 

Noise Impacts ·of Construction Truck Traffic 

Peak truck trip activity would occur during Stage 4 with approximately 365 round truck trips/7 Averaged 

over the estimated 110 days of this construction stage, the number of one:-way truck trips during Stage 4 

would be approximately 7 trips per day, which is less than one per hour. The contribution of one homly 

one-way truck trip to existing roadway volumes on Fremont Street, Mission Street, and Beale Street would 

be negligible, given the high volumes and high transit bus·percentages on these roadways and the project's 

construction truck traffic noise would not. noticeably increase noise levels along roadways used to access 

the site. Temporary truck noise on local roadways would be a less than significant impact. 

Nighttime Construction Noise 

Stages 3 and 4 of construction would require two shifts (7 a.m. to 8 p.m., and 8 p.m. to 7 a.m.), the latter of 

which would be to receive oversized truck deliveries five nights per week over an dv~rall stage duration 

of approximately one year. For deliveries that are proposed to occtir at night in Stages 3 and 4, nightti!X).e 

noise is assessed based on the 80 dBA exterior noise criterion of the FTA as well as for the potential to result 

in sleep disturbance at nearby residential uses (increase interior noise levels above 45 dBA) as established in 

section 2909( d) of the city's Noise Ordinance. Because the child care receptors would not be operable during 

nighttime hours, the following analysis focuses on the residential receptors at 301 Mission Street and at 181 

Fremont Street. For the subject building at 301 Mission Street, the measured exterior to interior noise reduction 

. of 36 dBA was applied. For the building at 181 Fremont Street, which does not have operable windows~ a 

standard assumption of exterior to interior noise reduction of 25 dBA with windows closed is applied.78 · 

Delivery activities would involve the use of a crane and a forklift. Input values and calculated noise levels 

u~ing FTA methodology and the Roadway Noise Construction· Model fqr nighttime deliveries are 

presented in Table 19, Nighttime Noise Levels from Stage 3 and 4 Overnight Deliveries. Adjusted 

exterior noise levels at both receptors are presented are compared to the FTA criteria for nighttime 

construction. As shown in Table 19, nighttime delivery noise during Stages 3 and 4 would be up to 67 dBA 
. . . 

at the receptors at 181 Fremont Street which is below the 80 dBA exterior nighttime criterion for these 

residential receptors. However, nighttime delivery noise during Stages 3 and 4 would be up to 89 dBA at 

the receptors at 301 Mission Street, which would. be 9 dBA above the 80 dB A exterior nighttime criterion 

for residential receptors. . 

77 Millennium Tower Homeowner's Association, 2019. 
78 U.S. EPA, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin 

of Safety, March 1974, http:linepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/2000L3LN.PDF?Dockey=2000L3LN.pclf, accessed January 23, 2019. 
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TABLE 19 
NIGHTTIME NoiSE LEVELS FROM STAGE 3 AND 4 OVERNIGHT DELIVERIES 

Existing Exceed Existing plus· Exceed Existing plus 
Nighttime R~ference Distance 80 dBA Construction 45dBA Construction 

Noise Noise to Adjusted Exterior Noise Exterior Interior Noise Interior. 
Level Noise Level Receptorb Leq Level Nighttime Noise Level Nighttime· Noise Level 

Receptor (dBA, Leq)3 Source (dBA) (feet) (dBA)c Standard? (dBA) Standard? (dBA) 

301 Mission 62 Crane/ 84/83 25 89 Yes 89 Yes 53 
Street Forklift 

181 Fremont 62 Crane/ 84/83 300 67 No 68 No 43 
Street Forklift 

NOTES: 
Noise exceeding threshold levels ·are in bold. 

a Leq represents the constant sound level. Measurement does not reflect exterior-to-interior noise reduction described below and in Section 3.2 of 
the noise technical memorandum prepared for this project. 

b Distance between approximate location of equipment and property line of receptor. 
c The Leq level is adjusted for distance and percentage of usage. 
d As measured fr<im the exterior of the building and not factoring in exterior-to-interior noise reduction discussed in Section 3.2 of the noise 

technical memorandum prepared for this project. Interior noise levels would be lower by 25 dB A or more for these receptors with windows closed 
(windows not operable for these modern office structures). 

SOURCE: ESA, 2019. 

Interior noise levels at residential receptors from nighttime deliveries would be below the 45 dBA City of 

San Francisco interior standard for the residential receptor at 181 Fremont Street, but 8 dBA above the 

interior nighttime standard at residential. receptors at 301 Mission Street. This would be a substantial 

increase in nighttime impact and Would be a significant impact. Additionally, section 2908 of the noise 

ordinance prohibits any person between the hours of 8 p.m. of any day and 7 a.m. of the following day 

from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if 
the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dB A at the nearest property line, unless 

a special permit has been applied for and granted. Therefore, the project sponsor would need to be granted 

a variance to the restrictions of section 2908 of the noise ordinance to conduct the proposed nighttime 

oversized truck delivery work. . 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb1 Noise Reduction Techniques for Equipment Usedin 

Nighttime Delivery Activity, would reduce potentially significant nighttime delivery noise impact to a 

less-than-significant level. While the noise reduction potential of these measures inay sum up to 20 dBA, 

the full realization of this cumulative reduction would oruy occasionally be achieved, as back-up alarms, 

are only active during brief periods. However, it may still be conservatively assumed that the 8 dBA 

attenuati.on necessary to reduce nighttime impacts to a less-than-significant level would be provided by 

the combination of the three other measures (positioning, shielding, and use of ECO silent mode) identified 

in Mitigation Measure M-N0-1b. The text of all of the required mitigation measures is provided below. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that 
project noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum extent feasible, the project 
sponsor a shall undertake the following: 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks 
used for project construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, ·equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically 
attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 
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• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (su;n 
as compressors) ·as far from ·adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such 
noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the construction site, which 
could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor 
shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible. 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, 
pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered 
tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air 

. exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise 
levels by as much as 10 dBA. 

• The project sponsor shall include noise control requirements in specifications provided to 
construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be limited to, performing 
all work in a manner that minimizes· noise to the exteri.t feasible; use of equipment with 
effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy activities during.times of least disturbance to 
surrounding residents. and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid . 
residential buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. 

• Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and Department of Building Inspection (building department) a Construction 
Noise Management Plan identifying all ~easures be implemented and identifying a contact 
:person and phone number to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. 
These measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying the building 
department, the Department of Public Health (health department), and the Police Department 
(during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on site describing noise 
co:rnplaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times 
during construction; (3) designation of anon-site construction complaint and enforcement 
manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring residents and non-residential 
building managers within 300 feet of the project c~nstructio~ area at least 30 days in advance 
of commencement of construction activities. 

• The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring 
log report that shall be made· available. to the planning department upon request. The log shall 
include any noise complaints received, whether in connection with an exceedance or not, as 
well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or the building department if the 
contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a building department notice, inspection, 
or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a period during which 
a complaint is received shall be submitted to the planning department within three business 
days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report shall be· 
submitted to the planning department at the completion of construction. The report shall 
document noise levels, exceedances of standards, if reported, and corrective action( s) taken. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: Noise Reduction Techniques for Equipment Used in Nighttime 
Delivery Activity. The project sponsor shall notify the Planning Department Development 
Performance Coordinator of any night noise permit application filed with the Deparhnent of 
Building Inspection on the day of filing and any emergency/unanticipated activity with the 
potential to exceed standard as soon as possible. The project sponsor shall implement all of the 
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following noise reduction techniques to reduce nighttime construction delivery noise during 
Stages 3 and 4: 

• The crane used for nighttime deliveries shall be directionally positioned such that the exhaust 
faces away from the building at 301 Mission Street. This measure would be expected to reduce 
noise levels by 2 to 3 dB A. 

• Provide acoustically rated shielding around crane engine. This measure would be expected to 
reduce. noise levels by 5 to 12 dB A depending on the proximity of shielding to the crane engine. 

.. The crane shall be operated in ECO silent mode79 during nighttime hours. This measure would 
be expected to reduce noise levels by 3 to 5 dBA. 

· • Forklifts shall employ. self-adjusting· directional backup alarms. Such alarms constantly 
measure the background noise and can reduce their sound level by 20 dB A or more .. 

Impact N0-2: During project construction, the proposed project could generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

· Grotllldborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, drilling and compaction, 

could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors urlless proper 

precaution is followed. 

The existing residential uses located in the immediate vicinity of the project.site could be exposed to the 

generation of some degree of groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels related to construction 

activities. The results from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to 

low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, to structural damage at the highest 

levels. Site ground vibrations from construction activities rarely reach the levels that can damage structures, 

. but they may be perceived in buildings very close to a construction site. The nearest structures to the pile 

locations wouid be the Tower building at 301Mission Street, which is about 10 feetso from the proposed 

pile drilling activities. This structure was constructed in 2009 and would be considered a "new residential 

structUre" with regard to its ability to resist vibrations. 

The various PPV levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate during construction of 

the proposed project are identified in Table 20, Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment. This table 

presents the reference vibration level at a distance of 25 feet as published by PTA as well as at each of the 

four sensitive receptor locations. As shown in Table 20, vibration velocities could reach as high as 

approximately 0.58 in/sec PPV at 10 feet from compaction activities if a vibratory roller were to be used 

within 10 feet of the structure at 301 Mission Street. Vibration levels from all other equipment and at all 

other receptors would be below the building damage threshold of 0.5 PPV for the closest engineered 

structures. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2, Limited Use of. Vibratory Rollers, would 

reduce potentially significant vibration impacts at 301 Mission Street to a less-than-significant level. 

79 The proposed crane can operate in an "ECO silent" mode that regulates the engine speed such that it can be restricted to 
a predefined level, thus lowering noise emissions. 

80 The distance of work areas to the structure affected by vibration is closer than the distance to the residents affected by 
rioise which are on the third story. 
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TABLE 20 
VIBRATION LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Approximate PPV (in/sec) 

25 Feet 200 Feet 
10 Feet (FTA 140 Feet (181 Fremont 420·Feet 

(301 Mission Reference (50 Fremont Street and 77 {342 Howard 
Equipment Street) L~vel) Street) Beale Street) .street) 

Vibratory Roller (daytime use) 0.58 0.21 0.032 0.014 0.009 

Caisson Drill (daytime use) 0.24 0.089 0.013 0.006 0.004 

Loaded Trucks (nighttime use) 0.21 0.076 0.011 0.005 0.003 

NOTE: Vibration exceedmg threshold levels are Jn bold. 

SOURCES: FTA, 2018; ESA, 2019. 

Nighttime Construction Vibration 

Construction-related vibration could also result in annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors, depending on 

the intensity and duration. The main concern associated with construction-generated vibration resulting in 

annoyance is sleep disturbance during nighttime activities. With regard to annoyance, construction 

activities associated with the proposed.project would have the potential to affect the nearest surrounding 

off-site sensitive· receptors to the project site, which include the residents of 301 Mission Street. Cal trans has 

identified a vibration level of 0.9 PPV to be strongly perceptible for transient construction sources and 0.1 

PPV for continuous construction sources, such as pile driving (not proposed). Delivery trucks would be the 

. only source of vibration of concern during nighttime deliver activities and would generally oq::ur at a 

distance of 25 feet from the Millennium Tower building. As shown in Table 20, the vibration velocities 

forecasted to. occur during nighttime hours would be approximately 0.076 in/sec PPV as a result of each 

loaded delivery trucl< pass-by event. Vibration levels at the building during nighttime hours would be 

below the distinctly Rerceptible threshold of 025 PPV for transient construction sources such as loaded 

truck operation and sleep disturbance effects of nighttime deliveries would be less .than significant. 

. . 
The below Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 is identified to address potential impacts related to building 

·damage at 301 Missions Street from the use of vibratory rollers in proximity to the structure. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Limited Use of Vibratory Rollers. The project sponsor shall require 
that th~ .contractors use non- vibratory excavator mounted compaction wheels and small, smooth 
drum rollers for final compaction of any asphalt base and asphalt concrete. If needed to meet 
compaction requirements, smaller vibratory rollers shall be used to minimize vibration levels. · 
during repaving activities where needed to meet vibration standards. 

Impact N0-3: Operation of the proposed project would not generate noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance and would not result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels ·in the project vicinity. (Less than 
Significant) 

·There would be no new. operational noise from either stationary sources (i.e., mechanical equipment) or 

increases in vehicle traffic from the proposed project once construction is complete. The jack system would 

be located within underground vaults and, once constructed, adjustments, maintenance, and/or monitoring 

of the system is anticipated to result in negligible street-level noise. Because the maintenance and monitoring 
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trips would.be occasional and generally consist of two personnel, this would not result in an increase in traffic 
·noise on Fremont and l'y1ission streets .. Therefore, operational noise would be less than significant. 

Impact C-N0-1: Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise or vibration impacts. 
(Less than Significant) 

As described in Section B.2, there are four cumulative projects in the project vicinity that could potentially be 

under construction at the same time as the proposed project. The Transbay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 . . 

Main Street project is located approximately 600 feet southeast of the project site and is separated from the 

project site by the Transit Center and ·two high-rise office towers. The Oceanwide C~nter Development 

project81 is located approximately 400 feet northwest of the project site and is separated from the project site 

by the Salesforce office bttilding and, one high-rise office tower. The distance and presence of these intervening 

structures would effectively provide noise reduction from construction activities of the Trans bay Block 4 and 

Ocean wide Center Development projects to contributing considerably to the ri.oise generated by the proposed 

project on receptors of the project site. The ·Active Beale Street and Better Market Street Projects are 

transportation and streetscape improvements consisting of minor infrastructure upgrades such as sidewalk 

widening, streetscapes, and changes to lane ~onfigurations. Construction activities for the Active Beale Street 

project would :involve minimal construction equipment and would progress linearly along Beale Street and 

associated noise would be or limited duration at the project site receptors and other receptors along the 
aligrunent. The Better Market Street constrw:tion activities would be located 700 feet north of the project site 

and separated from the site by multiple high-rise buildings. While the Better Market Street project would 

result in in temporary diversion of bus routes from Market Street to Mission Street, this contribution to the 
cumulative noise environment would not be cumulatively considerable because the of the relatively small 

number of additional trips per hour on a roadway with substantial traffic volumes. Therefore, project noise 

effects would not combine with the cumulative projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 

Cumulative construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Vibration dissipates rapidly with distance, such that vibration from vibration intensive activities such as 

pile driving can be reduced to urban background levels at about 300 feet from the source for most soil 

types. With respect to cumulative vibration impacts, the other cumulative projects are sufficiently distant 

such that construction-related vibration from these projects would attenuate to background levels at the 

receptors. Cumulative construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

81 The Oceanwide Center Development Project is also kfiown as the 50 l't Street project. This project is located on multiple 
lots within a block bounded by Mission Street to the south, First Street to the east, Stevenson Street to the north, and 
Second Street to the west. · 
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Lei;:; than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

s: AIR QUALITY. 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? D D r:8J. tJ D 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant D [8J D D D 

for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, 
state, or regional ambient air quality standard? 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? D [8J D D D 
d) Re~ult in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely D D [81 D D 

affeding a substantial number of people? 

. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over 

the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which inchides: San Francisco, Alameda, 

Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa Counties, and porl:ions of Sonoma and Solano 

·Counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the air basin within 

federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act (federai clean air act) 

and the California Clean Air Act (clean air act), respectively. Specifically, the air district has the 

responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the air basm and to develop and 

implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. The federal clean air act and the 

clean air act require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. 

The most recent air quality plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district in April2017. The 

2017 Clean Air Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone pian, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance 

vyith the requirements of i;he state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures. to reduce ozone; 

pr9vide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases (GHGs) in 

a single,. integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 

Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 

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

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

The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains 85 measures to address the reduction of several pollutants: ozone 

precursors, particulate matter, air i:oxiCs, and/or GHGs. Other measures focus on potent GHGs such as 

methane and black carbon, or harmful fine particles that affect public health. Consistency with this plan is 

the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of. 

air quality plans. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal clean air ac~s, air pollutant standards are identified for the 

following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen 
dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because 
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they are regUlated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting 

permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when 

compared to federal.or state standards. The air basin is designated as either in attainment82 or unclassified 

for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozone, PMz.s, and PM1o, which are designated as non­

attainment for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 

cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air 

quality standards. Instead, a projed' s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality 

impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is "considerable," then the project's 

impact on air quality would be considered significant. 83 

Table 21, Construction Criteria Air Pollutants Significance Thresholds, identifies air quality significance 

thresholds for construction-related criteria pollutant emissions followed by a discussion of each threshold. 

Projects that would result in construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance 

thresholds would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in non-attainment criteria air pollutants . 

within the air basin. Table 21 presents only the construction thresholds because operational thresholds are not 

applicable to this proje~t (the project will not result in operational criteria pollutant emissions). 

TABLE 21 
CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Pollutant Average DailyEmissions (lbs./day) 

ROG 54 

54 

82 (exhaust) 

· PMz.5 54 (exhaust) 

Fugitive Dust Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best Management Practices 

SOURCE: Bay Area Air Quality Mamigement District, California Environmenta/"Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017 

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment for 

ozone. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of 

photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The 

potential for a project to result in a cumulatively cons:lderable net. increase in non-attainment criteria air 

pollutants. are based on the state and federal Clean Air Act's emissions limits for stationary sources. The 

federal New Source Review program was created by the federal clean air act to ensure that-stationary 

sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of federal health 

based ambient air quality standards. Similarly, to ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or 

contribute to a violation of an a1r quality standard, air district Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new 

source that emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For 

ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an animal average of 10 tons per year (or 

82 · "Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Non-attainment" refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteri<;­
pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region's attainment status. 

83 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p. 2-1. 
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54 pounds [lbs.] per day). 84 These levels represent en:Ussions below which new sourc~s are not anticipated 

to contribute considerably to non-attainment criteria air pollutants. 

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, the proposed project would result 

in ROG and NOx emissions during construction. Therefore, tl;le above thresholds can be· applied to the 

construction phase of the proposed project to determine whether the project would result in a considerable 

net increase ill ROG and NOx emissions. 

' . . . 
Particulate Matter (PM1o and PMz.s). The air district has not established an offset limit for PM2.s. However, 

the emissions limit in the federal New Squrce Review for stationary sources in tionattainment areas is an· 

appropriate significance threshold. For PMw and PM2.s, the emissions limit under New Source Review is 15 

tons per year (82lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits 

represent levels below which a source is not expected to hal{e an impact ori air quality. 85 Similar to ozone 

precursor thresholds identified above, the proposed project would result in increases in particulate matter 

emissio~ during construction. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction phase of 

the proposed project. 

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction. Studies have shown 

that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly controls fugitive dust. 86 

Individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent. 87 The air 

. district has identified a number of best management practices to control fugitive dust emissions from 

construction activities.88 The city's Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 

30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust to ensure that construction projects do not 

result in visible dust. The best ma~agement practices employed in compliance with the city's Construction 

Dust Control Ordinance is an effective strategy for. controlling construction-related fugitive dust. The 

ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within 

San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or expose or disturb more than lO cubic yards, or 

500 square feet, of soil comply with specified dust control measures, whether or not the activity requires a 

permit from the bUilding department. 

Other Criteria Pollutants. ·Regional conc~ntrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state 

standards in the past 11 years and SOz concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary 

· source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. C~nstructi~n-related SCh emissions 

represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions · 

represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions. The Bay Area is in 

84 Bay Area Air Quality Management Dishict, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act 
Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 17, http://www.baaqmd.gov!~!media!Files!Planning%20and%20Research!CEQA! 
Revised%20Draft%20CEQA %20Thresholds%20%20Justification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?la=en, accessed February 9, 2016. 

85 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality 
Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 16. . 

86 Wesi:em Regional Air Partnership. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. Available: 
http://www.wrapair.orglforums!dejflfdh!content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf Accessed February 9, 2016. 

87 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality 
Act Thresholds of Signifi~ance, October 2009, page 27. 

88 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017. Available: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~ 
!medialfileslplanning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdfpdf?la=en. Accessed December 20, 2017. 
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attainment for both CO and S02. Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that 

in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-

hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per 

hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical a"nd/or horizpntal mixing is 

limited); Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status, the proposed project would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or S02, and a quantitative analysis is not required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 

collectively refE::r to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long~ 

duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic 

effects. TACs are defined in California Health and Safety Code section 39655 as air pollutants which may 

cause or contribut~ to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential 

hazard to human health. Human health effects of TACsinclude birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, 

and death. There are hundreds of different types ofTACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs 

vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that. 

is many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regul~ted by the air 

district using a risk-based approach. This approach uses a health risk assessment to determine which sources 

and pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which 

human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated and considered together with information regarding 

the toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks~ 89 

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are 

more sensitive to. adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, duldren's day 

care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes .are considered to be the rn:ost sensitive to poor 
. . . . . 

air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to 

respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than for other 

land uses. Therefore, assessments of ,air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest 

adverse health outcomes of all population groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.s) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory disease$, 

and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitaliz~tion for cardiopulmonary 

· disease. 90 In addition to PM2.s, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The California Air Resources 

Board (air resources board) identified diesel particulate matter as ~ TAC in 1998, primarily based on 

89 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxie 
compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The project applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term 
effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs. 

90 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban 
Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 
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eVidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. 91 The estimate.d cancer risk from exposure to diesel 

exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region. 

in an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco 

partnered with the air district to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, 

and area sources within San Francisco. ·Areas with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure 

Zone," were identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to 

fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. The 

project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 

. criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer iusk. The 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criterion is based on United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk 

management decisions at the facility and community-scale level. 92 As described by the air district, the USEP.A 

considers a cancer risk of 100 per million or less to be within the "acceptable" range of -cancer risk. 

Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards- for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,93 the USEPA states that it " ... strives to provide maximum feasible 

protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants· by (1) protecting the greatest number of 

persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one nrilli.on and 

(2) limiting t~ no higher than approximately one in ten thousand. [100 in one million] the estimated risk that· 

a person living_ near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum poilutant concentrations 

for 70 years." The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the 

most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on the air district regional modeling. 94 

Fine Particulate Matter. In April 2011, the USEP A published the Policy Assessment for the Particulate 

Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, USEPA staff concludes 

that the current federal annual PM2.s standard o£15 !J.g/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 

13 to l1 !J.g/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard withi~ the range of 12 to 11 !J.g/m3• The Air 

Pollutant Exposure "Zone for San Francisco are based on the health protective PM2.s standard of 11 !J.g/m3, 

as supported by the USEPA's Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 !J.g/m3 to 

account for error in emissions modeling programs. 

Proximity to Freeways. According to the air resources board, studies have shown an association between 

the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways arid a variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma 

· exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in proximity to freeways 

increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health effects. As evidence shows that 

91 California Air Resources Board, FaCt Sheet, ':The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxk Air Contaminant 
Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines," October 1998. 

92 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act 
Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67, http://www.baaqind.govl~lmedia/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQAJ 
Revised%20Dtaft%20CEQA %20Thresholds%20%20Justification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?la=en, accessed February 9,2016. 

93 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. . . 
94 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act 

Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 67, http://www.bcuiqmd.govl~lmedia/Files/Planning%20and%20Research!CEQAJ 
Revised%20Drcift%20CEQA %20Thresho/ds%20%20Justification%20Report%20Qct%202009.ashx?/a=en, accessed Februmy 9, 2016. 
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sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway are at an increased health risk from air 

pollution,95 lots that are within 500 feet of freeways are included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone .. 

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district's evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay Area, 

those zip code$ (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) .in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health 

vU.lnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional protection by 

lowering the standards for identifying lots in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk 

greaterthan 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.s concentrations in excess of 9 f-lg/m3. 96 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving a series of amendments 

to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 

for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, article 38 (ordinance 224-14, effective 

December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by 

establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 

urban infill sensitive use development within that z.one. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant 

Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's activities would add a 

substantial amount of emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality: The project site is 

located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and it is also within a health vulnerable zip code: 94105. 

Health Risk Thresholds. For projects that could result. in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air 

Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not occur without the project, a proposed project that 

would emit PM2.s concentration above 0.3 f-!.g/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10.0 per mill!on 

· would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 f-lg/m3 PM2.s concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 

per million persons exposed are the levels below which the ·air district considers new sources not to make a 

considerable contribution to cumulative health risks. 97 For projects that could affect sensitive receptor 

locations that already meet the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria without the project, a proposed project 

that would emit PM2.s concentration above 0.2 f-!.g/m3 or result in an excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per 

million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.2 f-lg/m3 PM2.s concentration and the excess cancer 

risk of 7.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below which the city consi~ers new sources not to make 

a considerable contribution to cumulative health risks. 98 For the proposed project, these thresholds apply to 

sensitive receptors that are already located in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Table 22, Health Risk 
Significance Thresholds, presents the health risk thresholds that are applied to the proposed project. 

95 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Ha~dbook: A Community Health Per.spective, April2005, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. 

96 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone· 
Map (Memo and Map), April9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14 Amendment to Health Code articie 38. . · 

97 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, p·. 2-2. 
98 A 0.2 f1g/m3 increase in PMis would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about 21 

excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on 
J errett, M., et al., Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles, Epidemiology, 16:727-736, 2005. The excess 
cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed. 
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TABLE 22 
HEALTH RISK SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Project Significance Thresholds 

Annual Average Excess Cancer Risk 
PM2.s Concentration (cases per 1 million 

Affected Sensitive Receptors (J.Ig/m3) population) 

Project health risk contributions to sensitive receptor Ideations within the Air 
0.2 7.0 Pollutant Exposure Zonea 

Project health risk contributions to sensitive receptor locations not within 
the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone but brought into the Air Pollutant Exposure 0.3 10.0 
Zone as a result of the projectb . 

NOTES. 
PM2.s = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; f.Jg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

a A 0.2 (Jg/m3 increase in PM2.s would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non-injury mortality or an increase of about 21 excess deaths per 
1,000,000 population per year from non-injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett, M., et al., Spatial Analysis of Air 
Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles, Epidemiology, 16:727-736, 2005. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a 
significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed. 

b Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelir:1es, 2017. 
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Significance, October 2Q09, p. 7, http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/medialfiles/plannjng-and-research/ceqa/revised..cfraft-ceqa-thresholds-justification-
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http://www .baaqmd .gov/-/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa _guidelines_ may2017 -pdf.pdf?la=en, accessed February 2019. 
San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Hf"alth, Planning, Memorandum to File regarding 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map, April9, 2014. 

3. Jerrett, M. et al., Spa.tial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles, Epidemiology, 16:727-736, 2005: 

Construction Air Quality Impacts. 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction and long­

term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air quality impacts 
resulting from the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and 
criteria air pollutants. Construction exhaust emissions would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in regional non-attainment criteria air pollutants. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter 

in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone 

precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off­

road vehicles and other construction equipment. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 

involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. During the proposed 22-month 

construction period, construction activities would have the p~tential to result in emissions of· ozone 

precursors and particulate matter, as discusse<;l below. 

FUGITIVE DUST 

The proposed project-related trenching, drilling, and paving activiti~s may cause wind-blown dust th~t 
could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are federal standards for air 

pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to 

have impacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter 
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exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of· 

. particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce 

sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the air resources board, reducing particulate matter 

PMz.s concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 flg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would 
prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths. 99 

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs; nose, and throat. Demolition, 

excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause Wind-blown dust that adds particulate matter 

~o the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate 

matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of 

soil. In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco Building · 

and Health· Codes generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance no.176-08, 
·effective August 29, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation, 

demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, 

minimize public nuisance complaints, and avoid orders to stop work by the building department. 

·The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires all site preparation work, demolition, or other 

construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or expose or disturb more 

than 10 cubic yards, or 500 square feet, of soil to comply with specified dust control measures whether or 

not the activity requires a permit from the building·department. The director of the building department 

may waive this requirement for activities on ~ites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any 

visible wind-blown dust. 

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the construction 

contractor would be required to use the following practices to control construction dust on the site or other 

practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. In addition, the Departrrient · 

of Public Health (public health department) has determined that the project must develop and implement a 

dust control plan in conjunction with the site mitigation plan.1oo Dust suppression activities may include 

watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering 

frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt­

moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep· or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections 

where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for 

more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, 

import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10-millimeter (0.01-inch) 

polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques .. 

San Francisco ordinance 175-~1 restricts the use of:potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities 

undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of 

San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco :Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 

water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and demolition. 
. . 

99 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in 
California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 

10° Cushing, Stephanie, Director of Environmental Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health- Environmental 
Health Unit, letter to Howard Dickstein, Millerinium Tower Association, September 19,2019. · 
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The SFPUC operates a recycled water. truck-fill station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that 

provides recycled water for these activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance including the 

.implementation of a dust control plan reviewed by the health department would ensure that potential dust­

related air qv.ality impacts would be less than significant. 

CONSTRUCTION-RELATED CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

As discussed above, <;onstruction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use 

of o££- and on-road vehicles and equipment. Construction-related criteria air pollutants generated by the 

proposed. project were quantified using. the Califonrla Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and 

provided within an Air Quality Technical Report. 101 The model was developed, including default data (e.g.,· 

·emission factors, meteorology, etc.), in collaboration with California regional air districts' staff. Default. 

assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown. 

Construction of the proposed project would occur over an approximately 22-month period with 

construction activity generally occurring Monday through Friday. Stages 3 and 4 would require an extra 

shift to receive oversized truck deliveries. for approximately five nights per week. This extra ~hift was 

incorporated into the CalEEMod emissions modeling for. project construction to account for overnight 

activities. The off-road equipment fleet reflect the CalEEMod default for San Francisco County, which 

includes a composite of tiered engines for 2019-2021. Modeling was completed assuming construction 

would begin in year 20l9, although construction work is now anticipated to begin in early 2020. Evaluating 

the start of construction in July 2019 provides a conservative assessment of emissions and health risks. If 

· construction is delayed or occurs over a longer period, emissions would likely be lower than estimated 

here because newer and cleaner burning construction equipment would be phased into the fleet. Emissions 

:were converted from tons/year to pounds/day using the estimated construction duration of 131 working 

. days in 2019, 262 working days in 2020, and 69 working days in 2021, and are summarized :in, Table 23, 

Average Daily Project Construction Emissions. Detailed information and assumptions used to calculate . 

construction criteria air pollutant emissions are available in the Air Quality Technical Report. As shown in 

Table 23, unmitigated project construction emissions would be below the threshold ofsignificance for ROG, 

PM10, and PM2.s, but unmitigated project construction emissions would be above the threshold of 

significance for NOx in years 2019 and 2020, resulting in a significant criteria air pollutant impact. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Air Quality; would be required to reduce 

NOx construction emissions to a less-than-significant level. The mitigation measure would require engines 

to meet higher emission standards on certain types of construction equipment. As shown in Table23, 

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would reduce NOx emissions below the threshold of 

significance; thus, with mitigation, criteria air pollutant impacts would be less than significant. 

101 ESA, 301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project Air Quality Technical Report, November 2019. 
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TABLE 23 
AVERAGE DAILY PROJECT GONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Proposed Project Pollutant Emissions (Average Pounds per Day) 

ROG NOx Exhaust PM1o Exhaust PMz.s 

Significance Threshold 54.0 54.0 82.0. 54.0 

2019 

Unmitigated Project Emissions 9.4 82.6 3.4 3.3 

Mitigated Project Emissions 3.2 26.5 0.6 0.6 

2020 

Unmitigated Project Emissions . 8~7 75.4 3.0 2.9 

Mitigated Project Emissions 2.1 17.8 0.3 0.2 
!Y 

2021 

Unmitigated Project Emissions 3.6 28.9 1.5 1.4 .. 

Mitigated Project Emissions 0.9 13.0 0.1 0.1 

NOTE. EmJsstons over threshold levels are m bold. 

SOURCES: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017; ESA, 2019. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Air Quality. The project sponsor or contractor shall. 
provide the .Planning Department with a certification statement that the sponsor or contractor 
agrees to fully comply with the. following requirements which shall be included in contract 
specifications: 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained. and properly tuned in accordance with. the 
. manufacturer's specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutti!lg equipment off when not in use or reducing 
the maximum idling time to two minutes . 

. • The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for construction purposes 
where feasible alternative sources of power are available. 

• All construction equipment, diesel trucks, .and generators shall be equipped with Best 
·Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx . and Particulate Matter, 
including Tier 4 Interim or Final or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is available 
and feasible for use: 

The following equipment shall have Tier 4 final engines: air compressors, bore/drill rigs, 
compactor, concrete pump, crawler tractors, excavator, generator sets/power pack, pavers, 

· rollers, rough terrain forklifts, rubber tired loaders, skid steer loaders, and track drill. 

The following equipment shall have Tier 4 interim or final engines: backhoes. 

The following equipment shall have Tier 1 or newer engines: truck mount drills. 

• Should any d.eviations in the cpnstructioh equipment list or tier levels be required, the project 
sponsor shall present documentation to the satisfaction of the ERO that any such· deviation 
would not result in an exce~dance of the average daily NOx significance threshold or any 
health risk threshold. 
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ImpactAQ-2: The proposed project's construction activities would generate toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter that would expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as described above. Therefore, the 

existing health risks from air pollution for sensitive r~ceptors in the vicinity of the project site are high. The 

Closest sensitive receptors to the project site include residential units located in the Tower building itself, 

starting on the third floor. The nearest day care facility is the Little Ohana Daycare located approximately · 

40 meters northwest of the project site. The nearest school is the Chinese Education Center Elementary 

School at 657 Merchant Stre~t located approximately 800 meters northwest of the project site. Most of the 

receptors analyzed iri the Air Quality Technical Report are located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is 

a large contributor to diesel particulate matter emissions in the State of California, although siri.ce 2007, the 

air resources board. has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.l02 Newer 

and more refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the estimates of diesel particulate matter 

emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is, as ·Of 2010! considered the sixth largest 

source of diesel particulate matter emissions in Califomia.103 This reduction in emissions is due, in part, to 

refined emissions estimation methodologies .. For example, revised particulate matter emission estimates 

for the year 2010, for which diesel particulate matter is a major component of total particulate matter, have 

decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates for the air basin. 104 Approximately half of 

the reduction in emissions can be .attributed to the economic recession at that time and half to updated 

methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.105 

Ad~itionally, a number of federal and state regulations are mandating cleaner off-road equipment engines, 

ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000 and Tier 4 

Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines were phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet 

the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with 

advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized 

for several years, the EPA estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards; N Ox and particulate 

matter emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent.l06 Emission modeling conducted for the 

proposed project assumes the off-road construction fleet predicted by the air resources board for the 

construction years of 2019-2021, which is a composite of equipment with Tier 0 through Ti~r 4 Final engines. 

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

103 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off­
Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 

104 ARB, In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model, Query accessed online, April2, 2012, http://www.arb.ca.gov/ 
msei! categories'.htm#inuse"_or _category. 

105 ·ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation forin-Use Off­
Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 

106 USEPA, Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact She.et, May 2004. 
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In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of 

their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the air district's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines: 

Due to .the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases · 
would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically 
within an influential distance that wQuld result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial · 
concentrations. CQncentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 
70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet ... In addition, current models and methodologies 
for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 
70 years, which dci not correlate well wi.th the temporary and highly variable nature of construction 
activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.1°7 

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to overestimate assessments of 

long-term health risks. However, within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, additional construction activity 

may adversely affect populations that ar~ already at a higher risk for adverse long-term health risks from 

existing sources of air pollution. 

The proposed project would require construction activities over an approximate 22..:month construction 

period. The proposed project construction activities· would result in short-term emissions of diesel 

particulate matter and other TACs .. A health risk assessment (HRA) resulting from project construction was 

conducted to assess the potential impacts of diesel particulate matter and TAC emissions. The HRA 

conducted for the proposed project relied on conservative and worst-case assumptions to estimate potential 

health risks at the nearest sensitive. receptor locations. This allows for a conservative (i.e., high-end) 

assessment Qf the proposed project's impacts on long-term health risk from construction activities. 

Consistent with the citywide health risk modeling prepared by the city in collaboration with the air district, 

an estimate of health risks fromTACs (primarily diesel particulate matter) and annual average exhaust 

PM2.s concentrations ·at sensitive receptor locations within 1,000 meters of the proposed project's 

boundaries was calculated. For the proposed project, sources include emissions from off- and on-road 

construction equipment. The HRA was conducted following methods in the air district's Health Risk 

Screening Analysis Guidelines108,1°9 and in the Office of Enviroruhental Health Hazard Assessment's 

(OEHHA) Air Taxies Hot Spots Program Guidance. 110 

The American Meteorological Society /Eiwironmental· ProtE~ction Agency regulatory air dispersion model 

(AER110D version 18081) was used to estimate concentrations of diesel particulate matter and PM2.s at sensitive 

receptors. AER110D produces estimates of annual average concentrations at each receptor location for a variety 

of emissions sources using hourly meteorological data, obtained from the Mission Bay meteorological station. 

Where project-specific information is not available, default parameter sets that are designed to produce 

107 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012, page 8-6. 
108 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, 

2012, http://www.baaqmd.govl-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research!CEQA/Risk%20Modeling%20App1·oach%20May%20 
2012.ashx?la=oen, accessed July 2019. . . 

109 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Air Taxies NSR Program Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Guidelines, December 
2016, Available at http:/ lwww. baaqmd.gov/-lmedialfilesiplanning-and-research!permit-
modelinglhra_gui(lelines_12_7 _2016_clean-pdfpdf?la=en, acce$sed July 2019 

110 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Taxies Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for the Preparation of 
Health Risk Assessments, Februaq 2015, http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html, accessed March 2017. 
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conservative (i.e., overestimates of) air concentrations were used.m,m Detailed information and assumptions 

used to calculate health risks to set1Sitive receptors are avallable in the Air Quality Technical Report. 

The BRA evaluated three residential exposure scenarios as follows: 

• Scenario 1 represents a child resident at a residential unit located on the thir:d floor of the Tower 
building throughout construction. 

• Scenario 2 represents a child resident at a residential unit located. on the third floor of the Tower 
building for the majority of the time; a small portion of the child's exposure (1.5 hours per day; seven 
days per week) occurs on the set;ond floor of the Tower building at the on-site· gym or lap pool 
amenities; this exposure occurs during the third trimester when' the mother of the child is using the 
fitness facilities. 

• Scenario 3 represents an adult resident at a residential unit located on the third floor of the Tower 
building for the majority of the time; a small. portion of th~ adult's exposure (1.5 hours per day, seven 
days per week) occurs on the second level of the Tower building at the on-site gym or lap pool 
amenities. 

Additionally, the BRA evaluated health risks to daycare and school child sensitive receptors. However, as · 

shown iil Table 24, Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration at the Maximally Exposed Individual 

Sensitive Receptors, health risks resulting from the project for daycare and school child receptor types c:re 
lower than the health risks for .residential receptors in part because the exposure duration is shorter for· 

daycare and school receptors than it is for a residential receptor. The results of the HRA are presented in 

Table 24, which identifies the increased cancer risk and localized PM2.s concentrations at the location where 

the project would result in the maximum impactfor residential, day care and school receptors, respectively. 

In addition, Table 24 provides the existing modeled backgroUnd cancer risk and PM2.s concentration. For 

residential receptors located in the Tower building, results for each of the three exposure scenarios are . · 

pres·ented. As shown in the table, the cancer risk at the Maximally Exposed Individual Sensitive Receptor 

(MEISR) as a result of the project would be 59.3 in cine million for residential scenario 1 and 63.0 in one 

million for residential scenario 2, both of which exceed the significance threshold of 7 in one million for 

project impacts within the air pollutant exposure zone. In addition, the PM2.s concentration at the MEISR 

would be 0.8 flg/m3, which ·exceeds the significance threshold of 0.2 f1.g/m3 • Therefore, the project's 

construction activities would result in significant TAC arid PMz.s concentrations. 
. . . . 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, Construction Air Quality, p. 115, would be required to 

reduce both cancer risk and PMz.s concentrations .to a less-than-significant level. The mitigation measures 

would require engines to meet higher emission standards on certain types of construction equipment. As 

shown in Table 24, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would reduce the project's cancer risk·· 

and PMz.s concentration to below the thresholds of significance (an increased cancer risk of 7 per one million 

persons exposed or PMz.s concentrations of 0.2 flg/m3); thus, .TAC emissions impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation. 

111 United Sta,tes Environmental Protection Agency, User's Guide for tlie AMSIEP A Regulatory Model- AERMOD. December 
2016, https:/lwww3 .epa.gov/ttn/scram/modelsl aermod/aermod_userguide.pdf 

112 United States Environmental Protection Agency, AERMOD Implementation Guide, December 2016, 
https:/ /www3 .epa.govlttn/scram/models/aermodl aerrrzod_implementation_guide. pdf 
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TABLE 24 
LIFETIME CANCER RISK AND PM2.s CONCENTRATION AT THE MAXIMALLY EXPOSED INDIVIDUAL SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

Unmitigated Project Risk Mitigated Project Riska 

Lifetime Excess PM2.s Lifetime Excess PM2.s 
Cancer Risk Concentration Cancer Risk Concentration 

Receptor Type/Source (in one million) (pg/m3) (in one million) (pg/m3) 

Residential Receptor- Scenario 1 b 

Background 354.7 10.7 354.7 10.7 

Proposed Project Contribution 59.3 0.8 5.2 0.09 

Cumulative Total 414.0 11.5 359.9 10.7 

Significance Threshold for Project Contribution 7.0 0.2 7.0 0.2 

Significant? Yes Yes No No 

Residential Receptor- Scenario 2c 

Background 354.7 10.7 354.7 10.7 

Proposed_ Project Contribution 63.0 0.8 6.0 0.09 

Cumulative Total 417.8 11.5 360.7 10.7 

·Significance Threshold for Project Contribution 7.0 0.2 7.0 0.2 

Significant? Yes Yes No No 

Residential Receptor- Scenario 3d 

Background 354.7 10.7 354.7 10.7 

Proposed Project Contribution · 3:1 0.8 0.3 0.09 

Cumulative Total 357.8 11.5 355.0 10.7 

Significance Threshold for Project Contribution 7.0 0.2 7.0 0.2 

Significant? No Yes No No 

Daycare Receptor 

Background 231.3 10.4. 231.3 10.4 

Pr?posed Project Contribution 9.6 0.3 1.0 <0.1 

Cumulative Total 240.9 10.7 232.3 10.4 

Significance Threshold for Proj~ct Contribution 7.0 0.2 7.0 0.2 

Significant? Yes Yes No No 
''•! 1'"'}'r 

·s'ch'ool Receptor 

Background 98.6 8.8 98.6. 8.8 

Proposed Project Contribution <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Cumulative Total 98.6 8.8 98.6 8.8 

Significance Threshold for Project Contribution 7.0 0.2 7.0 0.2 

Significant? No No No No 

NOTES: 

Emissions over threshold levels are in bold. 
a .Mitigated Project Risk scenario assumes implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 
b Scenario 1 assumes exposure starting at the third trimester at a residential unit located on the third floor cif the Tower building. PM2.5 

concentrations are the same fClr all the residential scenarios analyzed. 
c Scenario 2 assumes that a small portion of the third trimester exposure (1.5 hours per day, seven days per week) could occur on the second level of the 

Tower building at the on-site gym or lap pool amenities, when the mother of the child is using the fitness facilities and the third trimester receptor is therefore 
exposed to construction emissions during this activity. PM2.5. concenu·ations are the same for all the residential scenarios analyzed. 

d Scenario ~ represents an off-site adult resident located on the third floor of the Tower building with a small portion of the exposure (1.5 hours per 
day, 7 days per week) occurring on the second level of the Tower building at the on-site gym or lap pool amenities. PM2.5 concentrations are the 
same for all the residential scenarios analyzed. 

SOURCE: ESA, 2019. 
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Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would not result in emissions 
of criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants. (No Impact) 

There would be no changes to the operation of the Tower. and Podium buildings once construction is 

complete. Pedestrian access, transit circulation, and vehicular access would be restored to existing . 

conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not have any operational activities that would generate 

criteria pollutant or toxic air contaminant emissions. Thus, quantification 6f project-generated criteria air 

pollutant or toxic air contaminant emissions· is not required, and the proposed project would not exceed 

any of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants or health risks, and would result in no impact 

with respect to operational air quality impacts. 

Impact AQ-4: The proposed project would not.conflict withi or obstruct implementation of the 
2017 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 Clean Ait 

Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the 

state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone. 

and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan, . 

this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the plan, (2) include 
applicable control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering 

implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to: (1) reduce emissions and decrease co'ncentrations of 

harmful pollutants, (2) safeguard the public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the 

greatest health risk, and (3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the primary goals, the 2017 Clean 

Air Plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are. grouped into 

various categories and include stationary and area source mea~ures, mobile . source meas~res, 
transport~tion ~ontrol ine~sures, land use measures, and energy and climate measures. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode, .and that a key 

long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air taxies, and greenhouse gases from 
motor vehicles is· to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods and 

services are ciose at hand, and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the 2017 

Clean Air Plan contains 85 measures t~ reduce several pollutants: ozone precursors, 'particulate matter, air 

taxies, and GHGs in the air basin. The proposed project's impact with respect to GHGs are discussed in 

Section E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with 

the applicable provisions of the city's GHG Reduction Strategy: 

The· measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures. The 
transportation measures in the 2017 Clean Air Plan describe a comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions 

from medium- and heavy-duty trucks by providing incentives for the use of new trucks with advanced 

emissions controls, mcluding hybrid and zero-emission trucks. The 2017 .. Clean Air Plan also includes 

incentives to deploy electric, Tier 3! and Tier 4 off-road engines used during construction. However, these 

measures are not directly applicable to the proposed project as they require the air district to .provide 
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incentives for companies to employ cleaner construction equipment. Given that the proposed project would 

only result iri short-term construction period emissions and would not result in any air pollutant emissions 

upon co~pletion of construction activities (see Impact AQ-3), the proposed project would not substantially . . 

conflict with implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan and this impact is less than significant. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) that would adversely affect a substantial number o£ people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include: wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 

composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, 

fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and .coffee roasting facilities. During 

construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However, 

construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion.· 

Additionally, the proposed project would not introduce sources of new odors in the vicinity as no changes · 

are proposed to the Tower and Podium building operations. Therefore, odor impacts from the proposed 

project would be less than significant. 

. Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

ImpaCt C-AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area would result in significant 
ct.imulative air quality impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) . . 

Regional air pollution is, by its very nature, largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from past, present and 

future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by 

itself would be. sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. 

Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.113 

The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels below which new sources are not 

anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air 

pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed project's construction (Impact AQ-1) emissions would exceed 

the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants without mitigation, the proposed project would result 

·. in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. However, as discussed in 

Impact AQ-1, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, the proposed project's construction-.· 

period criteria air pollutant emissions would be reduced to below the significance threshold for NOx. 

Therefore, with implementation of M-AQ-1, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase in non-attainment criteria air pollutants. 

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality. Therefore, 

cumulatively sigmficant health risk impacts already exist at and near the project site. The project would 

. add new sources of TACs (e.g., construction emissions) that exceed the project-level significance thresholds 

for hcalfrt risks within an area already adversely affected by air quality, resulting in a considerable 

contribution to Clh"!'.ulative health risk impacts on neB..rby sensitive receptors. This would be a significant 

cumulative impact. The proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, 

113 BAAQMD, CEQA Ail'. Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1. 
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Construction Air Quality, p. 108, which could reduce construction period diesel particulate matter and . 

PM2.s emissions by as much as 95 percent. Implementation of this mitigation measure .would reduce the 

project's con~ibu.tion to cumulative air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level .. 

Topics 

9. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. 

Would the project: 

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 
· Impact 

D 

D 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Not 

Impact · Applicable 

D D 

D 0 

GHG emissions ?Tid global climate change represent cumulative im~acts. GHG emissions cumulatively 

contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project 

could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the glqbal average temperature; instead, the 

combination of GHG emissions from past, p:resent, and future projects have contributed and will continue 

to contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 

The air district has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are 
· . consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and · 1Si83.5, which address the analysis and. 

determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG em~ssions. CEQA Guidelines 

.section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting 

from a project. CEQA Guidelines sedion 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG 

emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such ii 

plan. Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions which 

presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San 

Francisco's qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines.114 These GHG 

reduction actions have resulted in a 36 percent reduction in GHG emissions in: 2015 compared to 1990 

levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plait, Executive 

Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill32 (also known as the Global War~g Solutions Act). 115,116 . 

Given that the city has met the state ·and region's 2020 GHG reduction targets a:ti.d San Francisco's GHG 

reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under order 

114 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas .Emissions in San Francisco, July 2017, http://sf­
planning.org/strategies-address-greenhouse-gas-eini~;sions. 

115 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco's Carbon Footprint, https:l/sfenvironment.orglcarbon­
footprint, accessed November 8, 2019. 

116 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the air district~ s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectmy set in the 
2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 
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.~ 

S-3-05,117 order B-30-15,n8,u9 and Senate Bill.32,120,121 the city's GHG reduction goals are consistent with 

order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, · 

proposed projects that are consistent with the city's GHG reduction strategy would be consistent with the 

aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these plans or result in significant GHG 

emissions, and wouid therefore not exceed San Francisco's applicable GHG threshold of significance. 

The following analysis o(the proposed project's impact on climate change focuses on the project's 

contribution to cumUlatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit GHGs 

at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a cumulative 

context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 

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

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting 

GHGs during construction and operational phases. Because the proposed project consists of a structural 

upgrade of the Tower building foundation only, the proposed project would not contribute to annual long­

term increases in GHGs. Temporary GHG emissions would be limited to construction activities over the 

approximately 22-month construction period. In particular, the construction equipment listed in Table 2 in 

Section A, Project Description, would result in GHG emissions at the project site. 

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the 

GHG reduction strategy. Specifically, the proposed project's construction waste-related emissions would be 

reduced through compliance with the Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance. This 

117 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005, http:!lstaticl.squarespace.com/ · 
static/549885d4e4b0ba0bff5dc695!t/54d7fle0e4bbf0798cee3010/1423438304744/California+Executive+Order+S-3-
05+(]une+2005).pdf Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need 
to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 .levels (approximately 457 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalents [MTC02e]); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million 
MTC02e); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTC02e). Because of 
the differential heat absoi:ption 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. 

118 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April29, 2015, https:!lwww.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, accessed 
March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April29, 2015, sets forth a target of 1:educing GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 millionMTC02e). 

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

120 Senate Bill32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutio~ Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, whicl1 dil'ects that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced by 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

121 Senate Bill32 was paired with Assembly Bill197, which. would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute 
requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions cliteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish 
requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, aJ.cd measures for the reduction of greenhouse ·gas emissions. 
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regulation reduces the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. 

Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction strategy.122 

The project sponsor is required to comply with the above. regulation, which have proven effective as San 

Francisco's GHG emissions have measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, 

demonstrating that the city has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill-32, and the 2017 

Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the city has met its 2017 GHG 

reduction goal of reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing 

·regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed 
project's contribution to cll.mate change. In addition, San Francisco's local GHG reduction targets are 

consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, 

Assembly Bill :32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed project is 
consistent with the city's GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG reduction goals of 

Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air 

Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco's applicable GHG 

threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with · 

respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics 

10. WIND. 

Would the project: 

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

Less than 
Potentially Significant 
Significant with Mitigation 

impact incorporated 

0 

Less than 
Significant 

impact 

0 

No Not 
impact Applicable 

0 

The proposed project would not result in changes to the above-ground Tower and Podium buildings. 

Therefore, post-project conditions at the project site would be the same as existing conditions, and 

topic E.10(a)is not applicable to the proposed project. 

122 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower 
Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project, September 10,2019. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

-~~op~i_cs ____________________ ~--~--------------------- ~pact 

11. SHADOW. 

Would the project: 

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

D 

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

L"ess than· 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

D 

The proposed project would not result in changes to the above-groundTower and Podium buildings. 
Therefore, permanent conditions at the project site would be nearly the same as existing conditions, and 

the proposed project would not create new shadows that would affect outdoor recreation facilities or public 

areas. TopiC E.ll(a) is not applicable to the proposed project. · 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation . Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated. Impact Impact Applicable 

12. RECREATION. 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other D D [g) D D 
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 D D [g) D D 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Impact RE-1:. The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and .. 
recreational facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the 
expansion of such facilities: (Less than Significant) 

The park and recreationalfacilities Closest to the project site include the 2,961-square-foot privately owned, 

publicly accessible atrium open space on the ground floor of the Podium building, the 5.4-acre park on the 
roof of the Transit Center located to the south of the 301 Mission Street Tower building and across Fremont 

Sti:eet from the project site, Beale Sti:eet Plaza one block north of the project site, Spear Street Plaza two 
blocks east of the project site, and Mechanics Monument Plaza one block north of the project site. 

The proposed project would not consti:uct new residential or other uses that would generate a permanent 

increase in demand for parks or other recreational facilities. However, during the approximately 22-month 

construction period and depending on the construction stage, it is possible that between 9 and 30 

construction workers could use nearby parks or other recreational facilities during breaks or lunch periods. 

Because the use of these areas would be limited to breaks or lunch periods, this use would not be likely to 

result in substantial deterioration of parks or other recreational facilities. Given that a 5.4-acre park on the 

roof of the Transit Center and other nearby parks or other recreational facilities could accommodate the 

minor increase in usage from consti:uction workers during the approximately 22-month consti:uction 

period. The 9 to 30 construction workers who could use these parks. would not substantially accelerate the 
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physical deterioration of parks or require the need for expanded parks .or recreational facilities, and this 

impact would be less than significant. 

Impact C~RE~l: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would iwt result in cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the Active Beale Street and Better Market Street projects would not iricrease demand for 

recreational facilities and resources because these streetscape projects would not result in an increase in the 

city's .popu).ation. However, implementation of the Trans bay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street 

and Oceanwide Center Development projects would increase the demand for recreational facilities and 

resources in the project vicinity and in the city overall because future residents of th~ 948 dwelling units would 

demand recreational facilities and resources. The city has accounted for such growth asyart of the Recreation • 

and Open Sp;ice Element of the General Plan. 123 In addition, San Francisco.voters passed two bond measures, 

. in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of City recreational resources. For these . 

reasons,. the proposed project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 

vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No . 1Not 

Topics Impact . Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable · 

13. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 

Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded, D 0 0 t8J D 
water, wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation 
of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

b) Have sufficient water supplies·available to se!Ve the project and reasonably D D t8J D D 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and mul~iple dry years? 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which .D D t8J ·D D 
serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of D D t8J D D 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

. e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes D D t8J D D 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Impact UT ~ 1: The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (No Impact) 

The proposed project involves the foundation extension and structural upgrade of the Tower building; no 

new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

123 Sari. Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plm1, Recreation and Open Space Element, April2014, pp. 20-36, 
http://www.sf-planning.org!ftp!Geneml_Plan!Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed July 2, 2019. 

November 2019 1R§O 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV. 



E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

telecommunications facilities would be constructed as a result of this project. As described in Section A, 

Project Description, existing utility lmes connecting to the Tower building would be supported in place 

during the 22-month construction, the existing PG&E vault in the project area would be protected by 

constructing shoring around the vault along with supplemental structural support for the conduits that 

exit the vault and extend across the excavation area. The proposed project would not require or result in 

the relocation of utilities. 

Following installation of the perimeter piles, five low-horsepower, electrically operated pumps would be 

permanently placed in the vaults providing access to the jack system (two in±he vault along Mission Street 

and three in the vault along Fremont Street), each with a float switch to activate the pump should sufficient 

rainwater collect to trigger it, and the pumped water would be discharged into the combined sewer system. 

Operation of the pumps would connect to and operate off the Tower building's permanent power supply 

and would be alarmed to the building management system. The eiectric use to power the pumps would be 

minimal and only operational when enough rainwater triggers it. Therefore, the proposed project would 

, not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded utilities and service facilities. 

'Impact UT-2: The proposed project would have sufficient water supply available and would 
not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. (Less than Significant) 

During construction, the proposed project would intermittently use non-potable water for dust control in 

accordance with article 21 of the San Francisco Public Works Code (and as otherwise permitted by law) 

and would use relatively small amounts of potable water for various site needs such as drinking water, on- · 

site sanitary needs, a:nd for cement mixing. The small incre<;tse in potable water demand would not be 

substantial. · In addition, this water use would be temporary, terminating with the ·completion of 

construction. Water supplies for San Francisco are provided by the SFPUC, and are planned such that short­

term spikes in water use , can be accommodated. Therefore, project construction would not warrant 

construction or expansion of water treatment facilities, and this impact would be less than significant . 

. Impact UT -3: The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project. (Less than Significant) 

The Tower and Podium buildings located on the 301 Mission Street parcel are currently served by SFPUC's 

combined sewer system, which colle'cts both sanitary and storm drainage. All stormwater and wastewater 

flow from project site is currently collected and diverted to the Southeast Treatment Plant. · 

As described in Section A, Project Description, groundwater removed during constru<;:tion would be routed 

through an 18,000-gallon settlement tank prior to discharge to the combined storm sewer. The project 

sponsor has indicated that approximately half the_settling tank, or 9,000 gallons, could be discharged to the 

sewer system per day. 124 Prior to discharging, ground water samples would be tested to ensure compliance 

with SFPUCdischarge standards. The project team would obtain a batch waste discharge (for construction 

dewatering) permit from SFPUC in compliance with federal and state requirements. 

124 Roosevelt, Nick, Associate Attorney,}. Abrams Law, P.C., e-mail correspondence with Kei Zushi, Senior Plariner, San 
Francisco Planning Department, June 26, 2019. 
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Groundwater removed during construction would be conveyed to the Southeast Treatment Plant, which is 

owned and operated by the SFPUC and is responsible for treating flows from the Bayside of the city in 

addition to Daly City and Brisbane. 125 The Southeast Treatment Plant has the capacity to treat up to 250 

million gallons per day.126 Therefore, the 9,000 gallons of groundwater discharged to the sewer system per 

day would not exceed the capacity of the treatment plant. For this reason, the proposed project would have 

a less-than-significant effect related to wastewater. 

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs and would comply with all 
applicable statutes and regulations related to solidwaste. (Less than Significant) 

.In September 2015, the city approved an agreement with Recology, Inc. for the transport and disposal of the · 

city's munidpai solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The· city began disposing 

its municipal solid waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in January 20161 and that practice is expected to 

continue for approXimately nine years, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six 

years. The Hay Road Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 37 million cubic yards; it is permitted to 

accept up to 2/1:00 tons per day and has a remaining capacity of 30.4 million cubic yards.127 The Hay Roaci 

Landfill is expected to continue to receive waste approximately through the year 2077.128 

. . 
The city has adopted a number of policies to promote zero-waste practices. The San Francisco Construction 

and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (ordinance no. 27-06) requires that at least 65 percent of 

construction and demolition debris be recycled or diverted from landfills.l29 

Over the 22-month duration of the proposed p~oject construction stages, construction and demolition 

activities would generate construction debris at the project site, which would require disposal. Waste 

materials associated with the project would consist of approximately 4,380 cubic yards of excavated 

material and approximately 400 cubic yards of construction debris from asphalt and concrete demolition. 

All waste !llaterials would be stockpiled on site and separated according to waste characterization criteria. 

The materials would then be either recycled or disposed of at an off-site permitted facility in compliance 

with applicable regulatory standards. 

The project applicantwould be subject to the city's various solid waste diversion requirements, including 

the San Francisco Construction and Demolition. Debris Recovery Ord,inance. In compliance with the 

Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, the project applicant would submit a waste. 

diversion plan and demolition· debris. recovery plan to the San Francisco Department of Environment, 

· · specifying that at least 65 percent of the project's nonhazardous excavated soil and construction ciebris 

would be recycled, The proposed project would recycle 65 percent (or approximately 3,110 cubic yards) of 

125 ·San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), San Francisco's Wastewater Treatment Facilities, 2014, 
https:/lsfwater.orglmodules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=SBOl, accessed on June 25, 2019. 

126 Ibid. 
127 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Negative Declaration for the Agreement for Disposal of San Fr;mcisco 

Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County, Case No 2014.0653E, March 4, 2015. 
128 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), Solid Waste Information System Facility 

Detail, https://www2.calrecycle.ca.govlswfaeilities/Directory/48-AA-0002/, accessed June 24,2019. 
129 City and County of San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco Ordinance No: 2'7-06, Environment 

Code Chapter 14: Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, 2006. 
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excavated soil and construction demolition materials and dispose of the remammg 35 percent (or 

approximately 1,670 cubic yards) ·at the Hay Road. Landfill. All mixed construction debris must be 

transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 

material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. 

As described above, the Hay Road Landfill has approximately 30.4 million cubic yards. of capacity . 

remaining and is not anticipated 'to reach this capacity until 2077. In addition, the Hay Road Landfill can 

accept up to. 2,400 tons of solid waste per day. Therefore, the addition of up to. 4,380 cubic yards of 

excavated material and 400 cubic yards of construction debris as a result of the proposed project would not 

be in excess of the capacity of solid waste .providers. In addition, through compliance with the city's 

Cons'truction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, the proposed projeCt would not impair the 

attainment of solid waste reduction goals in the city or the state. The proposed pro}ect would be subject to 

and would comply with all other applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the 

proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to solid waste. 

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

The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade related to the Tower building foundation and would 

not result in a permanent increase in demand for utilities and service systems in the city. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not contribute to plamied or unplanned population growth in San Francisco. San 

Francisco's existing utility and service management plans are designed to accommodate the utility and 

'servic.e demands of anticipated growth throughout the city from new development. The proposed project 

would not combine with cumulative projects to create a significant cumulative impact on utilities and 

service systems. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

Would the project: 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

Less than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

0 0 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not increase demand for police and fire protection 
services and would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such ser:.rices1 that could cause sigvificant environmental impacts. (No 
Impact) 

The San Francisco Police Department and San Francisco Fire Department provide emergency services in 

the project area. The project site is located in the Southern Police District, which covers the South of Mission, 
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Embarcadero, China Basin areas of San Francisco. The Soutlu~rn Station is located in the Public Safety 

Building at 1251 Third Street, which is located about 1.2 miles south of the project site.130 

The San Francisco Fire Department provides fire protection, responds to :other emergency situations, 

including hazardous materials incidents, and provides medical aid and fire prevention and safety training. 

San Francisco Fire Department stations within one mile of the project site include Station No. 1 at 935 Folsom 

Street~ Station No.2 at 1340 Powell Street, Station No.8 at 36 Bluxome Street, Station No. 13 at 530 Sansome 

Street, and Station No. 35 at Pier 22lh, The Embarcadero.131 

As discussed in Section E.3, Population and Housing (Impact PH-1), the proposed project wouid not result in 

the consti:uction of residential units or add any land uses to the associated parcel. Increases in demand for 

public services generally occur due to a permanent increase in population in a given area. There could be a 

minimal increase in demand for police and fire services due to construction activities at the site; however, this 

would be short-term. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the demand for public services. 

Construction of the project and associated travel lane closures could potentially affect police and fire service 

access. Please refer to Impact TR-1 regarding the project's impact to emergency access. 

Project operations would not require additional maintenance personnel, except when the sponsor performs 

an inspection of the conditions of the jack system, jacking beams, or rods following a major earthquake as 

discussed in section A.5, Proposed Project. Such an inspection would require two individuals in total. Thus, 

the project would not increase the number of service calls or the service population in the area. Given that the 

proposed, project is located in proximity to and already served by police and fire protectiori.services, and would 

not result in population growth, there would be no impact related to the provision of new or .altered public 

. service facilities, 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project; in combination with other past; present; or reasonably 
foreseeable projects; would not have a significant cumulative impact on public services.· (No 
Impact). 

The proposed project would have no impact related to the provision of new or altered public service facilities. 

Therefore, the proposed project could not contribute to a significant cumulative impact on public services. 

130 San Francisco Police Department, Police District Maps, https:!lwww.sanfranciscopolice.org/station-finder, accessed November 8, 
2019. 

131 San Francisco Fire Department, Fire Station Locations, https:!lsf-fire.org!FIRE-STATION-LOCATIONS, accessed on November 8, 
2019. 
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Less than 
Pqtential/y Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

15. BIOlOGICAL RESOURCES. 

Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 0 0 0 ~ 0 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 0 0 0 0 ~ 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish a·nd Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 0 0 0 0 ~ 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

d) Interfere subst;;~ntially with the movement of any native resident or 0 0 0 0 
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 0 0 .~ 0 0 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, 0 0 0 0 ~ 
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, n;gional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

The project site is not located in an area covered by an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural 

community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. The 

project site is not located within a federally protected wetland, as defined by section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act and does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. Therefore, topics E.15(b), 

E.15(c), and E.15(f) are not applicable to the proposed project. 

. Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substap.tial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. (No Impact) 

The project site and surrounding area are in an urban environment with high levels of human activity. The 

project site has been developed for over 100 years and adjacent sites are currently developed; thus, any 

special-status species have been previously extirpated from the area. The project site is covered by 

impervious surfaces (i.e., existing sidewalk and paved roadway). The project site. does not provide suitable 

habitat for any rare or endangered plant or wildlife species and only common bird species are likely to nest 

in the vicinity. Th~refore; the proposed project would have no impact on special-status species. 

Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not interfere wit.hthe movement of any native 
resident or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors . 
. (Less th~m Significant with Mitigation) 

As described above, the project site and surrounding area are developed in nature. As a result, the proposed 

project would likely not interfere with wildlife movement or impede the use of any nursery sites. No 

migratory birds are expected to be on the project site. The project would require the temporary removal of 
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13 trees along Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets. This analysis reasonably presumes that birds habituated 

to urban disturbance are capable of occupying the habitats that these street trees provide, and there is the 

potential for nesting birds to be present in these trees. Removal of the trees during the nesting season could · 

result in potentially significant impacts to nesting birds and their nests because tree removal could result 

in nest abandonment, destruction, injury or mortality of nestlings, and disruption of reproductive behavior 

during the breeding season. The proposed project would be subject to the requirements of the Migratory'. 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-71i) and the Californi~ Fish and Game Code (CFGC) 

(sections 3503 and.3503.5), both of which protect birds and their nests. 

Although adult birds can escape the project site to avoid direct harm during construction, eggs or chicks . 

associated with active nests could still be permanently affected (i.e.'. abandoned or killed) by project 
construction activities. The proposed project may result in· the displacement of nesting migratory birds 

and/or the abandonment of active nests should construction and vegetation removal occur during the 

typical nesti:r{g season (January 15 through August 15). Even though the project would be required to 

comply with the requirements of the MBTA and CFGC, which would help ensure that there would be no 

loss of active nests or bird mortality, the. project would implement Mitigation Measure M-BI-1: 

Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas. Nesting 
birds and their nests shall be protected during construction by implementation of the following 
measures for each .construction phase: 

a. To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities including but not limited to vegetation removal, 
tree trimming or removal, ground disturbance, building demolition, site grading, and other 
construction activities which may compromise breeding. birds or the su,ccess of their nests 
outside of the nesting season (Jaimary 15 through August 15). 

b. If construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully avoided, a qualified wildlife 
biologist* shall conduct pre-construction nesting surveys within 14 days prior to the start of 
construction or demolition at areas that have not been previously disturbed by project activities 
or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be performed for suitable 
habitat within 250 feet of the project site in order to locate any active nests of common bird 
species and within 500 feet of the project site to locate any active raptor (birds of prey) nests. 

c. If active nests are located during the preconstruction nesting bird surveys, a qualified biologist 
shall evaluate if the schedule of construction activities could affect the active nests and if so, 
the following measures would apply: 

November 2019 

i. · If construction is not likely to affect the ';lctive nest, construction may proceed without 
restriction; however, a qmilified biologist shall regularly monitor the nest at a frequency 
dete~mined appropriate for the surrol:mding construction activity to confirm there is 'no 
adyerse effect. Spot-:check monitoring frequency would be determined on a n~st-by-nest 
basis considering the particular construction activity, duration, proximity to the nest, and 
physical barriers which may screen activity from the nest. The qualified biologist may 
revise his/her determination at any time during the nesting season in coordination with 
the Planrdng Department. 

ii. If it is determined that construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall 
establish a no~disturbance buffer around the nest(s) and all project work shall halt within 
the buffer Until a qualified biologist determines the nest is no longer in use. Typically, these 
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buffer distances are 250 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptors; however, the buffers 
may be adjusted if an obstruction, such as a building, is within line-of-sight between the 
n~st and construction. 

iii. Modifyi.rlg nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction activities within the buffer, 
and/or modifying construction methods in proximity to active nests shall be done at the 
discretion of the qualified biologist and in coordination with the Planning Department, 
who would notify CDFW. Necessary actions to remove or relocate an active nest(s) shall 
be coordinated with the Planning Department and approved by CDFW. 

iv. Any work that must occur within establi[lhed no-disturbance buffers around active nests 
shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. If adverse effects in response to project work . 
within the buffer are observed and could compromise the nest, . work within the no 
disturbance buffer(s) shall halt l:mtil the nest occupants have flEidged. 

v. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey buffers amid construction 
activities are assumed to be habituated to construction-related or similar noise and 
disturbance levels, so exclusion zones around nests may be reduced or eliminated in these 
cases as determined by the qualified biologist in coordination with the. Planning 
Department, who would notify CDFW. Work may proceed around these active nests as 
long as the nests and their occupants are not directly impacted. 

d. In the event inactive nests are observed within or adjacent to the project site at any time 
throughout the year, any removal or relocation of the inactive nests shall be at the discretion 
of the qualified biologist in coordination with the Planning Department, who would notify and 
seek approval from the CDFW, as appropriate. Work may proceed around these inactive nests. 

* Typical experience requirements for a "qualified biologist" include a minimum of four years of academic 
training and professional experience in biological sde~ces and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years of experience conducting surveys for each species .that may·be present.within the 
project area. 

Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 would ensure 

that the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts associated with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors. This impact, therefore, would be less than significant. 

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

The city's Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code, sections 801 et seq., requires a permit from the 

Sari Francisco Public Works (public works) to remove any protected trees. Protected trees i.rlclude landmark 

trees, significant trees, or street trees located on private property subject to location and size criteria or on 

public property anywhere within the territorial limits ofthe CitY and County of San Francisco. There are 

no landmark or significant trees along Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets.132 A total of 13 street trees· (seven 

trees alorlg the frontaie of MissiorL Street, i±tree trees alor1g Frerr .. orLt Str_eet, artd fruee trees alon.g Beale 

132 City and County of San Francisco, Significant and Landmark Trees, https:!lsfpublicworks.org/services!signific;nt-and­
landmark-trees, accessed June 7,2019. 
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Street) would be temporarily removed for project construction. The proposed project would be required to 
comply with the Urban Forestry Ordinance, whiCh requires a permit from public works to r~move any 

street trees. Removal of s~eet trees would require that the project sponsor plant an appropriate replacement 

.. tree on the project site or along the street or pay an in-lieu fee. The project sponsor would comply with the 

Urban Forestry Ordinan~e by following these requirements and replacement street trees would be planted 

after construction is complete. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the city's local tree 
'ordinance and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

Impa:ct C-BI-1: The proposed project, in com]Jination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity of the site, would not have a significant cumulative impact on biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

The project viOrrlty does not currently support any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any 

riparian'habitat, or any other senSitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies: or 

regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish ahd Wildlife Service. As 

with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to federal, state, 

and local regulations related to' biological resources. As with the proposed project, compliance with these 

ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than-significant levels. 
. . . ~ 

The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would riot have a substantial adverse effect 

on any candidate,: sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 

community with the impl~entation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2; and/or would not conflict with any 
local policy or ordinance protecting biological resources or an approved conse~vation plan. ·For these 

reasons, the proposed project would not have the potential to combine with reasonably foreseeable future 

projects in the project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 

Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources. Therefore, cumulative impacts 

to biological resources would be less than significant. 
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Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

16. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. 

Would the project: 

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent D D D ~ D 
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 Publieation 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? D D [gj o·· D 
. iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? D D [gj D D 

iv) Landslides? D D D D [gj 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion .or the loss of topsoil? D D [gj .o D 
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become D D [gj D D 

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 D D D D [gj 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

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

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or D 0 D 0 
unique geologic feature? 

As discussed in Section A, Project Description, the proposed project consists of a structural upgrade of the 

Tower building fomi.dation that includes installation of an extension of the existing mat foundation for the 

Tower building, which would be supported by 52 new perimeter piles extending to bedrock and located 

within the public right-of-way along Mission and Fremont streets sidewalks along the north and west sides · 

of the Tower building. The analysis in this section relies on information and recommendations provided in 

the geotechnical evaluation conducted for the proposed project and the findings and recommendations of 

the independent Engineering Desigtl Review Team (peer review team) letter to the director of the San 

Francisco Department of Building Inspection (the building department)· regarding the proposed 

upgrade.1~3,134 Volumes 2 and 3 of the structural calculations prepared by the project's structural enginee~ 
of record and submitted to the peer review team and the building department contain detailed calculations 

that demonstrate settlement has not degraded the . structure's strength to resist, dead, live, wind and 

earthquake loads to exceed the levels that trigger upgrade under the San Francisco Building Code.135,136 

133 J olm A. Egan, PE, GE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade, Millennium Tower- Revision 1, ·City and County 
of San Francisco, Califoniia, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate Geoteclmical Consultants. 

134 Engineering Design Review Team, letter to Tom C. H~i, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 
County of San Francisco Deparb:nent of Building Inspection, August 27, 2019. 

135 Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, 301 Mission St Perimeter Pile Upgrade Calculations Vols2- Gravity and 3 -Lateral- Revision 5, 
June 7, 2019. · 

136 Engineering Design Review Team, 301 Mission Street- Voluntary Foundation Retrofit EDRT- Log, p. 1, August 27, 2019. 
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The project footprint is in an area that is entirely flat and not located in a landslide hazard area as defined in 
the city's General Plan Community Safety Element or in a state-identified seismic hazard zone for landslide 
hazard.1S7,lSB The project site is not located ori expansive soil.139 Instead, the.project is on a variety of soil types 

as more fully described under the discussion of Existing Subsurface Conditions. The Tower and Podium 

buildings would remain connected to the combined sewer system, :which is the wastewater and stormwater 

system for San Francisco, and would not use septic tanks or other onsite disposal systems for sanitary sewage .. 
Therefore, topics E.16(a)(iv), E.16(d), and E.16(e) are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Regulatory Setting 

Existing laws and regulations that stipulate a regulatory process to address seismic and geologic hazards 

to ensure minimum levels of safety in the construction of new or retrofitted structures are described below. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

Earthquake Hazard Reduction Act of 1977. ·Federal laws codified in United States Code Title 42, Chapter 

· 86, were enacted to reduce risks to life and property from earthquakes in the United States through the 

establishment and maintenance of an effective earthquake hazards reduction program. Implementation of 

these requirements are regulated, monitored, ;;nd enforced at the state and local levels. Key regulations 

and. standards applicable to the proposed project are summarized below. 

CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 (Alquist-Priolo Act). The Alquist-Priolo Act 

(Public Resour~es Code section 2621 et seq.) is intended to reduce the risk to 'life and property from surface 

fault r-upture'during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the location and construction of most 

types of structures intended for human occupancy over active fault traces and strictly regulates 

. construction in the corridors along active faults (i.e., earthquake fault zones). 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was passed in .1990 
following the Lorna Prieta earthquake to reduce threats to public health and safety and to minimize 

property damage caused by earthquakes (Public Resources Code section 2690 et seq.). This act requires the 

State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones, and cities, counties, and other local permitting 

agencies to regulate certain development projects within these zones. For projects that would locate 

structures for human occupancy within def?ignated Zones of Required Investigation, the Seismic Hazards 

Mapping Act requires project applicants to perform a site-specific geotechnical investigation ~o identify the 
potential site-specific seismjc hazards and corrective measures, as appropriate, prior to receiving building 

permits. The California Geological Survey (CGS) Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards 

137 San Francisco Plaru:Ung Department, Community· Safety an Element of the General Plan of the City and County of San 
Francisco, October 2012. 

138 Califomia Geological Survey (CGS), CGS Information Warehouse: Landslides, 2015, 
http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse!index.html?map=regulatorymdps, ac~essed October 21, 2019. 

139 Egan, John, A., PE, GE, email correspondence with Kei Zushi, Jennifer McKellar, and Debra Dwyer, San Francisco 
Planning Department, November 7, 2019. · 

November 2019 1~40 301lvfission Street Perimet~r Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

(Special Publication 117 A) provides guidance for evaluating and mitigating seismic hazards.140 The CGS 

has completed evaluating the San Francisco North Quadrangle, and has identified the project site as being 
located within an area that has the potential for liquefaction.141 · 

California Building Code. The California Building Code is codified in :nne 24 of the California Code of 

Regulations and consists of several parts, including Part 2, Volumes 1 and 2, the 2016 California Building 

Code which is referred to in this document as the building code~ and Part 10, the 2016 California Existing 

Building Code, which contains section 403.9, Voluntary Seismic Improvements. The California Building 

Code provides standards that must be met to safeguard life or limb, health, property, and public welfare 

by regulating and controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use. and occupancy, location,. 

· ·and maintenance of all buildings and structures within the state. The California BUilding Code generally 

. applies to all occupancies in California, with modifications adopted in some instances by state agencies or 

local governing bodies. Title 24 is administered by the California Building Standards Commission, which, 

by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under State law,all building standards must 

be centralized in Title 24 or they are not enforceable. The provisions of the California Building Code apply 

to the construction,· alteration, movement, replacement, location, and demolition of e-:ery building or 

structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures throughout 

California. Title 24, Part 10, the California Existing Building Code governs alteration, addition, and repair 

to existing buildings. It governs the requirements for upgrade of existing buildings to minimum criteria 
when triggered by other actions such as alteration and is described in more detail below under "San 

Francisco Building Code." 

Specific sections .of the California Building Code (Title 24, Part 2, Volume 2) relevantto this topic are as 

follows. Chapter 16 addresses structural design requirements governing seismically resistant construction 

(section 1604), including, but not limited to, factors and coefficients used to establish a seismic site class 

and seismic occupancy category appropriate for the soil/rock at the building location and the proposed 

building design (sections 1613.5 through 1613.7). Chapter 18 includes, but is not limited to, the 

requirements for foundation and soil investigations· (section 1803); excavation, g.J;"ading, and fill (section 

1804); allowable load-:-bearing values of soils (section 1806); foundation and retaining walls, (section 1807); 

and foundation support systems (sections 1808 through 1810). Chapter 33 indudes, but is not limited to, 

requirements for safeguards at work sites to ensure stable excavations and cut-or-fill slopes (section 3304) 

and the protection of adjacent properties including requirements for noticing (section 3307). Appendix J of 

the California Building Code includes, but is not limited to, grading requirements for the design of 

excavations and fills (sections J106 and J107) specifying maximum limits on the slope of cut and fill surfaces 

and other criteria, required setbacks and slope protection for cut and fill slopes (J108), and erosion control 

in general and regarding the provision of drainage facilities and terracing (sections J109 and J110). San 

Francisco has adopted Appendix J of the state building code with amendments to J103, J104, J106, and J109 

as ~rticulated in the local building code. 

In addition, the project is proposed for the foundation of an existing building. As such, the California 

Existing Building Code (Title 24, Part 10) is also applicable. Specifically, the Existing Building Code Section 

403.9, Voluntary Seismic Improvements, applies to the proposed project and is incorporated by reference 

14° California Geological Survey (CGS), Special Publication 117 A Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in 
California, 2008. 

141 CGS, San Francisco North Quadrangle, Seismic Hazard Zones, November 17, 2000. 
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into the. San Francisco Building Code, cited below. Section 403.9 requires that alterations to existing 

structural elements or additions of new structural elements that are not otherwise required by Chapter 4, 

Prescriptive Compliance Method, and are initiated for the purpose of improving the performance.of the 

seis~ic force-resisting system of an existing structure or the performance of seismic bracing or anchorage · 

of existing non-structural eleme~ts shall be permitted, provided that an engineering analysis is submitted 

demonstrating the following: 

1. The altered structure and the altered nonstructural elements are no less conforming to the 
· ·provisions of the California Building Code with respect to earthquake design than they were prior 

to the alteration. 

2. New structural elements are detailed as required for new construction.· 

3. New or relocated nonstructural elements are detailed and connec;ted to existing or new structural 
·elements a() required fcir new construction. 

4. The alterations do not create a structural irregularity as defined in ASCE 7 or make an existing 
structural irregularity more severe. . 

California Division of Occupational Safety and Health Regulations. Construction activities are subject 

to occupational safety standards for excavation, shoring, and trenching, as specified in Cal/OSHA 

. regtilations (Title 8). 

SAN FRANCISCO REGULATIONS 

San Francisco Building Code 

The San Francisco Building Code consists of the California Building Code (California Code of Regulations,· 

Title 24) with local amendments used in conjunction with. the state's codes. 142 

To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, San 

Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of buildjng permits 

pursuant to the California Building Code, the California Existing Building Code, and the San Francisco 

Building Code and San Francisco Existing Building Code, which also includes the building department's 

administrative bulletins. As.stated above, voluntary seismic upgrades of existing buildings are required to 

be conducted under the criteria of Section 403.9, Voluntary Seismic Improvements, of the San Francisco 

Existing Building Code.143 The building department also issues information sheets to detail implementing 

procedures related to building departillent' s review of projects, to clarify procedures or establish interim 

guidelines and procedures. The buildmg department's Adlninistrative Bulletins AB-082 and AB-083 

described in detail below are applicable to this project. In addition, applicable information sheets for the • 

. proposed project include building department information sheets S-05 and S-18. These are also described 

in more detail below. 

142 The 2016 San Francisco' Building Code applies to this project because this is the edition in effect when the project's 
permit applications were filed in December 2018. 

143 .Note that there is no local amendment for this section. Refer to the California Existing Building Code section 403.9 for 
the fuil text of this section. 
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Administrative Bulletin AB-082, Guidelines and Procedures forStructural, Geotechnical, and Seismic 
Hazard Engineering Design Review. AB-082 is dated November 21,2018, and pursuant to its title, presents 

guidelines and procedures for when and how structural, geotechnical, and seismic hazard engineering· 

. design review is conducted. Such review may be required by the building code, by another administrative 

bulletin, or at the request of the director of the building department.144 This administrative bulletin is 

· applicable to the alteration or retrofit of existing structures.145 AB-082 details the purpose of the review, 

responsibilities of the Engineering Design Review Team (peer review team), professional qualification 

requirements and selection of revieWers, types of projects requiring review, scope of the review, and the 

review process. The scope of the review services for each discipline is described below. 

" Structural Engineering Design Review services include review of: structural performance goals; 
structural basis of design and overall concept; design methodology and acceptance criteria; 
mathematical modeling and simulation, including input assumptions; structural. calculations; 
interpretation of analysis results; design and detailing of members and systems; structural construction 
documents, including drawings, specifications, and quality control and inspection provisions. 

• Geotechnical Engineering Review services include review of geotechnical engineering methods and 
assumptions and the geotechnical aspects of foundation design, as well as evaluation of the 
recommendations regarding geotechnical aspects of construction, which may indude load testing and . 
construction monitoring. 

" Site-Specific Seis:triic Hazard Review services include the review of site-specific earthquake spectra, 
the methods and assumptions used in development of the spectra, and San Francisco Building Code 
requirements. 

• I;\arthquake Ground Motion Review services include review of the motions to be used in the design, 
their selection, scaling to response spectra, their duration, and San Francisco Building. Code 
requirements. 

Administrative Bulletin AB-083, Requirements and Guidelines for the Seismic Design of New Tall 
Buildings using Non-Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedures. AB-083 is dated January 1, 2014, and 

pursuant to its title, presents requirements and guidelines for seismic structural design and submittal 

documents for building permits. for new tall buildings in San Francisco that use non-prescriptive seismic 

design procedures.146 AB-083 also applies to existing building~ that are undergoing retrofitting, as required 

by the director of the building department. Non-prescriptive seismic design procedures are designs that· 

take exception to one or more of the prescriptive requirements of the San Francisco Building Code and 

Chapter 12 of ASCE/SEI 7-05 (note: current version is ASCE/SEI 7-16) and the standards referenced therein, 

by invoking San Francisco Building Code, section 104A.2.8, which allows alternative materials and 

methods of construction as approved by the building official (the San Francisco Director of the Department 

of Building Inspection). . · 

144 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Administrative Bulletin 082, Guidelines and Procedures for Structural, 
Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering Design Review, November 21, 2018 (Supersedes Administrative Bulletin AB--082 

· originally issued March 25, 2008, revised December 19, 2016), http:l!sfdbi.org!sites!defaultlfiles!AB-082.pdf, accessed July 9, 2019. 
145 Ibid. . - . . 
146 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Administrative Bulletin 083, Requirements and Guidel{nes for "the Seismic 

Design of New Tall Buildings using Non-Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedures, January 1, 2014 (Supersedes Administrative 
Bulletin AB-083 originally issued March 25, 2008), http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins, accessed September 18, 2019. 
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AB~083 details the purpose of the requirements and guidelines, briefly discusses and references non­

prescriptive seismic design procedures, describes submittal requirements, pr~wid.es detail on seismic 

. design requirements, including code-level evaluation, service-level evaluation, and maximum considered 

earthquake-level evaluation. 

Information Sheet S-05, Geotechnical Report Requirements. s~os revisions were issued ·on October 11, 

2018 and further revised on May 7, 2019.147 S-Q5 establishes the permit work scope which will require the 

submittal of a geoteclmical report in conformance with building code section 1803, Geotechnical 

I:ri.vestigations. Permit application submittals that require a geotechnical report include (but are not limited 

. to): cut sections greater than 10 feet in vertical height; grading,· excavation or fill over 5,000 cubic yards of 

earth material; and special foundation includi!fg but not limited to piles and'piers.148 

Information Sheet S-18,lnterim Guidelines and Procedures for Structural, Geotechnical, and Seismic 
Hazard Engineering Design Review for New Tall Buildings. S-18 was issued on December 27, 2017 and 

revised on March 27, 2019.149 S-18 establishes. interim guidelines and procedures for structural, 

geoteclmical, and seismic hazard engineering design review that apply to new tall buildings 240 feet or 

taller, located in the city's softest soils and/or liquefaction zones, or at the direCtor of the building 

department's discretion.1so Because administrative bulletins AB~082 (Guidelines . and Procedures for 

Structural Design Review) and AB-083 (Requirements and Guidelines for the Seismic Design.of New Tall 

. Buildings using Non-Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedures) are qrrrently being reviewed by the 

Structural Engineers Association of Northern California, S-18 provides interim guidelines to supplement 

and clarify the information in AB-082, as well as AB-083. The interim guidelines specify requirements for 

the scope of geoteclmical and structural review conducted by independent qualified geoteclmical reviewers 

as part of an Engineering Design Review Team. 151 S-18 also specifies post-construction requirements for 

the annual monitoring· of the effects of settlement on the buildings and foundations of the project for a 

period of h~n years. The annu3.1 monitoring reports 'are to be submitted to the building department. 

·San Francisco Public Works Code 

Article 4.2, Sewer System Man~gement, Sections 146-146.11, Construction Site Runoff Control. These 

sections of the public works code require that all construction sites must implement best management 

147 The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection applies oruy the building code and implementing procedures .in 
effect at the time of building permit submission. The project sponsor complied with S-05 geotechnical report 
requirements as reviewed by the peer review team and the building department. 

148 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Information Sheet No. S-05, GeotechniCal Report Requirements, May'7, 
2019, httj;s:/lsfdbi.org!sites/defaultlfiles/IS%205-0S.pdf, accessed September 19, 2019. . 

149 The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection applies only the building code and implementing procedures in 
effect at the time of building permit submission. The projeCt sponsor is compliance with Information Sheet S-18 
including the Mq,rCh 2019 amendment. 

150 San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Information Sheet No. S-18, Interim Guidelines and Procedures for · 
· Structural, Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering Design Review for New Tall Buildings, MarCh 27, 2019, 

https:J/sfdbi.org!sites!defaultlfiles!IS%205-18.pdf, accessed July 9, 2019. 
151 A qualified geotechnical reviewer for Engineering Design Review Teams shall be a geotechnical engineer (G.E.) registered 

iii California or a Civil Engineer (C. E.) registered in California with substantially demonstrated geoteChnical experience. 

November 2019 1'17444 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Case No. 2018-016691ENV 



E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

practices to minimize surface runoff erosion and s~dimentation. 15Z,153 In addition, if construction activities 

would disturb between 5;ooo square feet and 1 acre of ground surface, such as the proposed proje~t, then 

the project sponsor would be required to submit an erosion sediment control plan (erosion control plan) or 

a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), and a Construction Site Runoff Control Project 

Application to San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) for their review and approval. 

An erosion control plan is a site-specific plan that details the use, location and emplacement of sediment 

and erosion control devices. It must include: 

" The location and perimeter of the project site; 

" Thelocation of nearby storm drains and/or catch basins; 

" Existing and proposed roadways and drainage pattern within the project site; and 

" A drawing or diagram of the sediment and erosion control devices to be used onsite . 

. As stated alternately, a proje~t inay prepare and implement a storm water pollution preventionpl~, as 

per the State Construction General Permit. Similar to the erosion control plan, the storm water pollution 

prevention plan would describe the BMPs a contractor will implement to prevent erosion and discharge of 

sediment and other pollutants in stormwater runoff, and must be submitted to SFPUC for their review and 

approvaL 

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

As described in Section A Project D~scription, the existing Tower building on the associated parcel has 

experienced differential settlement du~ to consolidation and compression of the Old Bay Clay soil layer. 

The purpose of the project is to transfer some of the Tower building load from the existing foundation to 

52 cast-in-place reinforced concrete piles· that would be installed into the deeper, more. stabie Franciscan 

Complex bedrock. These 52 new piles would be located within the public right-of-way under the Mission 

and Fremont streets sidewalks along the north and west sides of the Tower building near the northwest 

corner of the associated parcel. The proposed project is therefore designed to meet the requirements of 

section 403.9, Voluntary Seismic Improvements, of the. Existing Building Code,. with the intent to reduce 

future building settlement on the associated parcel at 301 Mission Street; assure that the existing building 

can provide the seismic performance intended of new structures designed to the San Francisco Building 

Code; and improve the seismic performance of the Tower building's foundation.154 The geotechnical 

152 San Francisco Public Works Code. Article 4.2 Section 146 et al. Construction Site Runoff ControL Online at 
http:l!library.amlegal.com/nxt!gateway.dll!California!publicworkslpublicworkscode?f=-templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sa 
nfrancisco_c~$sync=1, accessed November 7, 2019. . 

153 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Construction Site Runoff Control Program, 2017, 

http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=235, accessed July 3, 2019. 
154 Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, 301 Mission St Perimeter Pile Upgrade Calculations Vall -Design Overview- Revision 6, 

August 16, 2019, p. 2. 
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evaluation prepared by the geotechnical engineer of record155 included a review of a,vailable geologic and 

geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of the proposed project in the context of 

geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface exploration including soil borings, and preparation . 

. of project-specific design and construction recommendations.156 Responsibility for the design in 

conformance with the San Francisco Building Code resides with the structural engineer of record. The 

geotechnical engineer of record for the project will continue to analyze the building's settle~ent 
performance during and after construction of the project.157,158 The responsibility for conducting plan check 

resides with the Director of the building department and any plan check consultants. The responsibility for 

acceptance of a design and any decisions on the issuance of permits resides solely with the Director of the 

building department. 

The building department convened under City contract an Engineering Design Review Team (peer review 

team) in 2018 comprised 0f four independent qualified professional engineers to conduct an independent 

review of the project in accordance with the building department's requirements of AB-082~ Guidelin,es and 
Procedures for Structural, Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering Design Review. The purpose of the peer 

review team's assessment is to provide an assurance that (1) the altered structure conforms to .the 

provisions of the San Francisco Building Code with respect to earthquake design at the equivalent level or 

better than it was prior to the alteration, and (2) the alterations do not create structural irregularities. The 

purpose of the peer review process includes advising the Director of building department whether the 

design aspects in the scope of review satisfy the design intent of the San Francisco Building Cod~. The 
assessment addressed project design criteria; review of the geotechnical evaluation, data, and models; 

review of structural models and design calculations; design of the new piles and mat extension to meet the 

local building code requirements for new buildings; assessment of the existing piles, foundation mat, and 

superstructure to meet the requirements of Section. 403.9 of the Existing Building Code; cmd review of 

engineering drawings.ts9 

The analysis in this section relies on the information and recommendations provided in the geotechnical 

evaluations conducted for the proposed project by the structural and geotechnical engineers of record and 

the findings of the independent peer review team letter to the director of the building department.t6o 

Existing Subsurface Conditions 

The project site is underlain by approximately 250 feet of various soil types overlying. the Franciscan 

Complex bedrock (see Figure 3, Existing Project Site and Subsurface Profile). Figure 3 is for illustrative 

purposes only as there is variation in the depths of soil types and depth to bedrock across the project site 

. and associated 301 Mission Street parcel. The artificial fill ranges from approximately 15 to 25 feet below 

groun:d surface (bgs). The fill is underlain by 20 to 30 feet of a soft to medium-stiff marine clay deposit 

155 · The geotechnical engineer of record for the project is John A. Egan, I:'E, GE, who has been assisted by Slate Geotechnical . 

Consultants. 
156 John A. Egan, PE, GE, Geotechnical Evaluationfot: the Perimeter Pile Upgrade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and County 

of San Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate Geotechnical Consultants. 
157 San Francisco Deparhnent of Building Inspection, Administrative Bulletin 082, Guidelines and Procedures for Structural, 

Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineering Design Review, November 21, 2018. 
158 The Structural Engineer of Record is Ronald 0. Hamburger, SE of Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, Inc., San Fr.ancisco, CA 
159 Engineering Design Review Team, letter to Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 

County of San Frm;tcisco Deparhnent of Building Inspection, August 27, 2019. p. 2. 
160 Ibid. 
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known locally as Upper Y 6ung Bay Mud, to depths between 35 .and 55 feet bgs. The Upper Young Bay Mud 

is generally underlain by a zone of stiff to very stiff sandy clay (referred to as the Lower Young Bay Mud) 

interbedded with medium-dense to dense clayey sand and sand with clay (referred to as Upper Marine 

Sands and Lower Marine Sands (known locally as Colma Sands), to depths of approximately 90 to 100 feet 

bgs, followed by a stiff to very sti£f marine clay deposit, known locally as Old Bay Clay, which is 
approximately 120 to 160 feet thick. Some studies refer to the lower portions of the Old Bay Clay as the 

Alameda Formation. Finally, bedrock at the site, known locally as Franciscan Complex, underlies the Old 

Bay Clay unit beginning at dep~ ranging from about 220 .to 250 feet bgs. 

In March and July 2019, eight soil borings were drilled at different locations withiit Mission and Fremont 

streets' right-of-way where the structural upgrade would ~ake place.161 The proposed depth ofeach boring 
was 30 feet bgs; however, drilling refusal162 was encountered in gravel and cemented silt fill material and 

limite<;i the depth of some borings to as shallow as 4 feet bgs. A March 2019 grab groundwater sample163 

was collected at a depth of 12 feet bgs and several July 2019 grab groundwater samples were collected at 

depths of 16.8 and 17.5 feet bgs. These samples informed the project design as to the anticipated depth to 

groundwater that would be encountered during construction and whether the groundwater has chemicals 

at hazardous concentrations. Based on the sampling events, groundwater could be encountered within the 

depths of the excavation at approximately 10 to 22 feet bgs. The depth of groundwater has been observed 

to vary several feet annually depending on the rainfall. As describedin the project description, the project 

sponsor anticipates the groundwater table is currently approximately 19 to 22 feet bgs. The exact depth to 

groundwater would be verified during project construction. 

Fault Rupture 

There are no known active faults intersecting the project site and the site is not within an earthquake fault 
zone.164 Therefore, the potential of surface rupture occurring at the site is very low. As such, the proposed 

project would not exacerbate the potential for surface rupture and therefore, would have no impact related 

to fault ruptures. 

Strong .Seismic Ground Shaking 

The project site is located approximately 9.3 miles northeast of the San Andreas Fault and approximately 9·.8 

miles southwest of the Hayward Fault.165 According to the U.S. Geological Surv~y, the overall probability of 

a magnitude 6:7 or greater earthquake to occur in the San Francisco Bay Region during the next thirty years 

is 72 percent.166 Therefore, it is possible that a strong to very strong earthquake would affect the proposed 

161 AllWest Environmental, Site CharaCterization Assessment Report, Millennium Tower, 301 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 
94105, August 27, 20l9. 

162 In soil, drilling refusalmeans tbat the drill was not able to advance further due to a subsurface obstruction, and the 
boring is abandoned. i:n other material such as rock, drilling refusal is determined by the progress of the drill in depth 
under a given pressure for a specified length of time. 

163 Grab groundwater samples are water samples collected from open boreholes for a one-time sampling effort, typically 
using a sa;tpling device lm;.,ered into the open borehole. The borehole is backfilled after the samples are collected. This 

method is distinguished from constructing a permanent monitoring well with a well pipe and a surface seal. 
164 Jolui. A. Egan, FE, GE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade- Revision 1, Millennium Tower, City and.County 

of San Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate·Geotechnical Consultants. 
165. Ibid. 
166 U.S. Geological Survey, Earthquake Outlook for the San Francisco Bay Region 2014-2043, Fact Sheet 2016-3020, 2016. 
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project during its lifetiine .. The severity of the event would depend on several conditions, including; 
generating fault, distance ·to the earthquake epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthqual~e. 

As described in Section A, Proposed Project, the proposed remedyfor the differential settlement due to 

consolidation and compression of the Old Bay Clay soil layer is a structural upgrade related to the Tower 

building foundation that includes installation of an exteruiion of the existing rna~ foundation on its north and 

west sides near the northwest comer of the Tower building, supporteP. by 52 new perimeter piles located 

withi.ll the public right-of-way under the Mission and Fremont streets sidewalks along the north and west 

sides of the Tower building and extending to bedrock. The new piles would be connected to the extended 

mat via a jack system that would transfer load from the existing foundation to the new piles. As described 

above, the proposed structural upgrade is designed to meet the requirements of Section 403;9, Voluntary 

Seismic Improvements, of the Existing Building Code, with the intent to reduce futUre building settlement on 

the associated parcel; assure that the existing building can provide' the seismic performance intended of new 

. structures designed to the San Francisco Building Code; and improve the s~ismic performance of the Tower 

building's foundation. The proposed project would comply with the latest requirements of the state and local 

building codes, the building department's implementing guidance and procedures, as well as the state 

seismic hazards mapping act. 

The proposed project has undergone independent engineering design peer review in. accordance with the 
building department's AB-082 and AB-083 (and thereby information sheet S-18) related to structural, 

geotechnical, and seismic hazard design review for the alteration or retrofit of existing buildings. The peer 
review team was convened by and under contract with the building department. The peer review team 

, consisted of four members, all licens~d professional engineers with extensive experience in structural, 

geotechnical, and civil engineering including earthquake engineering. In addition to geotechnical and 
structural professional practitioners, the peer review team included a professor of engineering with extensive 

experience in structural and earthquake engineering; During its review, the peer review team assessed the 

project drawings, structural calculations, geotechnical investigation, written supplements and reports. The 

peer review team met with the project's design team consisting of the structural and geotechnical engineers 

of record on eleven occasions. All of the peer review team's comments on the geotechnical and structural 

design have been adequately addressed by the project's design team, and there are no outstanding or 

unresolved issues as indicated in its findings and recommendations to the building department. 167 . 

The geotechnical evaluation conducted for this project included a detailed analysis for seismically induced 

ground motion that complies with the San Francisco Bmlding Code requirements.l6B The building 

department permit review process, including the assessment by the peer review team, ensures that the 
project's 'structu;ral and foundation plans' comply with applicable building code provisions. Based on the 

independent peer review team's review and assessment of the technical materials submitted by the 

geotechnical and structural engineer of record, once the structural upgrade is .constructed, the e~isting 
Tower building would be expected to have performance consistent with the project's de.sign objectives and 

no less conforming to the provisions of the· California Building Code with respect to earthquake design 

167 Engineering Design Review Team, letter to Tom C. Hill, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 
County of Sart Francisco Department of Building Inspe~tion, August 27, 2019. · 

168 John A. Egan, PE, GE, Geotechnical Evaluation for the Perimeter Pile Upgrade, Millennium Tower- Revision 1, City and County 
of San Francisco, California, August 13, 2019, with the assistance of Slate Geotechnical Consultants .. 
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. than prior to construction as specified in Section of 403.9 \)f the Existing Building Code. The .building 

department concurs with the findings and recommendations in the peer review team memorandum to the 
building department_169 

Furthermore, as included in the project description, the building performance would be monitored during 

and upon completion of the proposed construction. The monitoring would be performed by the 

geotechnical engineer of record arid reported to the structural engineer ofrecord for the project in the event 

of unexpected or adverse findings by the geotechnical engineer. The monitoring program proposed by the 

project sponsor is summarized in the November 19, 2019 Summary of Monitoring Program reflected in the 
project description above and references the monitoring details on the Structural Plan Sheet S207, August 

23, 2019 plan set. The monitoring program is consistent with the building department information sheetS-

18 requirements. The details provide a well-defined schedule for data collection as well as the type and 

location of monitoring equipment on and around the project site. 

The momtoring data and analysis would be submitted to the building department during construction and 

for a period of 10 years following construction to be consistent with the building department requirements. 

Because the proposed project would meet the seismic and geotechnical safety standards and is a voluntary 

seismic retrofit, the proposed project would decrease rather than exacerbate the exposure of people or 

structures on and adjacent to the project site to substantial adverse effects due to seismic hazards. For this 

reason, impacts related to seismic hazards would be considered less than significant under CEQ~. 

Although not required by building. code requirements or the building department's implementing 

procedures, the independ,ent peer review team recommended that the peer review team remain engaged 

to advise the City through completion of construction and the lO-year monitoring program. The building 

department concurs with this recommendation.l7° 

As noted above, the project would have a less-than-significant impact related to seismic hazards. This 

finding would stand whether or not" the buildmg department were to engage the peer review team to 
participate in the post-construction monitoring. Nonetheles·s, in an abundance of caution, the building 

department intends to retain the independent peer review team to review and evaluate the monitoring data 

collected for the project during construction and for a period of 10 years following construction. 

According to the building departmentm, the scope of the review services by the peer review tearn172 will 

consist of the following: 

" Review and evaluate monitoring data submitted to the building department by the project sponsor's 
geotechnical engineer of record and forwarded to the peer review team by the building 4epartment 

169 Ho, Gary, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Building Department Permit Review, email correspondence 
· with Kei Zushl, Jennifer McKellar, and Debra Dwyer, San Francisco Planning Department, November 7, 2019 .. 

170 Ibid. 
171 Personal commuhicai.ion between Richard Tam, San Francisco DPpartment of Building Inspection, and Debra Dwyer, 

Sa.n. Francisco Planning Department; November 18, 2019. 
172 Given the long duration cif th~ monitoring period (ten years during construction and post-construction), it is reasonable 

to assume that members of the peer review team may need to be replaced over time. According to the building 
· department, replacement member wouldbe chosen based on Administrative Bulletin 082 (Guidelines and Procedures for 

Structural, Geotechnical, and Seismic Hazard Engineerit~g Design Review), Section 4, Qualifications and Selection of 
Reviewers to have the same specialty as the qualified professional leaving the team. 
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• Assess the collected data to determine whether the sponsor's design team is accurately analyzing the 
d?ta and reporting any unexpected performance conditions that-may require immediate attention or 
additional investigation (notification triggers). The criteria for notification triggers will be specified in 
the building department's building permit approval. · 

• For each review and evaluation, prepare a lett~r that summarizes the fjndings of the monitoring data 
review and provide the reviewer's professional opinion whether anY clarification is needed or 

. a,dditional s'teps are required. 

• Maintain a project monitoring data review comment log shoUld the peer review team request any 
clarification or follow up. . 

• Provide the above services annually for the first two years and thereafter every two years for the next 
. eight years if the building department and the peer review team determine, based on close monitoring, 
that the data show consistently stable conditions; otherwise provide the above services annually for 
the entirety of the 10-year post-construction monitoring program. 

• Upon completion of monitoring program, provide a final report to the ·building and planning 
departments for inclusion in the administrative record and permit record: 

. . 
The building department will be responsible for contracting with and paying the members of the peer 

review team for their services. The building department has indicated q. desire to have the project sponsor 

reimburse the city for the cost of the peer review team; s monitoring data review and assessment both 

during and post construction. This financial arrangement is reflected below in Improvement Measure I­

Ci£-1, Sponsor Reimbursement for Engineering Design Review Team Review o~ Construction and Post­

Construction Monitoring Data. 

Improvement Measure I-GE-1: Sponsor Reimbursement for Engineering Design Review Team 
Review of Construction and. Post-Construction Monitoring Data. The project sponsor should 
cooperate with the Departinent of Building-Inspection (building department) in its engagement of· 
the Engineering Design Review Team (peer review team). convened during review and evaluation 
of the monitoring data collected for the project during and post construction. The project sponsor 
should reimburse the building department for the costs of the monitoring data review and 
evaluation by the peer review team .. 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Liquefaction and lateral spreading of soils can occur when ground shaking causes saturated soils to lose 

strength due to ffit increase in pore pressure. The project site is in a mapped liquefaction hazard zone.173 

The geotechnical evaluation included a liquefaction hazard evaluation for the proposed project due to the 

shallow groundwater table and loose to dense clayey sandy gravel with varying amounts of sand and clay, 

brick, concrete, glass, and wood debris fill encountered at the project site. The analysis indicated that fill 

encountered beneath the groundwater is susceptible to soil liquefaction during a major earthquake from. 

nearby faults. Observations of liquefaction and liquefaction-related phenomena have been reported for the 

. vicinity. The potentially liquefiable layer is the 15- to 25-foot-thick surface fill. 

. However, the base of the existing Tower building foundation mat was constructed to a depth of 25 feet bgs 

and the base of the Podium building was constructed to a depth of about 60 feet bgs. Therefore, the 

173 Ibid. 
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excavations for these structures removed ~e fill materials within the footprints of the structures and, thereby, 

reduced potential liquefaction-related effects that may have been associated with the fill materials. 

The Young Bay Mud that underlies the fill is still present beneath the Tower building; however, it was 

removed within the area of the Podium building by its excavation. The Young Bay Mud is known to contain 
occasional lenses174 of loose to medium dense sands that are susceptible to liquefaction dufing strong 

ground shaking. However, the geotechnical evaluation concluded that the sands within these lenses would 

likely have been compressed by the installation of the dense configuration of driven prestressed precast 

co~crete piles that currently support the Tower bcilding. The spacing of the existing piles driven to support 

the Tower building is 4 feet 8 inches for most of the mat piles and 3 feet 6 inches beneath the central area 

beneath the building, center-to-center. The geotechnical evaluation stated that this spacing is considered 

close enough that densification associated with pile driving is expected to have increased the density of the 

medium dense pockets of clayey sand. This densification would have substantially increased the resistance 

of the sands to potential liquefaction, likely to the extent that liquefaction hazard associated with these 

. pockets of clayey sand has been reduced to an acceptable level by the installation of the driven piles. 

If sand lenses remain that are susceptible· to liquefaction and liquefaction occurs during strong ground 

shaking, the geotechnical evaluation concluded that the strength in these lenses would be similar to the 

strength of the surrounding Young Bay Mud, which would be unlikely to be susceptible to liquefaction as 

discussed above. 

Finally, at depths greater than· about 60 feet bgs and extending to the Old Bay Clay strata, the sands 

encountered are dense to very dense and are not considered to be susceptible to liquefaction and related 

effects. 175 

The proposed project would install 52 perimeter piles w!thin the public right-of-way adjacent to and not . 

directly beneath the existing buildings. As previously discussed, the piles would be installed into the 

bedrock of the underlying Franciscan Complex, which is not susceptible to liquefaction or lateral spreading, 

thus bypassing the susceptible geologic units. 

In summary, the current conditions beneath the existing buildings are not considered to be susceptible to 

liquefaction: or lateral ·spreading and the 52 perimeter piles would not exacerbate the potential for 

liquefaction and lateral spreading because they would bypq.ss susceptible units and be installed in bedrock 

Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction and lateral spreading would be considered less than significant. 

underCEQA. 

174 In geology, a lens is a body of rock or .ore that is tbi.c:k in the middle and thinner toward the edges, similar in shape to a 
biconvex lens. In this context, there may be areas (lenses) of loose to medium dense sands within the Young Bay Mud layer. 

175 Ibid, P· 8. 
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Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project site, which consists primarily of the public right-of-way with a limited part of the associated 

301 Mission Street parcel, is developed, and the construction area is cover~d with streets and sidewalks; 

therefore, the site does not contain any topsoil. 

. . 
The proposed project would involve the installation of 52 cast-in-place reinforced concrete piles beneath the 

sidewalk areas within an approximately 8-foot-wide zone along the Mission (north) and FremoU:t (west) Street 

sides of the Tower building. The most extensive disturbance in terms of area, approximately 8,000 square feet, 

wquld occur as part of the excavation during Stages 3 and 4. The proposed project would involve excavation · 

of approximately 4,380 cubic yards of soil to a depth of up to 300 feet bgs depending on the construction stage. 
The structural upgrade would include an 8-foot-wide, 10-foot thick reinforced concrete extension of the 

existing concrete mat foundation that would connect to the 52 new piles. In addition, the project woUld 

include soldier pile lagging shoring, and a jet grout plug between the new shoring wall and existing shoring 

wall to minimize flow of water into the excavation area during construction. 

Grading and excavation would expose soil orisite and could result in erosi<;>n~ However, the proposed 

project would be required to ~amply with the requhements of public works code article 4.2, sections 146-

146.11, Construction Site Runoff Control described above and implemented through the Construction Site 

Runoff Control Program ensures that all construction sites implement best management practices to control 

construction site runoff. In particular, since the project would disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground 

surface, the project sponsor would be required to submit an erosion cqntrol plan or storm water pollution 

prevention plan prior to commencing construction and implement the measlires during construction. 

Compliance with these regulatory safeguards would ·ensure that impacts relative to erosion by the 

proposed project would be less than significant. The proposed project would not result in substantial loss 

of topsoil or erosion, and nci mitigation measures are required. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that could·become unstable as a result of the project, resulting in an.onsite or 

. offsite la~dslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. (L~ss than 
Significant) 

As pre~ously noted, the project site is flat and would not be susceptible to landslides. Liquefaction and latenil 

spreading were analyzed above iri Impact GE-1, which concluded that the project would result in less-than­

significant impacts. Collapse is associated with subsurface voids that lead to ground failure. Poorly 

compacted and undocumented fill can result in conditions susceptible to collapse. However, as disctlssed 

above under Impact GE-1, the subsurface fill materials beneath the associated parcel were all removed during 

the construction of :the 301 Mission Street buildings; all materiais with potential voids were removed, 

eliminating the potential for collapse; and the 52 perimeter piles to be installed .adjacent to the existing · 

buildings would bypass non-bedrock units and be installed in fue bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. 

As described in Section A, Project Description; the project site has experienced differential settl~ment due to 

consolidation and compression of the Old Bay Clay soil layer. The purpose of the project is to transfer some · 

of the Tower building load from the existing fou;ndation to 52.cast-in-place reinforced concrete piles that 
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would be installed in the de~per, more stable Franciscan Complex bedrock The 52 perimeter piles would be 

installed within the right-of-way along the Mission and Fremont streets sides of the associated parcel. 

As described above under Impact GE-l, the proposed structural upgrade is designed to· meet the 

requirements of section 403.9, Voluntary Seismic Improvements, of the local Existing Building Code, with 

the intent to reduce future building settlement; assure that the existing building can provide the seismic 

performance no less conforming to the provisions of the California Building Code with respect to 

earthquake designthan prior to construction; and improve the seismic performance of the Tower building's 

foundation. The proposed project wouldcomply with the requirements of the state and local building 

codes, and the building department's implementing guidance and procedures. The proposed project has 

undergone review in accordance with the building department's administrative bulletin AB-082 and 

. instruction sheet S-18 related to structural, geotechnical, and seismic hazard design review. In particular, 

the building department convened an independent engineering design review team to assess the structural, 

geotechnical, and seismic hazard design for the proposed project. As discussed abov~, the peer review team 

reviewed and commented on the plans and information proviqed by the structural and geotechnical 

engine~rs of record. In the process of assessing and verifying compliance with bUilding code~ the peer 

review team issued comments and questions to the structural and geotechnical engineers of record. These 

comments and responses are summarized in a comment log available as part of the project's administrative 

record. The structural· and geotechnical engineers of record responded to all co:rnnlents satisfactorily as 
reflected in the final geotechnical :t;eport and project plans.176, 177 

The independent peer review team found that once the structural upgrade is constructed, the building 

would be expected to have performance consistent with the design objectives and section 403.9 of the local 

building ordinance as described above. 178 The building department concurred with the findings and . 

recommendations in the peer review team memorandum to the building department.179 

Furthermore, as included in the project description, the building's performance would be subject to 

monitoring during and upon completion of the proposed construction. The monitoring would be performed 

by the geotechnical engineer of record and reported to the structural engineer of record for the project in the 

event of unexpected or adverse findings by the geotechnical engineer. The monitoring data and analysis 

would be ·submitted to the buildirig department for a period of 10 years consistent with the building code 

requirements and the bUilding department's implementing procedures. As noted on the project plans180 

submitted for the building perinits for the project, the geotechnical engineer of record would. implement a 

system of monitoring the foundation mat settlement, pile forces, and building movement during jacking of 

the new piles and continuing for 10 years after completion of construction. With the proposed structural 

upgrade, 10 years of monitoring as required by the building code arid the building department's 

implementing procedures which include the findings of the indepe]].dent peer review team and, any necessary 

176 Engineering Design Review Team, letter to Tom C. :fiui, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 
County ot'San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, August 27, 2019. 

177 Engineering Design Review Team, 301 Mission Street- Voluntary Foundation Retrofit EDRT Log, August 27, 2019. 
178 Engineering Design ReviPW Team, letter to Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director and Chief Building Official, City and 

County of San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, A~gust 27, 2019. 
· 179 Ho, Gary, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Building Department Permit Review, email correspondence 

with Kei Zushl, Jennifer McKellar, and Debra Dwyer, San Francisco Planning Department, November 7, 2019. 
180 Simpson Gumpe1:tz & Heger, Perimeter Pile Upgrade, .301 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA, August 23, 2019; Sheet S207 

(Monitoring Plan). 
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design adjustments based on monitoring data, the proposed project would decrease rather than exacerbate 
the exposure of people or structures on and adjacent to the project site to substantial adverse effects due to 

subsidence hazards. For this reason, impacts related to the building becoming u:ristable due to subsidence 

would be considered less than significant under CEQA. No mitigation measures are required. 

Although not ·required by building code require~ents or the building department's implem:enting 

procedures, as stated above the i:J;l.dependent peer review team recommended that the peer review team 

remain engaged to advise the City through completion of construction and the 10-year monitoring 

program. The building department concurs with this recommendation. Also as note9. above, the project 
· would have a less-than-significant impact related to the building becoming \[llStable due to subsidence. 

This finding woUld stand whether or not the building department were to engage the peer review team to 

· pm:ticipate in the post-co:ri.struction monitoring. Nonetheless, in an abundance of caution, the building 
department intends to retain the independent peer review team to review and evaluate the monitoring data 

collected for the project dm:ing construction and for a period of 10 years following construction. This is 

reflected in the Impact GE-l discussion above. The project sponsor would. reimburse the city as in 
Improvement Measure I-GE-1. 

·Impact GE-4: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontologicai resource or site or unique geological feature. (Less 'than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

Unique Geological Feature 

· A linique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local geologic 

principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains :minerals not known 

to occur elsewhere in the county, and/o'r is used as a teaching tool. No unique geologic features exist at the 

project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geologicCJ.J features would occur. 

Paleontological PQtential Criteria 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints; or traces· of mammals, plants, and 

·invertebrates from a previous geological period.181 Such fossil remains as well as _the geological formations 

that contain them are considered a paleontological resource. Together, they can represent a limited, non­

renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect fossils varies with the geologic unit, 

depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 

In determining potential impacts to paleontological resources, the planning department uses guidance issued 

by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (the bureau) regarding assessment of the potential for discovery of 

significant paleontological resources during project construction.182 In particular, the bureau uses the 

· Potential Fossil Yield Classification system (classification system) for evaluating paleontological resources.183 

The -classification system is a predictive resource-management tool founded on two· basic facts of 

181 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts'to 
. Paleontological Resources, 2010 

182 Dwyer, Debra, Principal Planner, San Francisco Planning Deparhnent, E:mail to Michael Bttrns, ESA, October 18, 2019. 
183 U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) System for Paleontological Resources on 

Public Lands, 2007,2016, https:l/www.blm.gov/policy/im-2016-124, accessed October 23,2019. 
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paleontology: occurrences of paleontological resources are closely tied to the geologic units (i.e., formations, 

members, or beds) that contain them, and the likelihood of the presence of fossils can be broadly predicted 

from the distribution of geologic units at or near the surface. Therefore, geologic mapping, · as the 

documentation of geologic unit distribution, is a reliable method for assessing the potential of geologic urlits 
to preserve fossils. 

The classification system classifies geologic units on the relative abundance of scientifically significant 

·vertebrate, invertebrate, or plant fossils and their sensitivity to adverse impacts, with a higher classification 

number indicating a higher potential for fossil occurrences. Among paleontologists, it is understood that 

this classification is preferably applied to the geologic formation, member, or other distinguishable unit at 

the most detailed mappable level. Although significant localities may occasionally occ~r in a geologic unit, 

the existence of a few importantfossils or localities widely scattered over a large area does not necessarily 

indicate a higher classification for the unit. The relative abundance of significant localities is intended to 

serve as the major determinant for the class assignment. The classification system is intended to provide 

baseline guidance for predicting, assessing, and mitigating impacts on paleontological resources: 

Local Geology, Impacts, and Mitigation 

The project site is underlain by fill, then Holocene184 to Pleistocene185 geologic deposits (Young Bay Mud, 

Colma Sands, and Old Bay Clay), and then the Franciscan Complex. The proposed project would drill 52 
cast-in-place reinforced concrete piles through fill and underlying geologic units to the Franciscan Complex 

at approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs, where sockets for the bottom of the piles would be drilled 30-to 50 feet 

deeper into the Franciscan Complex to about 300 feet bgs. 1,'he fill materials would not contain 

paleontological resources. 

A Paleontological Sensitivity Map for geologic units encountered within the city has been prepared for the 

planning department by qualified paleontologists.186 Based on the mapping and classification system, the 

Young Bay Mud has a low potential to yield significant paleontological resources, largely due to the recent 

and common nature of the fossils within 1f\e unit. The Colma Sands and Old Bay Clay are older and have 

a moderate potential for significant paleontologica'l resources. The Franciscan Complex has low potential 

to contain fossils and is heavily deformed and metamorphosed in most locations. 

The Colma Sands layer at the project site is approximately45 to 90 feet bgs. Below the Colma Sands layer 

is Old Bay Clay, which is approximately 120 to 160 feet thick and extends to approximately 220 to 250 feet 

bgs. The installation of the outer casings for the perimeter piles would extend to about 70 to 90 feet bgs into 

the Colma Sands and possibly Old Bay Clay stratum; below this depth, the drilling method woUld not 

return any materials in a form where data recovery would be possible. Although the drilling of the 

boreholes for the piles would result in disturbing the geologic units wHh- a moderate potential for 

paleontological resources, it is possible that some paleontoiogical resources may be recovered ill the drill 

cuttings for the outer casings of the piles through the Colma Sands and possibly Old Bay Clay layers, if any 

are present. Therefore, the installation of the outer casings of the piles could potentially impact unique 

184 11,000 years before present 
185 11,000 years to 1.6 millionyears before present 
186 

· Paleo Solutions, 2018, CityofSanFtancisco__geology _FFYC.KMZ, spatial data file developed based on surface geology 
map from U.S. Geological Survey and PFCY- City of San Francisco 2018. 
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paleontological resources, and the impact would be significant. Mitigat~on Measures M-GE-4a through 
M-GE-4c would require the project sponsor or its contractor to retain a qualified paleontologist, conduct 

worker training, and -prepare and implement a monitoring plan during the inst~lation of the outer casings . 

. Mitigation Measure M-GE-4d, would ensure that any potentially significant paleontological finds would 

be salvaged and prepared for permanent curation. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-4a through M-GE-4d would reduce potentially significant 

impaCts to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4a: Project Paleontologist. The project sponsor or its contractor shall 
retain a qualified professional paleontologist (qualified paleontologist) prior to the approval of 
demolition or grading permits. The qualified paleontologist shall attend the project kick-of£ 
meeting and project progress meetings on an as-needed basis, shall report to the project site for 
drilling activities· associated with installation of the outer casings for the ·perimeter piles that are 
anticipated to return Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials; and shall implement the duties 
outlined in Mitigation Measures M-GE-4b through M-GE-4d. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4b: Worker Training. Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activity 
related to the installation of the outer casings for the perimeter piles, which is anticipated to return 
Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials, the qualified paleontologist shall prepare paleontological 
resources sensitivity training materials for use during Project-wid~ Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training (or equivalent). The paleontological resources sensitivity training shall be 

_, conducted by a qualified environmental trainer working under the supervision of the qualified 
paleontologist. In the event construction crews are phased, additional trainings shall be conducted 
for new construction personnel. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the types of 
paleontological resources that could be encountered within the project site and the procedures to 
be followed if they are found, as outlined in the. approved Paleontological' Resources Monitoring 
and Mitigation Plan in Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c. The project sponsor and/or its contractor shall · 
retain documentation demonstrating that all construction personnel attended the training prior to . . 

the start of work on the site, and shall provide the documentation to the Planning. Department 
Project Manager upon request. 

. . 
Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c: .Paleontological Monitoring. The qualified paleontologist shall 
prepare, and the project sponsor and/or its contractors shall implement, a Paleontological 
Resources Monitoring. and Mitigation Plan (PRMMP). The project sponsor shall submit the plan to 
the planning department for review and approval at least 30 days prior to the start of construction. 
This plan shall address specifics of monitoring and mitigation and comply with the City 
requirements, as follows: · . 

• The qualified paleontologist shall identify, and the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall 
retain, qualified paleontological resource monitors (qualified monitors). 

• The qualified paleontologist and/or the qualifie·d monitors under the direction of the qualified 
paleontologist shall conduct full-time paleontological resources monitoring of the installation 
of the 36-inch-diameter outer casi:ri.gs for all ground-disturbing activities anticipated to return 
Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials. 

· • Monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt or divert work away from exposed fossils 
in order to evaluate and recover the f()ssil specimens. 
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" If construction or other project personnel discover any potential fossils during construction, 
regardless of the depth. of work or location and regardiess o{ whether the site is being 
monitored, work at the discovery location shall cease until the qualified paleontologist, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the a;rpropriate course of action at the 36-inch­
diameter outer casing locations, based on the nature of the recovered paleontological resource 
and the judgment of the qualified. paleontologist, reasonably provided prior to continuing with 
the installation of outer casings. The qualified paleontologist shall determine the significance 
of any paleontological resources discovered, and shall determine the appropriate treatment for · 
signific~t paleontological resources in accordance with City standards. VVhether ·or not a 
significant paleontological resource has been encountered, the qualified paleontologist shall 
assess the discovery, make recommendations as to the appropriate treatment, and submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the BRO. Mitigation Measure M­
GE-4d regarding significant fossil treatment is described rurther below. 

" Monitors shall prepare daily logs detailing the types of activities and soils observed, and any 
discoveries. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report 
to document the results of the monitoring effort and any cutation of fossils. The project sponsor 
shall provide the daily logs to the City PlanningDepartment upon request, and shall provide the 
final report to the City Planning Department upon completion. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4d: Significant Fossil Treatment If a:riy find is deemed significant following 
the process outlined in Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c, the qu~lified paleontologist shall salvage and 
prepare the fossil for permanent curation with a certified repository with retrievable storage. 

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

Geology, soils, seismicity, and paleontological impacts are generally site-specific and highly localized. 

Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects 

and create a cumuiative impact related to geology, soils, and seismicity would be low. There are four 

cumulative projects listed in Section B.2, Cuinulative Context. Two of the cumulative projects would 

include the construction of buildings: the Trans bay Block 4/200 FOlsom Street/200-272 Main Strefit,and the 

Oceanwide Center Development Project. Two of the cumulative projects would consist of streetscape and 

roadway improvements: Active Beale Street and Better Market Street Project. 

The cumulative development projects would also be subject to the same building department requirements 

for geotechnical review and required to comply with the state and local building codes. Compliance with the 

seismic and unstable geoicigic unit safety standards and design review procedures would ensure that the 

effects from nearby cumulative projects would not be significant Therefore, the proposed project would not 

combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a significant cumulativehnpact 

related to seismic hazards and unstable geologic units, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

None of the ClL.'llulative projects would overlap with activities at the project site, nor are there any known 

paleontological resources on the project site that extend outside of the project site and could be affected by 

nearby development. As discussed above in Impact GE-4, the proposed project would be 'required to 

implement Mitigation Measures M-GE-4a through M-GE-4d to reduce potentially significant impacts to a 
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less-than-significant level. Implementation of these measures would ensure that any potentially significant 

paleontological resources are appropriately identified and treated such ·that project-related impacts on 

paleontological resources would be less than significant with mitigation. Because the potential impact is 

site-specific and generally limited to the immediate construction area, and because there are no known 

resources that extend outside .the project site and that could be affected by adjacent development, 0-e 

proposed project would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a 

significant cumulative impact related to paleontological or unique geologic resources. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No ·Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

17. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or D D !2J D D 
9therwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially D D !2J D D 
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, D D D 0 D 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces; in a manner that would: 

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite; D D D [81 D 
ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of. surface runoff in a D D 0 !2J D manner which would result in flooding on or offsite; 

iii) Create or contribute runoff wa(er which would exceed the capacity of. D D D !2J D existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

iv) Impede ·or redirect flood flows? D D D [81 D 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due D [j D D [81 

· to project inundation? 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or D D D [81 ·D 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

. The project site is not located within a 100-year flood risk zone identified by the SFPUC.187 In addition, the 

project site is not within· a dam failure area,188 or a tsunami hazard area,189 For these reasons, topic E.17(d) 

is not applicable to the proposed project. 

The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade related to the Tower building foundation. Ground 

disturbing activities would be limited to the 22-month construction period. Following construction, surface 

conditions at the site would be restored to the existing conditions and would not result in any operational 

changes within the Tower building. Therefore, :the following analysis focuses OJ;t potential impacts related to 

hydrology and water quality dUring construction activities and also the pumpiil.g of rainwater from the v~Ults. 

187 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, https:l!www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 
accessed November 13,2019. 

188 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, Map 6, October 2012, 
http://generalplim.sfplanning.org/index.htm, accessed June 7, 2019. 

189 Ibid,. Map 5. 
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Impact HY-1: The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantiallydegrade surface or groundwater quality. (Less thart 
Significant) 

Construction-Related Stormwater Discharge 

Construction activities such as excavation, grading, drilling, and backfill would expose soil and could result · 

in erosion and excess sediments being carried in stormwater runoff to the combined sewer system. In 
addition, stormwater runoff from temporary on-site use and storage of vehicles, fuels, waste, and other 

hazardous materials could carry poliutants to the combined sewer system if proper handling methods are not 

implemented. The project site is approxiinately 13,900 square feet of public right-of-way (including staging 

areas), of which approximately 8,000 square feet would be disturbed for the structural upgrade of the Tower 

building foundation. Because more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface would be disturbed, construction 

activities at the project site would be subject to the requirements of public works code article 4.2 section 146 

et seq. (Construction Site Runoff Control). The purpose of the city's construction site runoff control program 

is to protect water quality by controlling the discharge of sediment ~r other pollutants from construction sites 

and preventing erosion and sedimentation due to construction activities. Accordingly, the project sponsor 

must prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan during project construction. The erosion 

and s~dini.ent control plan must include best management practices designed to prevent· discharge of 

·sediment and other pollutants from the site; and is subject to review and approval by the SFPUC. Compliance 

with the ordinance would reduce the potentiql for sediments and other pollutants to enter the combined 

sewer system. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the Maher Ordinance 

(article 22A of the San Francisco Health Co~e), which requires further site management. and reporting 

requirements for potential hazardous soils (see ImpactHZ-1 in Section E.l8, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials for a discussion of the Maher Ordinance). The construction contractor would be required to conduct 

daily inspections ~nd maintenance of all erosion and sediment controls and must provide inspection and 

maintenance information to the city as· the administering agency. Compliance with construction site runoff 

control requirements would ensure that the project would not violate any water quality standards or degrade 

water-quality due to discharge of construction-related stormwater runoff. 

Construction-Related Groundwater 

As discussed in Section E.16, Geology and Soils, groundwater is anticipated at depths of approximately 19-. 

22 feet bgs. As described in Section A.S, Proposed Project, to provide a dry and stable excavation for 

construction of the foundations and mat extension a jet grout plug would be constructed at the base of the 

excavation to seal the bottom of ·the excavation to minimize flow of water into the excavation area during 

construction. It is antiCipated that any leakage through the jet grout would be handled with the use of sumps, 

and discharged into the combined sewer system; however, no lowering of the water table would be required: 

Because groundwater may seep into the excavated area, removal of this water could be required, and the 

proposed project would be required to obtam a batch wastewater discharge permit from the .SFPUC. 

Therefore, the proposed project's excavation activities could encounter· ground w_ater, resulting in a potential 
'- . l"J-.. • "f. ·' · · · 1 d t · t · · · · n · ViaLH" quaLlL] 1mpact L grounowater were to contmn contCLD."llnartts re_ate _o pas s1te activrties. rnor to 

discharge, groundwater samples would be tested to ensure compliance with SFPUC discharge standards. The 

construction groundwater discharges to the combined sewer system would be subject to the requirements of 
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section 146, article 4.1 public works code19o (supplemented by Department of Public .Works Order No. 

158170), which mcorporates and implements San Francisco's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit, and the Combined Sewer Overflow Co11.trol Policy. Article 4.1 contains construction 

requirements to protect water quality. Any groundwater encountered during construction of the proposed 

project would also be subject to requirements of the Sewer Use Ordinance (Ordinance Number 1.9-92, 

amended 116-97), as supplemented by Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the· 

Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the SFPUC, -w:hlch may issue a permit only if an effective 

pretreatment syst~m is maintained and operated. Each permit for such discharge must contain specified 

water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to install and maintain meters to _measure the 

volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. These measur~s would ensure protection of water 

quality from discharge of groundwater during construction of the proposed project. 

Therefore, the proposed projeCt would not substantially degrade water quality and would not violate water 

quality standards or W(lste discharge requirements. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than­
significant impact on water quality. 

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

The project site and staging areas include an approximately 13,900-sf area within the existing Mission, Beale~ 
and Fremont streets public right-of-way, including sidewalks, sub~sidewalk area, vehlcuiar lanes, and parking, 

adjacent to ·the Tower and Podium buildings. Thus, the project site is covered with impervious surfaces (i.e., 

existing sidewall( and paved roadway) that drain to existing storm water facilities discussed below. Impervious 

surfaces greatly limit the amount of surface water that can :infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 

project construction is not anticipated to lower the water table as discussed in Imp ad HY -1. As desCribed in 

Section A.6, Monitoring Plan Summary, monitoring would be carried out during construction. In addition, the 
. ' . 

proposed project would not require long-term, continuous dewatering following construction. 

The proposed project would not interfere with groundwater recharge because no new impervious surfaces 

would be created. After the project construction is completed, the project site would be covered with an 
amount of impervious SUrfaces substantially simila~ to that under existjng condltio~s, .including existing 

stormwater facilities. Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater, and the project would . 

not otherwise be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality. For these reasons, impacts 

. related to the depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be 
less than significant. 

190 City and County of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 260-13 Conb:ol of Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, Public Works 
Code article 4.2, sections 146-146.11, October 17,2013. 
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Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in altered drainage patterns that would 
cause substantial erosion and siltation or flooding on- or off-sitef or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted rmiofff or impede or redirect flood flows. 
(No Impact) 

The project site is currently covered with impervious surfaces (i.e., existing sidewalk and paved roadway) 

and does not contain any streams or water course;. Construction activities would require excavation below . 

. ground, During construction, incidental surface water may enter the excavated area below ground through 

manhole access openings, which are normally covered .. Incidental surface water that enters the excavated 

areas during construction would be would be handled with the use of sumps, and discharged into the 

combined sewer system. 

The floor of the excavated (top of the mat extension) area would be sloped to drain to a series of dry sumps 

within the vaults. Five low horsepower, ele~trically operated pumps would be placed permanently in the · 

sumps of the vaults (two in the vault along Mission Street and three in the vault along Fremont Street), 

with a float switch to activate the pumps should sufficient rainwater collect to trigger this, and would be 

discharged into the combined sewer system. Following construction, the surface conditions at the site 

would be restored to consist of impervious surfaces~ as it does currently. The overall amount of runoff 

water would therefore be unchanged because the proposed project wouid not increase the amount of 

impervious surfaces. Surface water runoff from the project site would continue to be directed to the 

combined sewer system, and, . after construction, the ground surface would remain substantially 

unchanged from existing conditions. 

Construction activities would have the potential to result i~ erosion and transportation of soil particles off 

site through excavation and grading activities. However, as discussed previously under Impact HY-1, the 

project sponsor m; its construction contractor would be required to prepare and implement an erosion 

control plan during project construction in compliance with section 146 of the public works code. The 

erosion ~ontrol plan would include best management practices to minimize construction site runoff. In 

addition, the proposed project would not add substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or impede 

or redirect flood flows. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact with respect to surface 

drainage patterns, erosion and siltation, flooding on- or off-site, or discharge to stor:rri.water drainage 

systems. 

lmp.actHY-4: The project would not conflict with or obstruct impleme:n,tation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (No Impact) 

As discussed under Impact HY-1 above, construction activities at the project site would be subject to 

construction site ·runoff requirements of article 4.2 of the public works code ·section 146. In addition, 

construction dewatering discharges to the combined sewer system would be subject to the requirements of 

article 4.1 of the public works code (supplemented by Public Works Order No. 158170). For these reasons, 

the proposed project would not conflict With or .obstruct implementation of a \Vater quality control plarT or 

sustainable groundwater management plan. 
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Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the site vicinity, would not have a: significant cumulative impact on hydrology and 
water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the following topics and therefore would not have . . 
the potential to contribute to any cumulative impacts for those resource areas: altered drainage patterns and 

· conflicts with a water quality control.plan or sustainable groundwater management plan: As discussed in the 

beginning of Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would not result in a release of pollutants 

due to project inundation. The proposed project-and cumulative projects would be required to comply with 

the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land use development 

projects within the city. Specifically, the cumulative projects would be required to comply with the same 

drainage, groundwater discharge, and water quality regulations as the proposed project during construction.· 
· As a result, cumulative effects related to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics . Impact Incorporated Impact .·Impact Applicable 

18. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the D t1 [gl D D 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) ·Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through D D [gl D D 
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 D D [gl. D D 
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 tJ D D D [gl 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land .use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 

D D D D [gl 

airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working iri the project area? 

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

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

. The project site is not located on a list ofhazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

section 65932;5; therefore, topic E.lS(d) is not applicable. The nearest public use airport to the project site 

is San Fr,ancisco International Airport, whiCh is approximately 12 mil~s to the south. The project site is not 

located within an airport land use plan area; therefore, topic E.18(e) is not applicable. In addition, the 

project site is not located within or adjacent, to a wildland area; as a result, topic E.18(g) is not applicable. 

The proposed project consists of a structural upgrade related to the Tower building foundation. Ground 

disturbing activities would be limited to the 22-month construction period. Following construction, the site 
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would be restored to the existing conditions and would not result in any operational changes. Therefore, 

the following analysis focuses on potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials during 

construction and ground-disturbing activities. 

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

Project construction would require the routine use of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, pairtts, 

and solvents for construction vehicles and equipment. The proposed project would be required to comply 

with a number of federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding the storage, use, transport, and 

disposal of hazardous materials. The constru.ction contractor would be required to comply with the federal 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 

section 1910. The contractor would also be required to comply with the California Occupational Safety and 

HealthAdministration (Cal/ OSHA) under CCR Title 8, which specifies requirements for employee training, 

availability of safety equipment, accident prevention programs, and hazardous substance exposure 

warnings. Cal/OSHA requirements include safety training, availability of safety equipment, accident and 

illness prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire 

prevention plan preparation. CCR Title 8 also includes hazard communication program regulations that 

contain worker safety training and hazard information requirements, pro~edures for identifying and 

labeling hazardous substances, communicating hazard information related to hazardous substances and 

their handling, and preparing health and safety plans to protect workers. 

Hazardous wastes that may be generated during project construction could include but are not limited to: 

(1) excavated soil that is considered hazardous under federal and state regulations, (2) spent and unspent 

hazardous materials use from construction. (Note: Handling, and disposal of potential contaminated soil 

is addressed below in Impact HZ-2. Handling, and disposal of potential contaminated groundwater 

generated from dewatering operation are addressed in Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality). The 

management, transport, and disposal of these hazardous wastes would be conducted in compliance with. 

all applicable federal, state, and local regulations to ensure: (1) proper excavation and dust control 

procedures, (2) compliance with air emissions standards, as described in Section E.S, Air Quality, 

(3) compliance with worker. protection and safety, and (4) proper waste storage, management, 

transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes. With implementation of the protocols on the proper use, 

transport, arid disposal of the hazardous materials in accordance with above-mentioned regulatory 

requirements, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to the transport, use, 

. and disposal of the hazardous materi3ls. 

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

Hazardous Soil and Groundwater 

The project site is located in the Maher zone, which is an area that the health department, as set forth in San 

Francisco Building Code section 106A.3.2.4, has identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the 
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soil or groundwater. The proposed project would excavate approximately 4,380 cubic yards191 of soil to 

depths of approximately 300 feet bgs depending on the construction stage. 

During construction, particularly during excavation and grading, constru~tion workers and nearby residents 

could be exposed to chemicals in the soil through inhalation of airborne dust or vapors if proper precautions 

are not implemented. Therefore, prior to obtaining a building permit, the project sponsor must comply with 

the requirements of article 22A of. the San Francisco Health Code, which the health department administers. 

Und~r article 22A ( cominonly called "the Maher program"), the project sponsor must retain the services of a 
qualified professional to prepare a site history report (commonly referred to as a phase I environmental site 

, assessment). The site assessment must determine whether hazardous substances may be present on the site · 

at levels that exceed health risk levels or other applicable stand<1rds established by California Envirorunental 
Protection Agencies, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Department of Toxics Substances 

Control (Cal/EPA). If so, the project sponsor is required to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling and 

analysis under a work plan approved by the health department. 

The sampling analysis must provide an accurate assessment of hazardous substances present at the site 
. . 

that may be distUrbed, or may cause a public health or safety hazard, given the intended use of the site. 

Where such analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances that exceed Cal/EPA public health risk 

levels given the intended use, the project sponsor must submit a site mitigation plan to the health 

department. The plan must identify the measures that the project sponsor will take to assure that the 

intended use will not result in public health or safety hazards ih excess of the acceptable public heal,th.risk 

levels established by Cal/EP A or other applicable regulatory standards. The plan also must identify any 

soil and/or groundwater sampling and analysis that it recommends the :Project sponsor conduct following 

completion of the measures to verify that remediation is complete. If the project sponsor chooses to reduce 
public health or safety hazards from hazardous substances through land use or activity restrictions, the 

project sponsor must record a deed restriction specifying the land use restrictions or other controls that will . 

assure protection of public health or safety from hazards substances remaining on the site. 

To comply with.various regulatory requirements, the health department will require a site mitigation plan to 

contain measures to reduce potential risks to the envirorunent and to protect construction workers, nearby 

residents, workers, and/or pedestrians from potential exposure to hazardous substances and underground 

structures· during soil excavation and grading activities. The plan must also contain procedures for initial 

response to unanticipated conditions such as discovery of underground storage tanks (USTs), sumps, or 

pipelines during excavation activities. Specified construction procedures at a minimum must comply with 

local building code section 106A.3.2.6.3 related to construction dust control; and public works code 

section 146 et seq. concerning construction site runoff control. Additional measures would typically i.riclude 

notification, field screening, and worker health and safety measures to comply with Cal/OSHA requirements. 

The he.alth department would require discovered underground storage tanks to be closed pursuant to 

article 21 of the health code and comply with applicable provisions of chapters 6.7 and 6.75 of the Califoinia 
Health and Safety Code (commencing with section 25280) and its implementing regulations. The closure of 

any UST must also be conducted in accordance with a permit from the San Francisco Fire Department. 

191 Approximately 4,380 cubic yards of soil under the affected sidewalk areas would be excavated in order to perform the pile 

installation: 1,880 cubic yards would be excavated to depths of approximately 5 to 25 feet bgs for the extended mat foundation; and 
2,500 cubic yards would be excavated to depths of 300 feet bgs for the outer casiri.gs, shaft liners, and rock sockets installation. 
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If remediation is required, it would typically be achieved through one of several methods that include off­

haul and disposal of contaminated soils, on-site treatment of soil or groundwater, or a vapor barrier 

installation. Compliance with health code article 22A and the related regulations identified above wou~d 

ensure that project activities that disturb or release of hazardous substances that may be present at the 

project site would not expose people in the project vicinity to unacceptable risk levels. 

In compliance with health code article 22A, the project sponsorhas enrolled in the Maher program through 

a Maher Application in December 2018 to t'):le health department.192 The 2001 Environmental Site· 

Characterization report for development of the associated 301 Mission Street parcel was included with the 

December 2018 application, which assessed the potential for site contamination.193 The 2001 report 

summarized the results of their previous phase I assessment, which identified the site's previous uses that 

included various industries and business.es that would have used hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, 

paints, solvents, and metals. The 2001 environmental site characterization conducted a soil investigation 

. that sampled and analyzed soil samples for various chemicals. The analytical results detected various 

concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons in the range of gasoline, diesel, and motor, and lead. The report 

concluded that fill would likely require disposal at a class I hazardous waste landfill or at a class II . 

designated waste hmdfill. The underlying soil did not contain chemical concentrations that would require 

class I or II disposal. 

To further evaluate soil conditions in the proposed excavation and pile areas along Mission and Fremont 

street frontages, the project sponsor submitted a s~te characterization assessment work plan to the health 

department dated January 30,2019.194 The scope of work included the drilling of six borings, and the 

coilection of soil and grab groundwater samples. 19s The health department issued a letter dated May 4, 

2019, acknowledging receipt of the above-summarized reports and other geotechnical reports, summarized 

the findings, and requested that two. of the boring locations be located further away from the Tower 

building footprintJ96 

The work plan proposed that soil and groundwater samples be analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons 

as gasoline, diesel, and motor oil (TPH-g, TPH-d, and TPH-mo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); 

semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) including polynuclear arom~tics (PNAs) and polyaromatic 

hydrocarbons (PAHs); polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); California Administrative Manual (CAM)-17 · 

metals;I97 hexavalent chromium (Cr6); total cyanides; and pH. Soil samples were also analyzed for asbestos, 

and groundwater samples were analyzed for methane, ethane, and ethane. Subsurface investigations were 

conducted on March 27, 2019, and July 10, 11, and 12, 2019, to characterize fill material, native soil, and 

192 Millennium Tower Association, Maher Ordinance Application, December 6, 2018. 
193 . Treadwell & Rollo (T&R), Environmental Site Characterization, 301 Mission Street, San Francisco, August 2001. 
194 AllWest Environmental, Site Characterization Assessme·nrWork Plan, Millennium Tower, 301 Mission Street, San Francisco, 

CA 94105, January 30,2019. . 
195 Grab groundwater samples are water samples collected from open boreholes for a one-time sampling effort, typically 

using a sampling device lowered into the open borehole. The borehole is backfilled after the samples are collected. This 
is as opposed to construcllicg a permanent monitoring well with a well pipe and a surface seal. 

196 Cushing, Stephanie, Director of Environmental Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health- Environmental 
Health Unit, letter to Howard Dickstein, Millennium Tower Association, May 4, 2019. 

197 CAM 17 metals include antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, cluomium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury, 
molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, and zinc. 
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groundwater. Eight cores198 were taken on the Fremont and Mission street. frontages of the Tower were 

taken, each approximately 4 inches in diameter, to depths between 2.5 and 30 feet. 

On August 27, 2019, the project sponsor submitted a site characterizatiqn assessment report,199 Fifteen soil 

samples were taken from the borings, and an additional13 soil samples were analyzed for lead. The results 

from the soil sample:s indicated that the sample's contained -low concentrations of various metals, TPH-d, TPH- · 

mo, VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs/PNAs, PCBs, and cyanides that were mostly below the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board's Tier 1 and Tier 2 residenfial, commercial, and construction worker Environmental Screening 

Levels (ESLs). 200 Although arsenic, lead, nickel, and vanadium concentrations exceeded various applicable 

environmental screening levels, the concentrations were within typical regional bacl<::ground levels.2ot 

Two of the three groundwater samples were analyzed in accordance with article 22A. The results from the 

groundwater samples indicated that TPH-d,.TPH-mo, and various VOCs, SVOCs/P AHs/PNAs, metals and 

cyanides were detected. The results indicated that SVOCs/P AHs/PNAs and metals exceeded aquatic 

habitat environmental screening levels. However, aquatic habitats would not be affected by gr~undwater 
at this location due to the distance of the site from such habitats. 

None of the soil and groundwater .samples exceed California Title 22 Total Threshold Limit Concentration 

or. Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration hazardous waste levels. 202 This means that excavated fill and soil 

could be disposed of as non-hazardous waste: The August 27, 2019, site characterization assessment report 

provided the following summary conclusions: 

• Since the basement and ground floor of the subject :property building are commercial land us.e, very 
. little on-site vegetation is present, site groundwater is not a potential drinking water resource, and· 

there are no surface water bodies within 1,600 feet of the subject site, the several samples with certain 
chemical concentrations that exceeded ESLs are not a substantial human health or environmental 
concern. (Note: Once construction is complete, none of the fill or ?ative materials would be accessible 
to the public, building maintenance workers, or the environment.) 

• Since none of the detected chemical concentrations exceed California Title 22 hazardous waste levels,203 

excavated soils should be acceptable for disposal at a class II non-hazardous facility. 

• No further subsurface investigation is needed at the site because an adequate numbe~ of soil and 
groundwater samples were collected and analyzed over a sufficient lateral and vertical extent to ensure 
representative site characterization for compliance with Maher Ordinance article 22A and profiling for 
excavated soil disposal. 

19& The scope included six borings, however additional borings were. ta!<en adjacent to previous borings due to limited 
access to a rig to achleve the planned boring depth and/or due to encountering drilling refusal by dense soils. The boring 
locations are indicated by B-[Number] (e.g., B-1). Additional boring samples taken adjacent to previous borings are 
indicated as B-[Nurnber]A (e.g., B-1A). · 

199 AllWest Environmental, Site Characterization Assessment Report, Millennium Tower, 301 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 
94105, City of San Francisco Department of Public Health, EHB-SAM Case Number: SMED 640, August 27, 2019. 

200 lbid, p. 4 and 20. 
201 lbid, p. 4 and 20. 
202 lbid, p. 20 .. 
203 California Title 22 hazardous waste regulatory levels are the regulatory waste acceptance criteria at California disposal 

facilities, such as landfills. 
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The health department reviewed the results of the site characterization work conducted to ·date, as 

summarized above, and provided a conclusions and recommendations letter dated September 19, 2019.204 

The health department stated that the work conducted to date meets the requirements of articles 22A and 

22B of the health code. In addition, and in compliance with articles 22A and 22B, the project sponsor or 

their contractor(s) shall be required to prepare a site mitigation plan with a dust control plan to be 

implemented during the project's construction activities. The site mitigation plan shall include contingency 

measures to address the handling of soil and groundwater at the project site. The site mitigation plan shall . 

be submitted to the health department two weeks prior to the commencement of work Thus, with 

compliance with existing regulations, including the requirement for a site mitigation plan, the proposed 

project woUld not resUlt in a significant hazard to the public, construction workers, or the environment 

from the disturbance or release of contaminated soil (and/or) groundwater and the proposed project would 

result in a less than significant impact. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would riot emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 

Several schools and daycate centers are located within a quarter mile of the project site. These schools and 

daycare centers include: The Youth Chance High School, a private high school serving at risk youth ages 

16 to 21 is located at 169 Steuart Street; daycare and preschools operated by Bright Horizons are located at 

· 77 Beale Street, 221 Main Street, and 220 Spear Street; Little Ohana Daycare is at 50 Fremont Street; and a· 

pr~-kindergarten school operated by Marin Day Schools- Fremont Campus is located at 342 Howard Street. 

As stated above, the proposed project involves construction of a structural upgrade for the Tower building 

foundation. Ground-disturbing activities would be limited to the 22-month construction period. The . 

proposed project would require the handling and transport of hazardous wastes, as described in Impacts 

HZ~1 and HZ-2. The project sponsor would be required to comply with regulations described in Impacts 

HZ-1 and HZ-2, which would ensure that hazardous materials are handled safely and. would not be 

released within one-quarter mile of schools. In particular, as discussed above in Impact HZ-2, a site 

mitigation plan including a construction dust control plan would be prepared and reviewed by the health 

department to minimize hazardous emissions during construction. In addition, as discussed ill HZ-1 and 

under Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality, the :project would comply with requirements for the 

handling and disposal of contaminated groundwater. Therefore, there would be limited potential for such 

materials to affect schools in the vicinity, and the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 

with respect to the handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile radius of an existing or 

proposed school. No mitigation measures are required. Impacts related to emissions from construction 

vehicles are discussed in Section E.8, Air Quality. 

204 Cushing, Stephanie, Director of Enviroruriental Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health- Environmental 
Health Unit; letter to Howard Dickstein, Millennium Tower Association, September 19., 2019. 
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Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than 
Significant) 

Although not adopted by legislative action, the city has a published Emergency Response Plan, prepared 

by the Department of Emergency Management as part of the city's Emergency Management Program, 

which includes plans for hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness and recovery. The Emergency 

Response Plan includes 16 annexes (similar to appendices) that cover a number of emergency topics. The 

Transportation Annex includes operations concepts for evacuation of people in an emergency, including 

the process for designating evacuation routes during an emergency. Mission Street is considered a primary 

emergency priority route in the Plan. 205 Construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to interfere · 

with the San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, because it would not permanently alter or impede access 

to existing road$ in the area. However, the project would be considered to have· a significant impact on 

implementation of emergency response or emergency evacuation if construction activities were to interfere 

with emergency response vehicle travel or if they were to restrict access to critical facilities such as hospitals 
or fire stations. 

As described in Section AS, Proposed Proje.ct, construction would require the temporary closure of the 

right-turn lane along Fremont Street and the westbound bus-only lane along Mission Street. These closures· 

would reduce the roadway capacity from two to one lane on westbound Mission Street, and from four to 

thiee on Fremont Street. However, the streets in the project vicinity would not be entirely closed and 

through traffic would be maintained on both streets. A transportation plan, provided in Appendix A of 

this initial study, would be implemented as part of the project whlch would specify the circulation .anci 
detour plans during construction and would require the contractor to notify the police· and emergency 

responders of any lane closure and traffic control measures to be implemented. The ·san Francisco Police 

Department and San Francisco Fire Department would have access to the Tower and Podium buildings 

through breaks in the concrete barriers and fences around the project site. 

Implementation of the transportation plan and compliance with the requirements of SFMTA and public 

works permits would provide adequate access such that project construction would not interfere with 

emergency response or evacuation activities: As a result, this impact would be less than sigruficant. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably' foreseeable futt.ire 
projects in the site vicinity, would result in less than significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Impacts from hazards and. hazardous materials are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative projects 

would be subject to the same city, regional, state, and federal regulations d~signed to protect the .public 

and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure that 

emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would be subject 
to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, 

205 City and County of San Francisco, City and County of San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, an Element of the CCSF 
Emergency Management Program, ESF #1: Transportation Annex, May 2017, . · 

https:!lsfdem.org!sites/defaultlfiles/FileCenter!Documents/838-ESF%201%20-%20Transportation%20Annex·,pdf 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant. with Mitigation Significant No .Not 

Topics Impact Incorporated ·Impact Impact Applicable 

19. MINERAL RESOURCES. 

·would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would 0 0 0 0 ~ 
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 0 0 0 0 [g] 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan?· 

Pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, the California Division of Min~s and Geology 

has designated all land in San Francisco, including the project site, as Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4).206 

. This designation indicates that inadequate information is available to assign the site to any either MRZ, and 

thus the project site is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits. No sites in San Francisco, 

including the project site, are designated areas of significant mineral deposits. Therefore, topics E:19(a) and 
19(b) are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Topics 

20. ENERGY. 

Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 
project construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

0 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

0 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

0 0 

0 

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not en(:ourage activities which would result in 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. (Less than Significant) 

Construction of the proposed project would require the use of fuels (primarily gas and diesel) for a variety 

of construction activities, including demolition, excavation, backfill, construction, and vehicle travel.. The 

precise amount of fuel required for project construction is uncertain; however, it is expected that gasoline 

and diesel for construction equipment and worker and haul vehicles would be comparable to quantities 

used for similar construction projects, and that this consumption would not have a measurable effect on 

local and regional energy supplies. Fuei use for construction workers commute trips would be minor in 
comparison to the fuel used by construction equipment and for hauling. Fuels would not be used · 

206 Califonua Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Update on Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate 
Materials in the South San Francisco Bay ProductioncConsumption Region. DMG Open-File Report 96-03, 1996. 
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wastefully during construction because doing so would not be economically sustainable for contractors. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less~than-significant impact in terms of the wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

· . In{pad EN-2: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency. (No Impact) 

The proposed project would not result in any substantial above ground long-term changes at the project site, 

or result in any additional long-term energy demand. As described in Section K9, Greenhouse Gas Ernissio!l$, 

the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction ·strategy.207 The 

city's GHG reduction strategy is consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals ofExewtive Order S-3-

05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because 

the proposed project is consistent with the city's GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG . 

reduction goals of Executive Order S~3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the 

2017 Clean Air Plat)., and would not confli<;:t with these plans. For these reasons, the proposed project would 

not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future 
project in the site vicinity, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on energy 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

The demand for fuel, energy, and water created by the proposed project would be insubstantial and limited 

to the 22-month construction duration in the cumulative context of citywide demand and would not require 

an expansion of power facilities. All development projects in San Francisco, including those listed in 

Section B.2,. Cumulative Context, would be required to comply with the city's Green Building Ordinance anq 

title 24 ot the California Code of Regulations, both of wl:ich are enforced by the building department. Thus, 

cumulative pr.ojects wowd be required to adhere to all applicable rules and regulations associated with 

energy use during construction and operations and implement the latest energy.conservation measures that 
discourage activities which result .in the use of large amounts of fuel, water,; or energy, or use these in a 

wasteful manner. As a result, the proposed project, in combination with cumwative projects would not result 

. in a cumulative impact related to energy resources and. impacts would be less than significant. 

207 San Francisco Planning Depariment, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 301 Mission Street, Millennium Tower 
P~rimeter Pile Upgrade Project, September 10,2019. · . 
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21. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact · 

E. Evaluation of Envirorunental Effects 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact, 
Not 

Applicable 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Mo'del (1997fprepared by the California Department. of 
Conservation as an optional model tQ use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 'whether impacts· 
to forest resou'rces, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information · 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including 
the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 

.. methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Wil)iamson Act 
contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non­
forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non­
agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

D 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The project site is located in an urban area in San Francisco. The California Department of Conservation's 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the site as Urban and Built-Up Land, which is 

defined as" ... land [that] is used for residential, industrial, commercial, institutional, public administrative 

purposes, raHroad and other trar:sportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, 

sewage treatment, water control structures, and other developed purposes." In addition, no land within 

the city is zoned for forest uses. Because the project site does not contain agricultural or forest 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; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 

land or a Williamson Act contract; or involve any changes to the environment that could result in the 

conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, topics E.21(a), 

E.21(b), E.21( c), E.21( d), and E.21(e) are not applicable to the proposed project. 
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Less than 
Potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No No-t 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

22. WILDFIRE. 

If located in or near· state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would.the project: 

?) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 0 0 0 0 [gJ 
evacuation plans? 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire . 0 0 0 0 [gJ 
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such 0 0 0 0 [gJ 
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks including downslope or 0 0 0 0 [gJ 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? · 

. The City and County of San Francisco does not contain any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or 

lands classified as very high fire hazard severity. zones. 208 There are no landslide-prone_ areas in the 

immediate vicinity of the site.209 Therefore, topics E.22(a), E.22(b), E.22(c) and E.22(d) are not applicable. 

Less than 
potentially Significant Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not. 

Topics Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

23. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

Does the project: 

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 0 0 0 0 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or. 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant. or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

b) Have impacts that are indiv.idually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 0 0 [gJ D 0 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of _a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
_past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

c). Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects 0 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

0 0 0 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 

wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or anim,al community, 

or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.. 

208 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), San Francisco County Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) 
Map, 20i9, https:/legis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ!, accessed July, 8, 2019. 

209 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan,-Community Safety, a11 Element of the General Plan of the 
City and County of San Francisco, October 2012. 
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F. Mi, .,on Measures and Improvement Measures 

As described in Section E.4, Cultural Resources and Section E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources, construction 

activities associated with the proposed project could result in potential impacts on unknown archeological 

resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources. These impacts would be less than sigillficant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures M~CR-2, Archeological Testing and Archeolo&ical Monitoring, and 

M-TC-1, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. As described in Section E.15, Biological 

Resources, removal of the street trees during the nesting season could result in potential impacts to nesting 

birds. This impact would .be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2, 

Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas. As described in Section E.16, Geology and Soils, 

construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in potential impacts on 

.paleontOlogical resources. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

. Measures M-GE-4a through M-GE-4d. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant 

impact through the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 

Section E of the initial study has addressed cumulative impacts under each environmental topic and 

determmed that the proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects, would not 

result in significant cumulative impacts. 

As described in Section E.7, Noise, the proposed project would result in substantial temporary. noise level 

increases in excess of established standards and·groundborne vibration impacts on sensitive receptors at 

the 301 Mission Street.. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measures M-N0-1a, General Construction Noise Control Measures, M-NO-lb, Noise Reduction 

Techniques for Equipment Used in Nighttime Delivery Activity, and M-N0-2, Limited Use of Vibratory 
. . 

Rollers. As described in Section E.8, Air Quality, the proposed project would result in potentially significant 

impacts related to criteria air pollut~ts and health risk. These impacts would be lei?S than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1, Construction Air Quality. Therefore, the prqposed 

project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, with the 

implementation of the mitigation measures. 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures have·been identifiedin this initial study to reduce potentially significant 

impacts resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. An improvement measure · 

recommended to reduce a less than significant impact is also identified below. The project sponsor has 

agreed to implement all mitigation measures and the improvement measure identified in the initial study. 

F.1 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing and Monitoring. Based on a reasonable 
presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site; the following 
measures shail 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 an archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archeological Consultants 
List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The project sponsor shall 
contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three 
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F. Mitigation Measures and Irnprovernen. .asures 

archeological consultants on the QACL, with sp~cialized expertise in geoarcheology and historical 
archeology. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing and monitoring 
program as spe.cified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct a data 
recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shaH 
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 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 me.ans to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential 
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) 
and (c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially inte;rested descendant 
group, an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The 
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological 
field investigations o£ the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate 
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicabk any 
interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological 
Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group .. 

Archeological Testing and Monitoring Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit 
to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan and archeological monitoring 
plan (ATP/AMP). The ATP/AMP 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 and monitoring. The purpose of the 
archeological testing and monitoring program will be to determine to the extent possible the 
presence or a.bsence of archeological resources or strata with ·potential to include archeological 

. resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the 
site constitutes an historical resource under CEQ A. 

The archeological testing and monitoring program shall be conducted in_ accordance with the 
approved ATP/AMP, as follows: 

Archeological testing shall consist of geoarcheological coring prior to the beginning of project 
excavations and/or in concert with post-approval geotechnical testing; and shalt at minimum; 
include sampling of the-uppermost 5 feet of the Young Bay Mud and the uppermost 5 feet of the 
Colma Sands Formation, or of the Old Bay Clay, where this stratum directly underlies the Young 
Bay Mud stratum. 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, modifications to the archeological monitoring program, and/or 
implementation of an archeological data recovery program; as detailed below. No archeological 
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data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning 
Departill.ent archeologist. 

Archeological monitoring shall include at least intermittent monitoring of excavations within bay 
fill and the upper portion of the Young Bay Mud stratum, and selective monitoring of the 
installation of the 36-inch-diameter outer casings. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, 
and ERO shall meet and consult on any adjustments needed in the scope of archeological 
monitoring based on the results of geoarcheological testing and the judgment qf the project 
archeologist, reasonably prior to the commencement of mass excavation and casing installations. 
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. If no potential 
archeological resources are identified, the final report shall consist of an Archaeological Testing 
Results Report/ Archaeological Monitoring Results Report (AMRR/ATRR). If significant resources 
are identified, the consultant shall prepare a Final Archaeological Resources Report (F ARR), the 
contents of which are detailed below. 

In addition: 

• Prior to the beginning of construction soil disturbance, 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 apprqpriate 
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 archeo~ogical consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the 
projectarcheologiqu 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; 

• I_£ an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils~disturbing activities i:ri. the vicinity of 
the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile installation/construction activities and equipment until the deposit 
is evaluated. If in the case of pile installation or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, 
etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile installation or deep foundation 
activities may affect an archeological resource, the pile installaJ:!.on or deep foundation 
activities shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immecj.iately notify the ERO of 
the encountered archeological cfeposit. 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. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program, when required 
through the process set forth above, shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data 
recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and 
consult on frte 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 
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the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in 
general, should be limited to the portions of the historical resource that could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the 
archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include.the following elements: 

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

• Cataloguing and Lab~ratory Analysis- Description of selected ~ataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures 

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

• Interpretive Program- Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program based 
on the results of the archeological data recovery program 

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

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

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

Human Remains, 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 
Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical 
Examiner's determination that the human r~mains are Native American.remain.s, notification of 
the Califorma State Native American Heritage Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete his or her inspection of the remains and make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being granted access to the site 

. (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The ERO also shall be notified immediately upon the · 
discovery of human remains. 

The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement 
("Agreement") with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of human remains and assoc.iated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take into consideration the 

·appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship,·curation, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the MLD 
agrees to scientific analyses of the. remains and/or assoc~ated or uriassociated funerary objects, the 
archeologicaJ. consultant shall retain possession of the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects until completion of any such. analyses; after which the remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 

Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and 
the ERO to accept treatment recommendations of the MLD. However, if the ERO, project sponsor 

November 2019 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project 
Cas~ No. 2018-0166Q1ENV 



F. MiL~ .on Measures and Improvement Measures 

and MLD are unable to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated 
or unassociated fimerary objects, the ERO, with cooperation of the project sponsor, shall ensure 
that the remains and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future 
subsurface disturbance. 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects 
·discovered during any soil-disturbing activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in the 
project's archeological treatment documents, and in any related agreement established between 
the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 

Final Archeological Resot~rces Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (F ARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. The Draft 
FARR shall also include an Interpretation Plan for public interpretation of. all significant 
archeological features. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the F ARR shall be distributed as follows: California Historical 
Resources Information Center Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and 
the ERO shaH receive a copy of the transmittal of the F ARR to the NWIC. The Environmental 
Planning division of the Planning Depattment shall receive cine bound, one unbound and one 
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD 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. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tr!bal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. If the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is· 
present, and if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO 
determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so,as to avoid 
any adverse effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 

If the ERO determines that preservation-in-place·of the tribal cultural resource is both feasible and 
effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation 
plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the project sponsor and the archeological 
consultant shall be required when feasible. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the 
project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a 
sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the 
tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan 
produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and 
approved by the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, 
as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials 
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of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long­
term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably 
by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, a,rtifacts displays and 
interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that 
project noise from construction activities is minirruzed to the 'maximum extent feasible, the project 
sponsor a shall undertake the following: 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks 
used for project construction utilize the best available noise conqol techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically 
attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such 
·as compressors) as .far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle such · 
noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the construction site, which 
could reduce construction noise by as :r;nuch as 5 dBA.. To further reduce noise, the contractor 
shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible. 

• .The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, 
pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaustfrom pneumatically powered 
tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust ~uffler on the compressed air 
exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise 
levels by as much as 10 dBA. 

• The project sponsQr shall include noise control requirements in specifications provided to 
construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be limited to, performing 
all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with 
effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy activities during times of least disturbance to 
surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid · 
residential buildings inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. 

• Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and Department of Building Inspection (building department) a Construction 
Noise Management PI~ identifying all measures be implemented and identifying a contact 
person and phone number to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. 
These measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying the building 
department, the Department of Public Health (health department), and the Police Department 
(during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on site describing noise 
complaint procedures. and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times 
during construction; (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement 
manager for the project; and (4) notification of :neighboring residents and non-residential 
building managers within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance 
of commencement of construction· activities. 

• The general contractor or other designated person(s) shall prepare a weekly noise monitoring 
log report that shall be made available to the planning department upon request. The log shall 
include any noise complaints received, whether in.connection with an exceedanc.e or not, as 
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well as any noise complaints received through calls to 311 or the building department if the 
contractor is made aware of them (for example, via a building department notice, inspection, 
or investigation). Any weekly report that includes an exceedance or for a period during which 
a compL~tint is received shall be submitted to the planning department within three business 
days following the week in which the exceedance or complaint occurred. A report shall be 
submitted to the planning department at the completion of construction. The report shall 
document noise levels, exceedances of standards, if reported, and corrective action(s) tak~n. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: Noise Reduction Techniques for Equipment Used in Nighttime 
Delivery Activity. The project sponsor shall notify the Planning Department Development 

Performance Coordinator of any night noise permit application filed with the Department of 
Building Inspection. on the day of filing and any emergency/unanticipated activity with the. 
potential to exceed standard as soon as possible. The project sponsor shall implement all of the 
following noise reduction techniques to reduce nighttime construction delivery noise during 
Stages 3 and 4: 

" . The crane used for nighttime deliveries shall be directionally positioned.such that the exhaust 
faces away from the building at 301 Mission Street. This measure would be expected to reduce 

. noise levels by2 to 3 dBA. 

• Provide acoustically rated shielding around crane engine. This measure would be expected to 
reduce noise levels by 5 to 12 dBA depending ori. the proximity of shielding to the crane engine. 

• The crane shall be operated in ECO silent mode210 during nighttime hours. This measure would 
be expected to reduce noise levels by 3 to 5 dB A. . 

• Forklifts shall employ self-adjusting directional backup alarms. Such alarms constantly 
measure the background noise and can reduce their sound level by 20 dBA or more. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: Limited Use of Vibratory Rollers. The project sponsor shall require 
that the contractors use non- vibratory excavator mounted compaction wheels and small, smooth 

drum rollers for final compaction of any asphalt base and asphalt concrete. If needed to meet 
compaction requirements, smaller vibratory rollers shall·be used to minimize vibration levels 
during repaving activities where needed to meet vibration standards. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Air Quality. The project sponsor or contractor shall · 

provide the Planning Department with a certification statement that the sponsor or contractor 

agrees to fully comply with the following requirements which shall be included in contract 
specifications: 

" All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with the 
manufacturer's specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 

determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

210 The proposed crane can operate in an "ECO silent" mode that regulates the engine speed such that it can be restricted to 
a predefined level, thus loweling noise emissions. · 
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• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing 
the maximum idling time to two minutes. 

• · The project construction contractor shall not use diesel generators for construction purposes 
where feasible alternative sources of power are available. 

• All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with Best 
Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and Particulate Matter, 
including Tier 4 Iriterim or Final or alternative fuel engines where such equipment is available 
and feasible for use: 

The following equipment shall have Tier 4 final engines: air compressors, bore/drill rigs, 
compactor, concrete pump, crawler tractors, excavator, generator sets/power p;3.ck, pavers, 
rollers, rough terrain forklifts, rubber tired loaders, skid steer loaders, and track drill. 

The following equipment shall have Tier 4 inte:dm or final engines: backhoes. 

The following equipment shall have Tier 1 or newer engines: truck mount drills. 

• Should any deviations in the construction equipment list or tier levels be required, the project 
·sponsor shall present documentation to the satisfaction of the ERO that any such deviation 
would not result in an exceedance of the average daily NOx significance threshold or any 
health risk threshold. 

· Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Buffer Areas. Nesting 
birds and their nests· shall be protected during construction by implementation of the following 
measures for .each construction phase: 

a. To the extent feasible, conduct initial activities iD.duding .but not limited to vegetation removal, 
tree trimming or removal, ground disturbance, building d~molition, site grading, and other 
construction activities which may compromise breedi.ng birds or the success of their nests 
outside of the nesting season (January 15 through August 15). 

b. If. construction during the bird nesting season cannot be fully avoided,. a qualified wildlife 
biologist* shall conduct pre-construction nesting surveys within 14 days prior to the start of 
construction or demolition at areas that have not been previously dish).rbed by project activities 
or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys shall be performed for suitable 
habitat within 250 feet of the project site in order to locate any active nests of common bird 
species and within 500 feet of the project site to locate any active raptor (birds of prey) nests. 

c. If active nests are located during the preconstniction nesting bird surveys, a qualified biologist. 
shall evaluate if the schedule of construction activities could affect the active nests and if so, 
the following measures would apply: 

N overnber 2019. 

i. If construction is not likely to affect the activ:e nest, construction may proceed without 
restriction; however, a qualified biologist shall regularly monitor the nest at a frequency 
.determined appropriate for the surrounding construction activity to confirm there is no 
·adverse effect. Spot-check monitoring frequency would be determined on a nest-by-nest 
basis considering the particular construction activity, duration~ proximity to the nest, and 
physical barriers which may screen activity from the nest. The qualified biologist may 
revise his/her determination at any time during the nesting season in coordination with 
the Planning Department. 
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ii. If it is determined that construction may affect the ~ctive nest, the qualified biologist shall 
establish a no-disturbance buffer around the nest(s) and all project work shall halt within 
the buffer until a qualified biologist determines the nest is no longer in use. Typically, these 
buffer distances are 250 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptors; however, the buffers 
may be adjusted if an obstruction, such as a building, is within line-of-sight between the 
nest and construction. 

iii. Modify~ng nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction activities within the.buffer, 
and/or modifying construction methods in proximity to active nests shall be done at the 
discretion of the quaiified biologist and in_ coordination with the Planning Department, 
who would notify CDFW. Necessary actions to remove or relocate an active nest(s) shall 
be coordinated with the Planning Department and approved by CDFW. 

iv. Any work that must occur within established no~disturbance buffers arotmd active nests 
shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. If adverse effects in response to project work 
within the buffer are observed and could comprm;nise the nest, work within the no 
disturbance buffer(s) shall halt until the nest occupants have fledged. 

v. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey buffers amid construction 
activities are assumed to be habituated to construction-related or similar noise and 
disturbance levels, so exclusion zones around nests may be reduced or eliminated in these 
cases as determined by the qualified ·biologist in coordination with the ·Planning 
Department, who would notify CDFW. Work may proceed around these active nests as 
long as the nests and their occupants are not directly impacted .. 

d. In the event inactive nests are observed within or adjacent to the project site at any time 
throughout the year, any removal or relocation of the inactive nests shall be at the discretion 
of the quallfiec1. biologist in coordination with the Planning Department, who would notify and 
seek approval from the CDFW, as appropriate. Work may proceed around these inactive nests. · 

* Typical experience requirements for a "qualified biologist" include a minimum of four years of academic 
training and professional experience in biological sciences and related resource management activities, and a 
minimum of two years of experience conducting surveys for each species that may be pres·e~t within the 
project area. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4a: Project Paleontologist. The project sponsor or its contractor shall 
retain a qualified professional paleontologist (qualified paleontologist) prior to the approval of 
demolition or grading permits. The qualified paleontologist shall attend the project kick-off 
meeting and project progress meetings on an as-needed basis, shall report to th~ project site for 
drilling activities associated with installation of the outer casings for the pe~imeter piles that are 
anticipated to return Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials, and shall implement the duties 
outlined in Mitigation Measures M~GE-4b through M-GE~4d. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4b: Worker Training. Prior to the start of ground-distUrbing activity 
related to the installation of the outer casings for the perimeter piles, which is anticipated to return 
Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials, the qualified paleontologist shall prepare paleontological 
resources sensitivity training materials for use during Project-wide Worker EnviroJjmental 
Awareness Training (or equivalent). The paleontological resources sensitivity training shall be 
conducted by a qualified environmental trainer working under the supervision of the qualified 
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F. Mitigation Measures and Improvemen. .asures 

paleontologist. In the event construction crews are phased, additional trainings shall be conducted 
for new construction personnel. The training session shall focus on the recognition of the types of 
:paleontological resources that could be encountered within the project site and the procedures to 

· be followed if they are found, as outlined in the approved Paleontological Resources Monitoring 
and Mitigation Plan in Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c. The project sponsor and/ or its contractor shall 
retain documentation demonstrating that all construction personnel attended the training prior to 
the start of work on the site, and shall provide the documentation to the Planning D~partment 
Project Manager upon request. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c: Paleontological Monitoring. The qualified paleontologist shall 
prepare, and the project sponsor and/or its contractors shall implement, a Paleontological 
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (PRMMP). The project sponsor shall submit the plan to 
the planrling department for review and approval at least 30 days prior to the start of construction. 
This plan shall address specifics of monitoring and mitigation and comply_ with the City 

· requirements, as follows: 

• The qualified paleontologist shall identify, and the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall 
retain, qualified paleontological resource monitors (qualified monitors). 

• . The qualified paleontologist and/or the qualified monitors under the direction of the qualified 
paleontologist shall conduCt full-time paleontological resources monitoring of the installation 
of the 36-inch-diameter out~r casings for all ground-distUrbing activities anticipated to return 
Colma Sands or Old Bay Clay materials. . 

• Monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt or divert work away from exposed fossils 
in order to evaluate and recover the fossil specimens. 

• If construction or other project.personnel discover any potential fossils during construction, 
regardless of the depth of work or location and regardless of whether the site is being 
monitored, work at the discovery location shall cease lintil the qualified paleontologist, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the appropriate course of action at the 36-inch­
diameter outer casing locations, based on the nature of the recovered paleontological resource 
and the judgment ofthe qualified paleontologist, reasonably provided prior to continuing With 
the installation of outer casings, The qualified paleontologist shall determine the significance 
of any paleontological resources discovered, and shall determine the appropriate treatment for 
significant paleontological resources in accordance with City standards. Whether or not a 
significant paleontological resource has been encountered, the qualified paleontologist shall 
assess the discovery, make recommendations as to the appropriate treatment, and submit ·a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. Mitigation Measure 
M-GE-4d regarding significant fossil treatment is described further below. 

• Monitors shall prepare daily logs detailing the types of activities and soils observed, and any 
discoveries. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report · 
to document the results of the monitoring effort and any curation of fossils. The project sponsor 
shall provide the daily logs to the City Planning Department upon ;request, and shall provide 
the final report to the Cit-y Plat"1nii'1g Department upon completion. 
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Mitigation Measure M-GE-4d: Significant Fossil Treahnent If any find is deemed significant following 
the process outlined in Mitigation Measure M-GE-4c, the qualifiedpaleontologist shall salvage and 
prepare the fossil for permanent curation with a certified repository with retrievable storage. 

F.2 Improvement Measure 

Improvement Measure I-GE-1: Sponsor Reimbursement for Engineering Design Review Team 
Review of Construction and Post-Construction Monitoring Data. The. project sponsor should 
cooperate with the Department of Building Inspection (building department) in its engagement of 
the Engineering Design Review Team (peer review team) convened during review and evaluation 
of the monitoring data collected for the project during and post construction. The project sponsor 
should reimburse the building department for the costs of the monitorfug data review and 
evaluation by the peer review team. 

G1. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on June 14, 2019 to owners and 

occupants of the affected property and within 300 feet of the project site, neighborhood groups for the 

project vicinity, and public agencies. In addition, this notice was sent to people who requested to receive 

notice regarding this project. Seven comment letters were received in response to the notification. The 

following concerns were expressed by members of the public: 

• Construction noise impacts; 

.. 

.. 
Air quality impacts to residents at the project site during constrw;:tion; and · 

Impacts to Golden Gate Transit bus stops . 

Th~se concerns were incorporated into the environmental review of the proposed project and addressed in 

Section A, Project Description, Section E.6, Transportation and Circulation, Section E.7, Noise, and 

Section E.S, Air Quality. Other comments related to the notification and distribution process for 

environmental documents related to.the proposed project will be accommodated. · 

G2. NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

On November 20.2019. the planning department circulated a Notice of Availability of and Intent to Adopt 

a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study. The notice was circulated to state and local 

agencies. interested organizations and individuals, and propertv owners and residents within 300 feet of 

the project site as well as residents of the Tower building at 301 Mission Street. Notices were also posted at 

multiple locations around the project site. 

The planning department received a comment expressing concerns about noise resulting from nighttime 

truck deliveries of construction materials that are proposed to occur approximately five nights per week 

during Stages 3 and 4 (i.e .. approximately between mid 2020 and mid 2021) of the project construction. The 

comment requests that these deliveries be restricted to specific hours, such as 8 p.m. to 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. 

to 7 a.m. The comment a:lso requests information about whether any conc~ete pours would take place at 
night. 
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As discussed in Section E.7. Noise. on p. 101 of the FMND, section 2908 of the noise ordinance prohibits 

any ·person or· entity from erecting. constructing. demolishing. excavating. altering. or repairing any 

building or structure between 8 p.m. of any civen.day up to 7 a.m. of the following day. if the noise level 

created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest propertY line. unless a special permit 

from a: city agency such as public works has been applied for and granted. The project sponsor anticipates 

that nighttime deliveries would occur during Stages 3 and 4 of the project construction. The noise analysis 

prepared for the project assumes that no concrete pours would occur at night. Because the construction 

noise analysis concluded that the nighttime deliveries. proposed to occur within the public right-of-way 

during. Stages 3 and 4 of the project construction. would result in noise levels exceedin~ the ambient noise 

levels by 5 dB A. the project sponsor woUld likely need to obtain a special permit before the commencement 

of proiect construction from public works in order to conduct the proposed nighttime deliveries. In . . . 
reviewing the requested special permit. public works would consider the need for nighttime truck 

deliveries and whether to restrict the hours of nighttime deliveries . 

. The comment suggests that the construction noise analysis should assume that noise sensitive receptors at 

181 Fremont Street residential development are facing north toward the project site. The comment also 

inquires about whether noise monitoring would be conducted during project construction. As discussed ill 
the FMND (and as explained below), the sponsor would be required to monitor noise levels during project 

·construction. As explained in note b for Table i9. Nighttime Noise Levels'from Stages 3 and 4 Overnight 

Deliveries. on p. 101 of the FMND. the construction noise analysis assumes that the residential noise 

sensitive receptors are located at the north property line of 181 Fremont Street'residential development so 

as to yield conservative (i.e .. worst case) results. As discussed in Section E.7 on pp. 101-102 of the FMND. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: General Construction Noise Control Measures requires that the project 

sponsor submit to the planning departni.ent and building department a Construction Noise Management 

Plan identifying all the measures that are reguired to be implemented. Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a also 

reguires that the project sponsor prepare a weekly noise monitoring log report and submit any weekly 

report that includes a noise standard exceedance to the planning department within three business days 

following the week in which the· noise exceedance or complaint occurred. 

In addition. Mitigation Measure M-N0-1b: Noise Reduction Technigues for Equipment Used in Nightti~e 
Deliverv Activitv requires that the project sponsor implement several noise reduction techniques to reduce 

nighttime construction delivery noise during Stages 3 and 4 of the project construction. as discussed on pp. 

102-103 of the FMND. 
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G. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Initial Study: 

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

181 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the env!ronment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the projecLhave been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. · 

0 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
· environmental impact report is required. 

O 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 e~lier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described cin attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. . 

0 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. 

DATE: . 1..2- - -;;z7 -~ ~ 0 \ q 
r-~ . . . .· 
r_\ . '. h cy·r ...... -~;::::;::· 

=··~· =·-· :~~~--=·=·~· """"~~-~· ---~~~" 
f~G"' Lis<f ,_;J~son 
· Environmental Review Officer 
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Director of Planning 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this Transportation Management Pian (TMP) is to provide a comprehensive set of 

approaches and strategies that would minimize potential transportation impacts related to the 

construction of the proposed Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project at 301 Mission Street (herein referred to as 

the "proposed project" or "project construction"). The.·objectives are to maintain a safe and efficient 

. movement of motorized vehicles, pedestrians, transit passengers, bicycle traffic and commercial traffic 

through and around the construction zone and to provide public awareness of potential impacts on . 

Fremont, Mission, and Beale streets. Th~ TMP was prepared in collaboration with the M(llenniurri Tower 

Homeowners' Association (MTHA), Shimmick Construction {Contractor), San Francisco Municipal 

·Transportation Agency {SFMTA), and San Francisco Planning Department {SF Planning Department). 

Regional public transit agencies were also consulted during the preparation of this TMP. 

1.1 Project Site 

The project site is in.the public right-of-way on Mission and Fremont streets adjacent to the parcel at 

301 Mission Street which is occupied by two buildings: ·a 645~foot-tall Millennium Tower {391 Mission 

Street) on the western portion of the site and a 125-foot-tall structure and atrium {collectively called the 

Podium building) on the eastern portion. The Tower and Podium buildings .include 551,000 square feet 

of residential space {419 dwelling units), 9AOO square feet of ground level retail/commercial space 

(bank and restaurant), and 24,365 square feet of open space. There are 339 parking. spaces contained 

within four basement levels under the Podium building. Three off-street loading docks are located at the 

southeast corner of the parcel: two are equipped with loading dock equipped to level to the height of 
the truck being load~d/unloaded, and reserved in 4-hour increments on weekdays oniy; and the third is 

for shorter-duration drop-off activities such as food delivery, mail, and package delivery seven days a 

week. 

lhere is a two-way driveway on the south side of the two buildings, connecting Fremont Street to Beale 

Street. This driveway provides vehicular ingress/egress to the parking garage and loading facilities. The 

driveways are 30 feet wide and 27 feet wide on Fremont a_nd Beale streets, respectively. Additionally, .a 

porte cochere off the driveway accommodates passenger loading for residents. Pedestrian access to the 

ground-floor bank in the Tower building is from Mission street near the ~remont Street intersection. 

Pedestrian access to the Tower and Podium residences ·are available from the porte cochere and Mission 

and Beale streets. Pedestrian access to the restaurant is provided along Mission and Beale Streets. An 

approximately 100-foot-long on-street passenger loading/unloading zone and a 20-foot-long on-street 

commercial loading/unloading zone are located adjacent to the Podium building frontage on Mission 

Street. There are no vehicle curb cuts alohg the Mission Street frontage. There is no curbside on-street 

parking permitted along the Mission, Fremont, and Beale Street frontages. There are no existing bicycle 

facilities on Fremont, Mission, or Beale streets. 

Consulting GfOUP 
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The MTHA has provided data showing that the Tower has experienced differential settlement due to 

consolidation and compression of the soil layer beneath the Colma Sand, which is known as Old Bay 

Clay. The MTHA has provided monitoring data indicating that the greatest amount of settlement at 17.3 

inches has occurred at the northwest corner of the Tower near the corner of Fremont and Mission 

streets. 

1.2 Project Description 
The proposed project consists o.f .a structural upgrade related to the Tower foundation that includes 

installation of an extension of the existing mat foundation at the northwest· corner of the Tower, 

supported by 52 new piles extending to bedrock. The proposed project would be constructed in six 

· stages, spanning over approximately 22 months {640 days), and. it is anticipated to begin in early 2020. It 

is ass~med that construction would continue to occur during the ·holiday moratorium period. 1 

Construction activities would occur Monday through Friday from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. ·for theentire duration 

of project construction (Stages 1 through 6). It is noted that during Stages 3 and 4, there would be a 

second shift on weekdays from 8 p.m. to 7 a~m. to receive overnight deliveries for approximately two to 

three nights per week. These deliveries would involve the use of a crane and fork lift. Construction may 

occur on Saturdays and Sundays when needed during any stage. 2 Tabie 1 shows the estimated number 

of construction workers and truck demand generated. for each construction stage. The estimatecj 

maximum number of daily workers on site during any stage would be.22; the estimated number of daily 

trucks would range from 10 to 25, .generating up to 50 daily tru~::k trips assuming one inbound trip and 

one outbound trip for each truck. 

Table 1- Construction Schedule and Travel Demand 

Construction Stage and Expected. Number of 
' ' 2 

.Number of Truck Loads 
'' 

Activity Duration Daily Workers Material Deliveries3 Export/Import 
(days)1 

Shift 1 · Shift 2 Total Daily Peak Total Daily 

Hour 

1. Site Preparation, 
90 11 107 10 3 0 o. -

Mobilization, and Test Pile 

2. Demolition and Shoring 60 11 - 74 10 '3 34 10 

3. Installation of Outer 

Casings and Piles 
160 11 10 107 10· 3 75 10 

4. Piling and Mat Slab 

Extension 
110 22 10 115 10 3 250 10 

5. Mat Slab Extension 90 11 - 82 10 3 150 10 

6. Jacking, Vault 130 '15 - 74 10 3 106 15 

1 MTHA would apply for a holiday construction moratorium waiver and continue with construction activities 
between the day after Thanksgiving and January 1. 
2 Since the project site includes public right-of-ways in the Area of Important Streets per the Blue Book, all 
construction activities and hours for the proposed project need to be approved by the SFMTA. 

Peak 

Hour 

0 

3 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Construction, Backfill, and 

Site Restoration 

Total Construction 640 559 615 

Sou~ce: Mil.lennium Tower Homeowt]ers Association, 2019. 

Notes: 

1. Represents the overall duration from start to ~nd dates of each stage. The actual number of work days during each stage 

would be shorter than the overall duration due to weekends and holidays .. 

2. Each truck load is assumed to carry 10 cubic yards ~f import/export materials. Each truck load would generate two trips 

including one inbound trip and one outbound trip per truck load. 

3. include deliveries of ready mix concrete, drill casit1g, drilled shaft rebar, equipment, and supplier deliveries. 

Affected Public Rights-of-Way 

Before construction activities begin, the Contractor would install both concrete barriers (e.g., k-rail) and 

fences along the outer side of the closed lanes. on Fremont and Mission streets, and fences along the 

outer edge of the sidewalk on Beale Street. All construction activities would be contained inside the 

concrete harriers and fences.The Contractor would then install protected pedestrian walkways and 

prepare the constructon site to allow for staging, truck and equipment .access, and. protection or 

relocation of utilities. The project construction would affect the following public rights-of-way: 

• Fremont Street - Fremont Street would have ·one left-turn lane, one through lane, and one· 

through and right-turn shared lane in the northbound direction. The Contractor would install 

concrete barriers· and fences approximately 12 feet wes.t of the Fremont Street east sidewalk 

between the northern edge of the driveway and Mission Street. This change would require a 

temporary closure of four elements ·within the public right-of-way for the· entire duration of 

project construction from Stages 1 through 6. Those four elements would be: 1} the northbound 

exclusive right-turn lane approaching Mission Street, 2) the Fremont Street east sidewalk along 

the Tower frontage, 3} the nearside Golden Gate Transit bus stop near the southeast corner of 

the Fremont Street/Mission Street intersection, and 4) south and east crosswalks at the 

Fremont Street/Mission Street intersection. Muni guy poles currently installed in the sidewalk 

(and associated overhead electric trolley wires) would be relocated approximately 10 feet 

· westward.3 

• Mission Street- Mission Stre~t would have two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane. The 

Contractor would install concrete barrier.s and fences approximately 11.6 feet north of the 

Mission Street existin.g south sidewalk between Fremont and Beale streets. This change would 

require a temporary closure of two elements within the public right-of-way for the entire 

.duration of project construction from Stages 1 through 6. Those two elements would be: 1} the 

eastbound bus-only lane and 2} the western half of the Mission Street south sidewalk. The 

ground floor bank would remain closed during construction. An approximately four-foot-\Nide 

pedestrian walkway with overhead and side protection would be constructed along the Mission 

Street frontage between Beale Stre~t and the Tower and Podium building entrance to provide 

3 Muni guy poles provide support to the Overhead Contact System .(OCS) for Muni electric trolley buses. Per SFMTA 
requirements, these poles must be pl9ced no further than 100 feet apart. 
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access to the residences and the ground floor restaurant. As a result, pedestrian right-of-way 

along the eastern halfof the Mission Street south sidewalk would be reduced from 15 feet to 

·approximately four feet in width. Muni guy poles currently installed in the sidewalk (and 

associated overhead electric trolley wires and the switch that allows trolley buses to. make the 

right turn from eastbound Mission Street onto southbound Beale Street) would be relocated 

approximately 15 feet northward. 

a Beale Street--' The Contractor would install fences along the outer edge of the Beale Street west 

sidewalk between the northern edge of the driveway and Missipn Street. An approximately 

four-foot-wide pedestrian walkway with overhead and side protection would be constructed 

along the Beale Street frontage. As a result, pedestrian right-of-way along the Beale Street west 

sidewalk would be reduced from 23 feet to approximately four feet in width during Stages 1 

through 5. During Stage 6; the sidewalk along Beale Street frontage would be. restored to full 

width for pedestrians. There would be no closure of existing travel lanes. 

There would be breaks in the concrete barriers and fences to allow construction vehicle access as well as 

San Francisco Fire Department access to fire department connections. The driveway between Fremont 

and Beale streets would be kept open at all times, except for approximately 40 to sci days in Stage 3. 

Durihg that period, vehicular access to and from the existing development site would be maintained at 

Beale Street only, with vehicular turn around allowed within the driveway. Figure 1 presents the 

construction boundary for Stages 1 through 5 and description of.the proposed changes compared to the 

. Baseline condition.4 Appendix A includes a figure depicting the Baseline Condition for reference. Figure 

2 presents the construction boundary for Stage 6 and description of the pr-oposed changes compared to 

Stage 5. 

4 Baseline Condition assumes the Trans bay Transit Center is reopened and there would be changes to transit 
routes operating along Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets . 
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Figure 1 
Construction Boundary During Stages 1 Through 5 and Changes From·Baseline Condition 
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Figure 2 
Construction Boundary During Stage 6 and Changes From Stage 5 



Construction Access Routes 

The majority of construction trwcks are expected to approach the project'site from northbound Fremont 

Street, and enter the construction staging area through the gates/breaks provided along . the 

construction site perimeter on Fremont Street, Mission Street, or Beale Street. When trucks enter the 

staging area from Beale Street, they would back into the staging area from southbound Beale Street. 

Approximately 50 total truck loads would be needed to haul the demolition debris to appropriate sites 

for disposal or recycling. Exact locations of potential disposal sites are unknown at this time, but it is 

anticipated that they would be in the East Bay. Figure 3 presents anticipated construction truck routes 

to and from the project site. 

The Contractor would provide off-site staging areas for materials and supplies that cannot be located on 

site due to space constraints. The exact locations of staging areas are undetermined at this time, but it is 

antiCipated that they would be within. five miles of the project site. The Contactor would not provide any 

worker parking spaces either on-site or at off-site staging areas, but workers would be paid for off-site 

parking or public transportation costs to the site. 
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2.0 TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Contractor will be required to folldw the City of .San Francisco's Regulations for Working in San 

Francisco Streets (the "Blue Book") published by the SFMTA and :san Francisco Public Works' regulations 

during the construction period. The Blue Book establishes rules and guidance so that work can be done 

safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians, bicycle, transit and vehicular traffic. It 

also describes permits contractors must obtain from .SFMTA. All traffic control, warning and guid~nce 
devices must conform·to the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). It is the 

policy of.SFPW that a safe and accessible path of travel be provided for all pedestrians, including those 

with disabilities, around and/or through ~onstruction sites.5 In addition, per the State of California 

Division of Occupational Safety and Health (CAL OSHA) regulations, any boom type ~quipment that 

moves vertically must maintain a ten-foot radial clearance and any other equipment must maintain a 

six-foot clearance from Muni overhead wires. 

TMP l.ays out a set of strategies· designed to manage construction impacts of the proposed project based 

on the understanding of transportatioh conditions prior to the start cif construction, but some of the 

TMP strategies may be adjusted based on conditions at the time of construction commenc·ement. 

Therefore, the proposed strategies are grouped into the following three categories to help understand 

the likelihood of implementing different strategies: 

• Strategies that shall be implemented with certainty- Many of these strategies are required as 

part of the Blue Book, and SFPW and CAL OSHA regulations. 

• Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction 

commencement- Adjustments or additional coordination may be needed by responsible parties 

depending on transportation conditions at the time of construction commencement. 

• Strategies that could be explored for the purpose of the.::rMP,but may not be feasible to 

implement- TheY are recommended to improve transportation conditions but are not required. 

The following sections present TM P strategies for each .rriode of travel (transit, motorized vehicles, 

.pedestrian, bicycling, loading, and emergency access}, TMP implementation and monitoring plans, and 

contingency and operational plans. Appendix B, the Existing and Baseline Volumes Summary 

Memorandum, includes transit, traffic, pedestrian, bicycle, and loading volu.mes under the Existing and 

Baseline Conditions. Appendix C, Project Volumes Summary, includes the transit, traffic, pedestrian 

bicycle, and loading volumes affected during the project construction. 

5 San Francisco Public Works. 2008. Guidelin~s for the Placement oj Barricades at Construction Sites (Order No. 
167,840). Online at http://sfpublicworks.org/sites/default/files/Guidelines for Placement .of Barricades O.pdf. 
Accessed May 23, 2019. 
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2.1 Public Transit 

The proposed project would relocate Muni guy poles and associated overhead electric trolley wires 

along Mission and Fremont Streets. In addition, Muni Routes 5, 5R, 7, 38, and 38R, which run eastbound 

. on Mission Street and make a right-turn on southbound Beale Street to Transbay Transit Center, would 

be temporarily rerouted to run eastbound on Market Street and make a right-turn on southbound Beale 

Street.6 These ro·utes would temporarily use the existing midblock Muni stop on the west side of Beale 

Street between Market and Mission streets. The existing Muni Route 14 stop on Mrth side of Mission 

Street west of Beale Street would be temporarily closed. 

The existing Golden Gate Transit stop on Fremont Street adjacent to the Tower serving Routes 2, 4, and 

27 would be removed and relocated to an.other Golden Gate Transit stop located on the east side of 

· Fremont Street north of Mission Street. That stop is currently used by Golden Gate Transit's part-time 

Routes 38, 44, and 58. Since Route 27 operates full-time between 4:30a.m. and 7:40 p.m. and Routes 2 

and 4 operate part-time, Golden Gate Transit would consider moving one or all three part-time routes 

(38, 44, and 58) to another Golden Gate Transit stop further north on Fremont Street to accommodate · 

these routes. 

·Golden Gate Transit Routes 30, 70, 101, 101X and Sam Trans Routes 292 and 398 travelling eastbound on 

Mission Street currently use the curbside stop on Mission Street by Salesforce Tower to drop off 

passengers. Due to the closure of the eastbound bus~only lane on Mission Street, these routes would be 

required to maneuver from the curb lane west of Fremont Street to the restriped bus-only lane located 

east of Fremont Street, and make a right-turn onto southbound Beale Street around the proposed 

construction staging area. 

The contractor would use the following strategjes to maintain reliable access to public transit and 

· reduce potentially hazardous conditions related totransitoperations during project construction: 

I 

Strategies that shall be implemented 

• The existing "Bus Only" signs mounted on the north sidewalk of Mission Street shall be removed 

or covered during the project construction. 

• Concrete barriers and fences including signs bordering the project site shall not encroach onto 

the adjacent bus-only lane on eastbound Mission Street, and eleven-foot-width shall be 

maintained for the eastbound bus-only lane on Mission Street between Fremont and Beale 

streets. 

• At least qne sign shall be provided and continuously maintained at bus stops (for Routes 5, SRi 

7, 14, 38, ad 38R) that SFMTA has authorized to be closed or relocated, and at the new bus stop 

6 The Trans bay Transit Center is considered a near-term baseline because it was temporarily closed due to 
structural repair at the commencement of this Initial Study. However, the repair has been completed and the 
transit center is fully operational as of Monday, August 12, 2019. 

· Cr.•nsvltl"!) Gt'O\IP 
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location. The sign(s) shall indicate the routes affected, new stop location, and the start and end . 

dates. 

• The MTHA shall work with Golden Gate Transit and the affected property owner(s) to establish 

extended or temporary stops for Routes 2, 4, and 27 whose stop on the southeast co~ner of 

Fremont/Mission intersection is proposed for removal during the project construction. 

• Golden Gate Transit service changes to Routes 2, 4, and 27 shall be posted at the temporary 

stop location currently proposed at Fremont Street north of Mission Street. 

• Trolley buses operating along Fremont Street (Routes 5 and SR) and Mission Street (Route 14) 

shall reach the overhead trolley wires when going around the work area. 

Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction commencement 

• The closest lane to the construction staging area on eastbound Mission Street could be marked 

,;Bus and Taxi Only" or painted in red. 

• The repurposed westbound travel lane on Mission Street could have the existing red paint 

removed to indicate that mixed~flow traffic is allowed. 

• Golden Gate Transit could considerrelocating stop for Routes 2, 4, and 27 to the east side of 

Fremont Street north of Mission Street. 

• Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans buses could continue to use the existing eastbound Mission 

Street bus lane west of Fremont Street and continue to the restriped bus lane east of Fremont. 

Alternatively, Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans could work with SFMTA to use the existing · . . . 

Muni boarding island on eastbound Miss.ion Street west of Fremont Street. · 

Strategies that could be explored for the purpose of TMP, but may not be feasible to implement 

• The existing westbound traffic signa·! at the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection could be 

modified to include a "Queue Jump Signal", which would allow westbound transit buses to have 

a priority movement before general traffic. Alternately, during the first week of project 
. . . 

construction, SFMTA could dispatch Parking Control Officers (PCOs) to manually manage traffic 

at Beale Street/Mission Street intersection during the AM (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 

p.m.) peak periods. 

2.2 Motorized Vehicles · 

During the project construction, Mission Street would have two eastbound lanes and one westbound 

lane between Fremont and Beale streets. The number one westbound lane would be converted to 

eastbound, and the existing number two eastbound bus-only lane would be relocated to the number 

one eastbound travel iane. Muni buses in the westbound direction would share the travel lane with 

general trafficin the same direction. The existing right-turn pocket on northbound Fremont Street 

turning onto eastbound Mission Street woufd be removed, and the number three lane would be 

converted to a through-movement and right-turn shared .lane. There would be no change in travel lanes 

on Beale Street. Figures 1 and 2 above present the lane striping changes during the project construction. 

The contractor would use the following strategies to manage traffic: 
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Strategies that shall be implemented 

• The existing number three lane on Fremont Street shall include a shared through and right-turn 
arrow pavement marking to allow northbound movement to share the lane with right-turning 
vehicles. 

• No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on eastbound Mission Street during the 
AM {7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM {4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods. 

• No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on northbound Fremont Street during the 
AM {7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) peak period. 

• An Extralegal Truck Permit shall be applied for a vehicle travelling on local streets for any 
distance within the City of San Francisco if the overall dimensions and/or weight exceed 8.5 feet 
in width, 65 feet in length, 14 feet in height, and over 34,000 pourids weight on any one axle. 

• When trucks make egress movements at the construction entrance/exit on Fremont, Mission, or 
Beale Street, flaggers, a temporary stop sign, or a combination of these methods shall be used 
to slow approaching traffic. 

• Fences shall be installed at least one foot clear from the edge of the adjacent travel lane (i.e., to 
prevent side mrrrors hitting the fence). 

• "Road Work Ahead" signs, "Right Lane Closed Ahead" signs, and illuminated Arrow Board 
Displays shall be posted on the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street, and on 
Fremont Street south of Howard Street for advanced notice. 

• Advance warning signs (e.g., reverse curve sign) shall be installed on Mission Street west of 
Fremont Street and east of Beale Street to give road users advance notice of travel lane shifts 
and to minimize associated hazards. 

.. Construction Worker Trip Reduction {CWTR) program shall be implemented to encourage 
workers to carpool, use transit, walk, or bike to the project site. CTMR program measures may 
include, but are not limited to, providing the City's Commuter Benefits Program, subsidizing 
public transit fares, providing a sufficient number ofbicycle parking spaces on site, charging 
construction workers for parking at off-site staging areas, and implementing parking c9sh out 
program in place of providing free parking. Commuter Benefits Program, subsidizing public 
transit fares, and implementing parking cash out program in place of providing free parking. 

Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction commencement 

• The existing westbound bus lane striping between Fremont and Beale streets could be removed 

to indicate general traffic is allowed. 

• The existing number two eastbound bus lane on Mission Street between Fremont and Beale 
· streets could be painted in the relocated bus lane. 

Strategies that could be explored for the purpose of TMP, but may not be feasible to implement 
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• The existing westbound traffic signal at the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection could be 

modified to include a "Queue Jump Signal" to allow westbound transit buses to have a priority 

movement before general traffic. 

2.3 ·Walking/ Accessibility 
Pedestrian crossings at the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection would be directed to use the 

north and west crosswalks only, and pedestrians walking along the east side of Fremont Street south of 

the project site would be directed to use the west sidewalk at both Howard and N_atoma streets. 

Pedestrian signage wciuld be provided at the southwest corner of Mission Street/Beale Street 

intersection to indicate the Mission Street walkway is for.access to the 301 Mi~sion Street building only, 

and the Beale Street walkway is. narrowed to approximately four feet wide. 

The contractor would employ the following strategies .to manage. pedestrian access and reduce 

potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians during project construction: 

Strategies that shall be implemented 

• "Sidewalk Closed Ahead/Local Access Only/Cross Here" signs shall be posted on the south side 

of Mission Street east of Beale Street to divert pedestrians towards alternative crosswalks prior 

to reaching the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection except for the tenants and visitors to 

301 Mission Street. 

• "Sidewalk Closed /Use Other Side/Cross Here" signs shflll be posted to divert pedestrians 

towards alternative crosswalks prior to reaching the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection 

at the following locations: on the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street; along the 

east side of Fremont Street north of Mission Street, and south of Natoma Street. 

• Signs shall be posted on the Minna Street sidewalks east of Fremont Street to infor·m 

pedestrians that Fremont Street sidewalk to the north is closed and to divert them towards 

Howard Street. 

• Signs shall be placed on the Beale Street west sidewalk north of Mission Street and south of the 

project site, to inform pedestrians of the narrowed pedestrian right-of-way, of app'r<:iximately 

four feet in width, between Mission Street and the driveway, and to suggest using alternate 

intersections, if possible. 

• Pedestrian barricades shall be installed at the north end of the east crosswalk and the west end 

of the south crosswalk at the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection. 

• Flaggers shall be required where workers or equipment temporarily block a pedestrian walkway 

for access into and out of a construction area (e.g., near Mission Street/Beale Street 

intersection): 

• Pedestrian walkways shall maintain a minimum four-foot width and smooth surface for 

wheelchair access. It shall include ADA compliant wheelchair ramps for .connection to the west 

and the south crosswalks at the Mission Street/Beaie Street intersection. 
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• Pedestrian walkways shall be designed to provide a clear view of the oncoming eastbound traffic 

on Mission Street and southbound traffic on Beale Street for pedestrians waiting to cross the 

west and south crosswalks; respectively, at the Mission Street/Beale Street intersection. . . ' . 

• Pedestrian walkways shall incll.Jde lighting ft;lr pedestrians at all times. 

• Pedestrian walkways shall be regularly maintained and kept clear of potential construction 

hazards, such as holes, cracks, debris, dust, and mud. 

• Pedestrian facilities including sidewalks and street trees shall be restored to their original 

condition. 

Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction commencement 

. . 

• All or a portion of the southwest corner of Mission Street/Beale Street intersection could be · 

restored to existing condition during Stage 6, to provide a wider pedestrian right-of-way along 

Beale Street {i.e., wider than four. feet) for those crossing from the northwest corner of the 

intersection. 

2.4 Bicycling 

Bicycle travel patterns would not change, as there are no existing bicycle facilities (e.g., class 2 bicycle 

lanes) along the Fremont, Mission, and Beale Street project frontages. While the elimination of one 

travel lane along Mission and Fremont streets would increase vehicular traffic volume in the remaining . 

travel lanes, it would have minimum impacts on bicycle traffic. 

The contractor would employ the following strateg.ies to manage bicycle access and red.uce potentially 

hazardous conditions for bicyclists during project construction: 

Strategies that shallbe implemented 

• "Bicycle Crossing/ Share the Road" signs and ·sharrow pavement markings shall be placed along 

· the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street for eastbound bicyclists, on the north 

side of Mission Street east of Beale Street for westbound bicyclists, and on Fremont Street north 

of Howard Street fo·r northbound bicyclists along the construction frontage. 

• "Trucks Crossing" signs, a temporary stop sign, flaggers or a combina.tion of these meth~ds shall 

be used to alert bicyclists of construction trucks making wide turns in and out of the acce~s 

points of the construction zone on Fremont, Mission, or Beale Street. 

2.5 . Passenger and Commercial loading 

Aspart of the proposed project, the existing 100-foot-long white passenger.loading zone and 20-foot­

lorig yellow commercial loading z~me located adjacent to the Podium building frontage on Mission Street 

would be removed. There would be no change to loading facilities along Fremont and Beale Streets as 

these two sections have no existing passenger or commercial loading zones. The nearest on-street 

loading zones include a 65-foot-long white passenger loading zone on the west side of Beale Street 

Consulting Group 
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north of Mission Street (approximately 340 feet from the project site) and a 90-foot-long yellow zone on 

the east side of Fremont Street north of Mission Street (approximately 300 feet from the project site). 

The contractor would use the following strategies manage access related to passenger .and c(Jmrriercial 

loading operations during project construction: 

Strategies that shall be implemented 

• "No Stopping and Tow-Away" signs ~hall be posted on the construction fences along Fremont, 

Missi~n, and Beale Street frontages to prohibit any on-street loading occurrences .. 

• Residents of the Tower and Podium buildings shall be notified to use the porte cochere off the 

two-way driveway for all passenger and commercial loading occurrences. 

• The restaurant. tenant shall notify patrons of changes in site· access on their website and 

encourage patrons to use other nearby passenger loading zones. 

• Transportation Network Companies (TNC) shall be notified to implement geofencing aroundthe 

project frontages to prohibit loading activities. 
. . 

• The MTHA shall provide required residenti'al loading spaces (approximately six spaces) in the 

porte cochere. 

Strategies that could be implemented based on conditions at the time of construction commencement 

• Illegal loading occurrences along the project site frontages could be enforced by PCOs during the 

AM {7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 7 p.m.) peak periods or using cameras installed on Muni 

vehicles. 

Strateg_ies that could be explored for the purpose of TMP, but may not be feasible to implement 

• The project sponsor could work. with SFMTA to temporarily convert convenient on-street 

parking locations to loading, such as some of the motorcycle parking on the south sjde of. 

Mission Street east of Beale Street to passenger loading to replace the passenger loading space 

on Mission Street between Beale and Fremont Streets that would be removed during project 

construction. 

2.6 Emergency Access· 

The nearest San Francisco Fire Department {SFFD) fire stations and San Francis!=o Police Department 

(SFPD) stations include: 

• Fire Station No. 35 at 399 The Embarcadero (about 0.4 miles west of the project site) 

• Fire Station No. 1 at 935 Folsom Street (about one mile southwest of the project site) 

• Fire Station No. 13 at 530 Sansome Street (abqut 0.5 miles northwest of the project site) 

• SF Police Southern Station at 1251 3rd Street (about 1.3 miles southeast ofthe project site) 
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The following strategies are proposed to accommodate emergency services access during project 
construction: 

Strategies that shall be implemented 

•. Contractors shall coordinate with administrators of the nearest emergency service providers and 
provide advance notification of the timingi location, and duration of construction activities, 
including lane closures and suggested alternative routes. 

• Breaks in the barriers shall be provided along the construction site perimeter to allow 

construction traffic, and allow SFFD access to fire department connections at all times.7 

2. 7 Concurrent Construction Projects 

The following two projects may potentially ov'erlap with the timeline of the project construction and its 
geographic boundarl: 

• Transbay Block 4/200 Folsom Street/200-272 Main Street (Planning Department Case No. 2018-:. 

015785ENV)- The project would construct a 47-story, 501-foot-tall building containing a total of 

approximately 683 dwelling units, ground~floor-retail, and an underground garage with 327 

parking spaces. The construction schedule is unknown at this time. 

• Active Beale Street- On Beale Street SFMTAwould implement 1) a transit-only lane on westside 

Beale Street from Market Street to Natoma Street; 2) a protected, two-way cycle track on 

eastside Beale Street from Market Street to Folsom Street; 3an extension of the existing bus 
zone on westside Beale Street between Market and Mission Streets; 4) wider sidewalks near. 
Market Street and between Howard and Folsom streets; 5) protected bicycle turn boxes at the 

Beale Street/Howard Street intersection; 6) a loading zone on westside Beale Street between 

Howard and Folsom streets; and 7) restoring a casual carpool pick-up zone on westside Beale 
Street between Howard and Folsom streets. The construction may begin as early as winter 2020. 

Increases in construction traffic and roadway constraints on Beale Street may be expected if the 

proposed project construction overlaps with one or more of the above-listed projects. The Contractor. 

shall be required to work with the City Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the 
concurrent construction project sponsors to minimize any· potential overlapping construction 

transportation impacts. The Contactor, in conjunction with the concurrent construction project 

sponsors, shall propose a construction traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce 

7 There are three existing fire department connections ~ounted on each side of the building on Fremont, Mission, 
and Beale Street frontages. These fire department connections would be modified and extended from the building 
face to the edge of the construction zone, to aiiow the fire department to rnaintain access. 

· 
8 For the purpose of TMP, the geographic boundary for concurrent construction projects is Market Street to the 
north, Folsom Street to the south, First Street to the west, and Main Street to the east. 
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potential construction traffic conflicts, such as staggering start and end times or adjusting the overall 
construction schedule. · 

2.8 TMP Implementation and Monitoring 

The Contractor would be required to coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA, SFPUC 
and SFPW through the TASC to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related 
vehicle routing and transit, bicycle and pedestrian movements near the project site for the entire 
duration of project construction (Stage·s ·1 through 6). The MTHA shall for the duration of project . · 

. construction carry out public outreach to communicate with. residents, business owners, and civic 
stakeholders, by providing all information pertinent to construction activity, sequence, and possible 
impacts for the proposed project. 

The MTHA shall implement the agreed-upon TMP measures, comply with agency policies, and monitor 
and report to SFMTA whether the impacts meet the desired level of safety and mobility performance. 
The MTHA shall keep records of project events and incidents (e.g., queue spillovers, crashes, and 
complaints) based on field observations, crash data, operational information, and construction and 
safety inspections. Performance aspects to rnonitor/measure include safety, recurring congestion, 
incident-related delay, and community and environmental impacts. In the case of excessive delays 
resulting in extended queues onto a downstream intersection, the Contractor shall work with SFMTA to 
adjust work plans, working hours, traffic control plans, arid TMP strategies to mitigate these issues. 

2.9 Contingency Plan 

A 'contingency plan should be prepared to minimize effects on traffic and circulation during project 
construction when congestion or safety concerns exceed the original TMP estimates. This situation may 
result from unforeseen events, such as work zone incidents (e.g. work zohe crashes, a sewer collapse, 
essential service interruption or a water. main break, unavoidable lane closures beyond the TMP 
specifications), or higher-than-predicted traffic demand. The following actions shall be incorporated into 
the contingency plan and provided prior to the start of construction for approval by SFMTA: 

• The Contractor shall provide appropriate p'ersonnel to monitor activities and m9ke decisions 
regarding activation of contingency plans. Clearly defined trigger points shall be identified with 
each critical path activity to establish when the contingency plan is activated. 

• The contingency plan shall list and describe all standby equipment and secondary material . 
. suppliers that can be made available to complete the operations in the event of equipment 

failure, or unexpected loss of materiaL 

• The contingency plan shall include a decision tree with clearly defined lines of communication 
and authority. The names and telephone numbers of the Contractor's Project Manager, San 
Francisco Police Department, and other applicable City officials shall be provided. 

• Traffic handling strategies in the contingency plan shall.include notification to transit agencies 

(Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans) and to the media oftraffic changes, and activation 
of alternative routes/detours in the case of war~ zone incidents resulting in additional lane 
closures. 
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2.10 Operational Plan 

After construction is completed, there would be no operational changes to the project components (i.e., 

structural upgrade made to the Tower foundation within the public rights-of-way) or the Tower and 
Podium building operations. Pedestrian access; transit circulation, and vehicular access would be 
restored to existing conditions. Therefore, no additional TMP strategies would be required for 
operation. 

Routine inspections would not be required, but inspections would be performed following a major 
earthquake. The inspection would require two individuals to remove the vault manhole cover, access 
the vaults, and visually observe the condition of the jacks, jacking beams, and rods~ The Contractor 
would apply for a non-exclusive easement9 and other related construction permits to build manholes in 
sidewalk areas of Fremont and Mission streets to access vaults. 

9 A non-exclusive easement will give the MTHA the right to install and maintain the perimeter pile and rnat 
extension system in a public right-of-way, but will not have. the right to exclude others from also using the 
easement area so long as those other users do .not conflict with the proposed project. 
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3.0 Summary·· 

Table 2 provides a summary of proposed transportation management strategies by mode and type. 

Figure 4 provides a visual presentation of physical strategies proposed in the TMP. · 

Table 2- Summary of Transportation Management Strategies 

Mode of Travel Typ~l 
Public Transit Shall 

Implement 

Could 

Implement 

Could 

Explore 

Con~ultl~!J Group 

Strategies 

• ·The existing "Bus Only" signs mounted on the Mission Street north sidewalk 

shall be removed or covered. 

• Concrete barriers and fences including signs bordering the project site shall not 
· encroach onto the adjacent bus-only lane on eastbound Mission· Street, and the 
eastbound bus-only lane on Mission Str~et between Fremont and Beale streets 
shall be at least twelve feet wide during construction. 

• At least one sign shall be provided and conHnuously maintained at bus stops . . 
(for Routes 5, 5R, 7, 14, 38, ad 38R) that SFMTA has authorized to be closed or 

relocated, and at the new bus stop location. The sign(s) shall indicate the 

routes affected, new stop location, and the start and end dates. 

• The MTHA shall work with Golden Gate Transit and the affected property 

owner(s) to establish e)\tended or temporary stops for Routes 2, 4, and 27 

whose stop on the southeast corner of Fremont/Mission intersection is 

proposed for relocation during the project construction. 

• Golden Gate Transit service changes to Routes 2, 4, and 27 shall be posted at 

the temporary stop location currently proposed at Fremont Street north of 

Mission Street. 

• Trolley buses operating along Fremont Street (Routes 5 and 5R) and Mission 

Street (Route 14) shall reach the overhead trolley wires when going around the · 

work area. 

• The closest lan·e to the construction staging area on eastbound Mission Street 

could be marked "Bus and Taxi Only" or painted in red. 

• The repurposed westbound travel lane on Mission ·street could have the 

existing red paint removed. 

• Golden Gate Transit could consider relocating stop for Routes 2, 4; and 27 to 
the following locations: the east side of Fremont Street north of Mission Street, 
the east side of Fremont street south of Howard Street, and t~e west side of 
Beale Street north of Mission Street. 

• Golden Gate Transit and Sam Trans buses could contin.ue to use the existing 

eastbound Mission Street bus lane west of Fremont Street and continue to the 

· restriped bus lane east of Fremont. Alternatively, Golden Gate Transit and 

Sam Trans could work with SFMTA to use the existing Muni boarding island on 

. eastbound Mission Street west of Fremont Street. 

• Jhe existing westbound traffic signal at the Mission Street/Beale Street 

intersection could be modified to include a "Queue Jump" Signal. Alternately, 

SFi\tiTA couid dispatch parking control officers (PCOs) to manually manage · 

traffic at Beale Street/Mission Street intersection during the AM {7 a.m. to 9 

a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods. 
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Motorized Shall 

Vehicles Implement 

Could 

Implement 

Could 

Explore 

Walking/ Acces Shall 

sibility Implement 

" The third travel lane from the west curb/sidewalk on Fremont Street (south of 
· Mission Street) shall include a shared through and. right-turn arrow pavement 

marking. 

".No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on eastbound Mission 

Street during the AM (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods. 

• No project construction truck traffic shall be allowed on northbound Fremont 

Street during the AM (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) peak period . 

. " An Extralegal Truck Permit shall be applied for a vehicle travelling on local 

streets for any distance within the City of San Francisco if the overall 

dimensions and/or weight exceed 8.5 feet in width, 65 feet in length, 14 feet in 

height, and over 34,000 pounds weight on any one axle. 

" When trucks make egress movements. at the construction entrance/exit on 

Fremont, Mission, or Beale Street, flaggers, a temporary stop sign, or a 

combination of these methods shall be used to slow approaching traffic. 

• Fences shall be installed at least one foot clear from the edge of the adjacent 

travel lane. 

• "Road Work Ahead" signs, "Right Lane Closed Ahead" signs, and illuminated 

Arrow Board Disp!ays shall be posted on the south side of Mission Street west 

of Fremont Street, and on F.remont Street south of Howard Street. 

• Advance warning signs (e.g., reverse curve sign) shall be installed on Mission 

Street west of Fremont Street and east of Beale Street. 

• Construction Worker Trip Reduction (CWTR) program shall be implemented. 

CWTR program measures may include, but not limited to, providing City's 

Commuter Benefits Program, subsidizing public transit fares, and implementing 

parking cash out program in place of providing free parking. 

" The existing westbound bus lane striping between Fremont and Beale streets 

could be removed. 

" The existing number two eastbound bus lane on Mission Street between 

Fremont and Beale streets could be painted in the relocated bus lane. 

" The existing westbound traffic signal at the Mission Street/Beale Street 

intersection could be modified to include a "Queue Jump Signal". 

" "Sidewalk Closed Ahead/Local Access Only/Cross Here" signs shall be posted on 

the south side of Mission Street east of Beale Street. 

" "Sidewalk Closed /Use Other Side/Cross Here" signs shall be posted at the 

following locations: on the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street; 

along the east side of Fremont Street north of Mission Street, and south of 

Natoma Street. 

" Signs shall be posted on the Minna Street sidewalks east of Fremont Street. 

• Signs shall be placed on the Beale Street west sidewalk north of Mission Street 

and south of the project site. 

o Pedestrian barricades shall be installed at the north end of the east crosswalk 

and th~ west end of the south crosswalk at the Mission Street/Fremont Street 

intersection. 

• Flaggers shail be required where workers or equipment temporarily block a 

pedestrian walkway for access into and out of a construction area (e.g., near 

the intersection of Mission and Beale streets). 
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Bicycling Shall 

Implement 

Passenger and· Shall 

Commercial. 

Loading 

Emergency 

Access 

Implement 

Could 

Implement 

Could 

Explore 

Shall 

Implement 

" Pedestrian walkways shall maintain a minimum four-foot width and smooth 

surface for wheelchair access .. It shall include ADA compliant wheelchair ramps 

for connection to the west and the south crosswalks at the Mission 

Street/Beale Street intersection. 

• Pedestrian walkways shall be designed to provide a clear view of the oncoming 

eastbound traffic on Mission Street and southbound traffic on Beale Street for 

pedestrians waiting to cross the west and south crosswalks, respectively, at the 

Mission Street/Beale Street intersection. 

• Pedestri<;In walkways shall include lighting for pedestrians at all times. 

• Pedestrian walkways shall be regularly maintained and kepfclear of potential 

construction hazards, such as holes, cracks, debris, dust~ and mud. 

• Pedestrian facilities including the sidewalks and street trees shall be restored to 

their original condition. 

• The southwest corner of Mission Street/Beale Street intersection shall. be 

restored to existing condition during Stage 6, to provide a wider pedestr.ian. 

right-of-way along Beale Street (i.e., wider thi'Jn 4 feet) for those crossing from 

the northwest corner of the intersection. 

• "Bicycle Crossing/ Share the Road" signs and sharrow pavement markings shall 

be placed along the south side of Mission Street west of Fremont Street for 

eastbound bicyclists, on the north side of Mission Street east of Beale Street for 

westbound .bicyclists, and on Fremont Street north of Howard Street for 

northbound bicyclists along the wnstruction frontage. 

• ."Trucks Crossing" signs, a temporary stop sign, flaggers or a combination of 

these methods shall be used to alert bicyclists when construction trucks are 

making wide turns to access in and out of the construction zone on Fremont, 

Mission, or Beale Street. 

• "No Stopping and Tow-Away" signs shall be posted on the construction fences 

along Fremont, Mission, and Beale Street frontages. 

• Residents of the Tower and Podium buildings shall be notified to use the porte 

cochere off the two-way driveway for all passenger and commercial loading 

occurrences. 

• The restaurant tenant shall post on their website instructions for patron access 

to the site and encourage patrons to use other nearby passenger loading zone. 

• Transportation Network Companies (TNC) shall be notified to implement 

geofencing along the project frontages to prohibit loading activities. ·· 

• MTHA shall provide required residential loading spaces (app~oximately six 

spaces) in the porte cochere. 

• Illegal loading occurrences along the project site frontages could be enforced 

by PCOs during the AM (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak 

periods or using cameras installed on Muni vehicles. 

• The project sponsor could work with SFMTA to temporarily convert convenient 

on-street parking locations ·to passenger loading spaces to replace the 

passenger loading space on Mission·Street between Beale and Fremont Streets 

that would be removed during project construction. 

• Contractors shall coordinate with administrators of the nearest emergency 

service providers such as police and fire stations, and notify these services in 
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advance of the timing, location, duration of construction activities, as well as 

the lane closures and suggested alternative routes. 

" Breaks in the barriers shall be provided along the construction site perimeter to 

allow construction traffic access as well as San Francisco Fire Department 

access to fire department connections at all times. 
Source: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

'' Notes: 
1. Shall Implement include strategies that shall be implemented; Could Implement include strategies that could be 
implemented based on conditions at the-time of construction commencement; Could Explore include strategies that could be 
explored for the purpose ofTMP. 
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The following appendices to this Transportation Management Plan 

have been left out because they are included as part of Appendix B 

Technical Transportation Appendices 

Appendix A 

Appendix B · 

Appendix C 

Baseline Roadway Geometry (see Appendix 8, Attachment 8.1) 

Existing and Baseline Volumes Summary Memorandum {See 

Appendix 8, Attachment 8.3) 

Project Volumes Summary {See Appendix 8, Attachment 8.4) 
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Attachment 8.1 
Existing .and Baselin·e Roadway 
Geometry 
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Attachment 8.2 · 
Vehicle Turning Movement, 
Pedestrian, and Loading Counts 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries -Heavy Vehicles 

Mission St Mission St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eas\bound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT . LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 0 16 0 0 0 9 10 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 

7:15AM 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 8 0 1 9 1 0 0 0 .0 37 0 

7:30AM 0 0 13 0 0 .0 8 5 0 3 8 2 0 0 0 0 39 0 

7:45AM 0 0 10 0 0 0 8 6 0 2 8 3 0 0 0 0 37 155 

8:00AM 0 0 9 0 0 0 8 8 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 34 147 

8:15AM 0 0 7 0 0 0 5 6 0 1 4 3 0 0 0 0 26 136 

8:30AM 0 0 15 0 0 0 5 7 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 33 130 

8:45AM •. 
~ . 

0 0 0 
.. . ~ 

32. 0 0 11 .· 0 7 6· 0. 0 8 0' · .. 0 . 0 .li 125 

Count Total b 0 90 0 0 0 59 56 0 12 52 11 0 0 0 0 280 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 42 0 0 0 25 27 0 4 22 5. 0 0 0 0 125 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries -Bikes 

Mission St Mission St Fremont St FremontSt 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
LT TH RT LT TH' RT LT TH RT LT TH· RT 

7:00AM 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 

7:15AM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 

7:30AM 1 3 0 0 4 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 13 0 

7:45AM 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 10 33 

8:0(1 Al\1 0 2 0 0 6 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 15 41 

8:15AM 2 3 ·o 0 11 4 0 5 1 0 0 0 26 64 

8:30AM 0 3 0 0 5 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 15 66 
.. - --~ - •• 1.1 ... ------ . . .. ... --·· --·· 

8:45AM o. .0 .0 0 3 0 6. 1 0 0 . 0 21··· 77 

Count Total 3 15 0 0 44 14 0 32 2 0 0 0 110 0 

Peak Hour 2 8 0 0 33 9 0 23 2 0 0 0 77 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 
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4:00PM 5 18 13 . 0 36 6 3 5 0 14 221 165 145 258 789 
4:15PM 6 13 5 0 24 7 8 3 1 19 193 164 163 264 784 
4:30PM 7 15 15 0 37 5 2 2 0 9 218 196 155 275 844 
4:45PM 8 16 10 0 34 16 3 6 0 25 243 233 154 251 881 
5:00PM 6 17 18 ·0 41 5 8 2 1 16 318 273 291 422 1,304 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries - Heavy Vehicles 

Mission St Mission St Fremont St FremontSt 
Interval 15-min Roiling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour· 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT. LT TH RT 

4:00PM 0 0 5 0 0 0 10 8 0 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 

4:15PM 0 0 6 0 0 0 7 6 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 

4:30PM ·o 0 7 0 0 0 7 8 0 1 14 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 

4:45PM 0 0 8 0 0 0 9 7 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 34 131 

5:00PM 0 0 6 0 0 0 8 9 0 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 41 136 

5:15PM 0 0 7 0 0 0 11 8 0 0 5 0· 0 0 0 0 31 143 

5:30PM 0 0 6 0 0 . 0 5 6 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 . 31 137 
·-·· ·.· .· .. ·o ·. 5 ..• 26 ... 129 5:45PM-· o .. 0 9 0 0 0 7 5 0 0 0 ... . 0 .. 0 . o, 

Count Total 0 0 54 0 0 0 64 57 0 2 80 3 0 0 0 0 260 ·o 
f'eak.Hour 0 0 28 0 0 0 31 28 0 0 41 1 0 0 0 0 129 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries - Bikes 

Mission st Mission St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start E9stbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

4:00PM 1 5 0 0 3 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 14 0· 

4:15PM 0 7 0 d 6 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 19 0 

4:30PM 0 5 0 0 2 0· 0 2 0 0 0 0 9 0 

4:45PM 0 16 0 0 3 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 25 67 

5:00PM 0 5 0 0 7 1 0 1 . 1 0 0 1 16 69 

5:15PM 0 12 0 0 8 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 25 75 

5:30PM 0 16 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 21 87 
--.--- -~' -- .. .. .. 1. 1 ·· .. .. __ , .... ·-···· 

5:45PM 1 .. 13 0 0 0 1 7 0 .· 0 o.' 24 . 86 

Count Total 2 79 0 0 30 6 2 27 4 1 0 2 153 0 

Peak Hour 1 46 0 0 16 4 1 13 3 1 0 1 86 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 
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7:30AM 0 0 62 26 0 7 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 112 29 294 0 

. 7:45AM 0 0 67 26 0 10 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 30. 120 33 323 1,139 

8:00AM 0 0 80 24 0 6 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 146 29 353 1,237 

8:15AM 0 o· 104 19 0 12 43 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 20 180 38 416 1,386 . 

8:30AM 0 0 108 30 0 15 . 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 158 46 .434 1,526 

8:45A.M 0 - a··· ---------- . ·------ :·1·4· ... -· ···------ ...... ----- :c[C ... ------ . ------ -

40.· 
. ---- -----

112 33 ... o .. ··" .'57: o· 0 ..• 0 0 : .· 0 26· . 155 ~437 1,640 

Count Total 0 0 663 194 0 77 333 0 0 0 0 0 0 201 1,050 261 2,779 0 

Ail 0 0 404 106 0 47 189 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 639 153 1,640 0 
Peak 

HV 0 0 32 16 0 3 50 0 0 0 0 0 .0 3 68 3 175 0 
Hour 

HV% - - 8% 15% - 6% 26% - - - - - - 3% 11% 2% 11% 0 

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicy(:les .Pedestrian,s (Crossing L!Jg) 
Start EB WB NB SB Total EB WB NB SB Total East West North South Total 

7:00AM 20 17 0 20 57 2 '3 0 4 9 30 112 58 86 286 
7:15AM 10 15 0 19 . 44 0 4 0 6 10 46 127 86 86 345 
7:30AM 14 13 0 21 48 2 10 0 2 14 49 222 121 111 503 
7:45AM 13 14 0 17 44 2 5 0 4 11 85 230 95 93 503 
8:00AM .• 11 16 0 17 44 0· 8 0 7 15 113 270 143 152 678 
8:15AM 10 10 0 20 40 3 14 0 9 26 136 344 195 215 890 
8:30AM 15 14 0 17 46 3 11 0 7 21 113 . 308 175 207. 803 
8:45.AJVi 12;:' ·-13.: 

- ----,-,-------
45 19 

____ ., _____ 

:35 _., 

461. .. .. '239'. 0 20 2. ·• .·o, 14 139 . 216. 995' 
Count Total 105 112 0 151 368 14 74 0 53 141 711 2,014 1,089 1,189 5,003 
Peak' Hour 48 53 0 74 175 ;:,!3 52 0. 37 97 501 1,323 729 813 3,366 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 
1828 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries- Heavy Vehicles 

Mission St Mission St Beale St Beale St 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
. UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 0 13 7 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 16 2 57 0 

·7:15AM 0 0 10 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 16 2· 44 0 

7:30AM 0 o· 11 3 0 0 13 0 G 0 0 0 0 1 20 0 48 0 

7:45AM 0 0 8 5 0 0 14 0 0 .o o· 0 0 0 17 0 44 193 

8:00AM 0 0 6 5 0 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 44 180 

8:15AM 0 0 7 3 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 1 40 176 

8:30AM 0 0 11 4 0 2 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 46 174 

s:45AM 
- ... 

8 ri 0 . ' 17 " 0. ·,0 . 0 4 0 :_.. 13. 0 0 ·.·, 0 . 0 0 3' 45 175 

CountTotal 0 0 74 31 o· 3 109 0 0 0 0 0 d 7 137 7 368 0 

:i Peak Hour 0 0 32 16 0 3 50 0 0 0 0 0 .,. 0 3 68 3 ' 175 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries • Bikes 
Mission St ., Mission St Beale.St Beale St 

Interval 15-min Rolling 
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 

LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 9 0 

7:15AM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 10 0 

7:30AM 0 2 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 0 

7:45AM 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 11 44 

8:00AM 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 15 50 

8:15AM 0 3 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 26 66 

8:30AM 0 2 1 0 11 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 21 73 .. 
19 

---- - - -.-· .. - ._. ~- . 
8:45AM 0 . 1 1 0 0 0 0 .· . 0 1 . 12 0 35 97 

Count.T otal 0 12 2 1 73 0 0 0 0. 10 41 2- 141 0 

Peak Hour 0 6 2 0 52 0 0 0 0 6 30 1 97 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 

1829 project.manager.ca@idaxdata.?om 
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Beale St 
Mission St 

Peak Hour 
Date: 04-09-2019 

·Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00PM 
Peak Hour: 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 

' 
oto 

"'<»..-- dJ u m ~ ~ ~ 0 '"d-O 

-~<n J ! ~~. \. MissionSt . J 'l ~ : · · 
a .:::» . L o . . , A .. oo~p6DD·> ·· , .·· . . . 

if 288 o J 6 c:!::J L o 
0 ~ TEV: 1,642 ~ 224 ( , . =-.: ~· = , 

-.. PHF 0 ~ 50- 8 ~ ~ 8 - 12 d -----~ 354 """""* : ·92 . ~_. 64 0 - -.: = Ol¥10 
434 .Jj\. 414 14.,_ ?"" ? r1 

80 !). ~ , i~ Iff$ C,_o ___ -:_~:..::....:...c...!:c..HF .. ·ll~·.·.,·.·"0080t800·0.f".·~··)'r Mission St rn ( . ~ ill ~ . .. . 
o o o o UJ HV%: '* EB 6.7% 0.96 o o o 

~ WB. 21.9% 0.85 f. 

NB - - 0~0 
SB 7.8% 0.91 

343 

TOTAL 10.0% 0.92 

Two-Hour Count Summaries 
Mission St Mission St Beale St Beale St 

Interval · 
Start 

r---------------+----------~----~------~--------+-------~-------4.15-min 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total 

RoUing 
One Hour 

4:00PM 

4:15PM 

4:30PM 

4:45PM 

5:00PM 

s:1s PM 
5:30PM 

5:45PM 

Count Total 

Peak 
Hour 

All 

HV. 

HV% 

m u m ~ m u m ~ m u m ~ m u m ~ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
... 0 0 

d . 0 ·' 
''-'···-· 
0 0 

0 0 

69 33 

71 30 

75 17 

80 22 

86 27 

93 -ii: 
86 20 

89 16 

0 . 0 649 182 

0 0. 354 80 

0 0 .21 il 
- - 6% 10% 

0 14 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 187 24 

0 8 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 166 21 

0 22 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 154 20 

0 13 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 190 27 

0 16 51 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 15 175 31 

o · 21 ·. s4 ii _o _ o . o ,: (I' o, 1:4 215 23 

0 12 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 177 29 

0 15 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 174 36 

0 121 430 0 0 0 0 0 0 111 1,4:38 211 

0 64 224 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 741 119 

0 7 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 61 5 

11% 25% 10% 8% 4% 

385 

357 

356 

402 

401 

44'!" 
386 

408 

3,142 

Note: Two-hour count summa!y volumes include heavy vehicles. but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals· Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg) 
Start EB WB NB SB Tofal EB- WB NB SB Total East West North South . 

4:00PM 6 

4:15PM 6 

4:30PM 7 

4:45PM 10 

5:00PM 7 

15 0 19 

15 

13 

17 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20 

14 

20 

17 
· ·s:15P'if- _7~-- 18•···- o· .. 17 

5:30 PM 6 13 0 18 

5:45 PM 9 14 0 20 

Count Total 58 123 0 .145 

Peak Hour 29 63 0 72 

·Project Manaaer: 1415) 310-6469 

40 9 

41 9 
34 4 
47 Hi 
42 7 

4 0 10 23. 75 

2 0 7 18 87 

6 0 5 15 76 

2 

4 

0 6 24 88 

0 11 22 122 

i2c ~& , . ''L ..... ·· 0; ~~~-:~~~.. : 41. ;·129 
37 23 3 0 11 37 102 

43 16 1 o 8 25 88 

326. 102 27 0 76 205 767 
164 .. 6'4 13 0 48 125 441 

1830 

237 185 183 

275 178 202 

298 

270 

379 

389 

318 

288 

2,454 

1,374 

151 

154 

252 

179 

166 

274 

-· ··-· --- ,,_. 

218 201 

198 183 

1,584 1,612 

916 882 

0 

0 

0 

1,500 

1,516 

1,606 

1,636 

1,642' 

0 

0 

0. 

0 

Total 

680' 

742 

704 

678 

1,027 

990 -~ 

839· 

757 

6,417 

3,613 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries -Heavy Vehicles 

Mission St Mission St Beale St Beale St 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

4:00PM 0 0 4 2 0 1 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 1 40 0 

4:15PM 0 0 4 2 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 2 41 0 

4:30PM 0 0 6 1 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 34 0 

4:45PM 0 0 6 4 0 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 1 47 162 
., 

5:00PM 0 0 6 1 0 1 17 .o 0 0 0 0 0 2 14 1 42 164 

5:15i>M :i 
. ··- > .. o·· 13 42 Q 0. 0 2 16 0 0 0 0 0 ·. 1 3 165 

-·-· ... ···'· ., ... .. 

5:30PM 0 0 4 2 0 2 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 15 1 37 168 

5:45PM 0 ·o 7 2 0 2 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 0 43 164 

Count Total 0 0 41 17 0 11 112 0 0 ·0 0 0 0 7 129 9 326 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 21 8 0 ' 7 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 61 5 164 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries -Bikes 

Mission St Mission St BealeS! Beale St 
Interval 

Westbound 
15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

4:00PM 0 9 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 a· 10 0 23 0 

4:15PM 0 8 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 .3 2 18 0 

4:30PM 0 4 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 15 0 

4:45PM 0 12 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 24 80 

. 5:00PM 0 '1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 .2 8 1 22 79 

5;15i:''ri' '-- 'r 
... ... ---- -- -----------

0 
-·- . - -----

0 11 0 0 0 . 0 6 .. 11 . 1 41 102 

5:30PM 0 17 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 7 2 37 124 

5:45PM 0 15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 25 125 

Count Total 0 83 19 2 25 0 0 0 0 15 55 6 205 0 

Peak Hour 0 50 14 1 12 0 0. 0 0 10 34 4 125 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 
1831 
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Ci) 
c 
0 
E 
e:: 

Fremont St 
Howard St 

Peak Hour 

0 0 0 0 

. Date: 04-09-2019 
Count Period: 7:00 AM to 9:00AM 

Peak Hour: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 

lL 

___ ....,-A J ! ~ ijJ -~ \. Howard St 

0 .!::)' . tb,. 55 

9ji3 

0 

~ 372 
0 ~ TEV: 2,598 +-= 317 ..;:.(--

0~ 
PHF: 0.97 

0 "'1:) 

Howard st" ,, tn ~ru 
0 (J:> 

0 
N 

c 
0 
E 
e:: 
lL 

2.3% 0.97 

Two-Hour Count Summaries 

Interval 
Start 

7:00AM 

7:15AM 

7:30AM 

7:45AM 

8:00AM 

8:15AM 
···.-a:Jii..\M 

8:45AM 

Count Total 

Pe;~k 

Hour 

All 

HV 

HV% 

Howard St Howard St Fremont St Fremont St 
r---~~~~~--~----~~~~----~----~~~~--~,_--~~~~~--~ 15-min 

Eastqound . Westbound Northbound Southbound Total 
UT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O.c 
0 

0 

0 

0 

rr ~ ~ ~ rr ~ ~ ~ rr ~ ~ ~ rr lli ~ 

0 0 0 0 0 48 8 0 148 282 67 0 0 0 0 

0 . 0 0 0 0 73 12 0 169 343 53 

0 0 0 0 Q 65 9 0 163 321 64 

0 0 0 0 0 60 10 0 170 332 62 

0 0 0 0 0 82 12 0 168 310 41' 

0 0 0 0 0 . 76 13 0 165 351 54 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

o . o o . 78 14. :.·,c-·1s6 . 363 ss 
.. --- _....,. -~-' ", .. ' .:. _.,, ,_ 

0 0 0 81 16 0 . 157 350 52 

0 0 0 563 94 0 1,296 2,652 452 

0 0 0 317 55 0 646 1,374 206 

0 0 0 19 7 0 ~ 23 7 

6% 13% 1% 2% 3% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 
·o. ·.o.: 
0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 
. -.------ -----o ... 0 

. - - . -
0 0 

0 0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

553 

650 

622 

634 

613 

659 

67~ .•. · 
656 

5,057 

2,598 

60 

2% 

Rolling 
One Hour 

0 

0 

0 

2,459 

2,519 

2,528 

.2,576 

;!,598 

0 
o· 
0 

0 

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval 
Start 

7:00AM 

7:15AM 

7:30AM 

7:45AM 

8:00AM 

8:15AM 
-.iboMI · 

8:45AM 

Count Total 

Peak Hour 

EB 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 .. 

0 

0 

0 

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles 

WB NB SB Total EB WB NB SB 

3 14 0 17 0 3 0 0 

4 17 0 21 0 

21 0 
6 1 0 

7 
6 

9 

5 

8 
-- .. --

.- ..... 

4 
46 

26 

97 

34 

12 3 0 0 

0 24 0 15 3 0 

0 20 

0 12 
: o.::·. · ..• 13-

0 15 

0 143 
0 60 

0 19 9 

0 22 6 

o:· 2i~- > 5 
• . ··-·-- ~·- ·c _,;__;,_~ .· 

0 27 12 

0 126 . 39 

0 90 32 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 
1832 

Total 

3 

7 
15 
18 

East 

93 

110 

124 

227 

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg) 

West North South 

86 77 93 

103 80 118 

165 

151 

99 

134 

161 

192 

Total 

349 

411 

549 
704 

28 248 1 85 168 262 863 

28 237 250 177 243 907 

~i . >{ii . 'i3~ ·•· ·•. • : 1~6 ·:. -3aa· · ~~7: 
39 356 254 . 198 312. 1,120 

165 1,672 1,428 1,119 1,681 5,900 

122 1,118 923 729 1,117 3,887 

project.manager.ca@idaxdata.com 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries - Heavy Vehicles 

Howard St Howard St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval. 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 6 4 0 0 0 0 17 .Q 

7:15AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0. 0 1 13 3 0 0 0 0 21 0 

7:30AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 2 0 2 10 2 0 0 0 0 21 ·a 
7:45AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 12 6 0 0 0 0 24 83 

8:00AM ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 2 7 2 0 0 0 0 20 86 

8:15AM 0 .. 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 12 77 
. ··- .. ~- . - ·-·- ., .. --· --· ···-· ' -··· --- -·· .. 

0 
.. -- .. ·-· 

. ·8:30AM ·0 0 0 .• 0 0 - 0 7. 1 0 4· 1 0 0 0 0 13 69 
---· ----· . ----· 

8:45AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 7 2 0 0 0 0 15 60 

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 10 0 11 64 22 0 0 0 0 143 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 0 0 ~ 0. 0 19 7 0 4 23 7 0 0 0 0 60 !.f. 0 

Two-Hour Count _Summaries - Bikes 

Howard St Howard St Fremont St Fremont St 
15-min Interval 

Southbound 
Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Total One Hour 
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 0 0 0 '3 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 3 0 

7:15AM 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 ' 1 0 ~ 0 0 7 0 

7:30AM 0 o. 0 0 12 0 0 3 ·a 0 0 0 15 0 

·7:45AM 0 0 0 0 13 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 18 43 

8:00AM 0 0 0 0 18 1 1 3 5 0 0 0 28 68 

8:15AM 0 0 0 ·0 22 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 28 89 

8:30AM .0 0 0 0 21, 1 2 
0. --

3 0 0 (l ·27' 101 
--·- .. 

8:45AM 0 0 0 0 26 1 0 7 5 0 0 0 39 122 

CountTotal 0 0 0 0 120 6 '3 19 17 0 0 0 165 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 0 0 87 3 3 14 15 0 0 0 122 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are includ~d in Left-Turn, if any. 

1833 
project.manager.ca@idaxdata.com 
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998 

0 
) 

0~ 

Fremont St 
Howard St 

0 

Peak Hour 

0 0 0 

TEV: 2,428 
PHF: 0.92 

......................... o ...... """1J . . 
Howard St" n , ~ 

0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries 

co 

"' .... _ 
.... 

._.. 649 

c 
0 
E 

&: 

Date: 04-09-2019 
Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM 

Peak Hour: 5:00 PM· to 6:00 PM 

Howard St Howard St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval 

Start 

~--~~~~~---1--~~~~~----~----~~~~----+---~~~~~--~ 15-min 
Eastbound Westbound . Northbound Southbound Total 

m u m ~ rn u m ~ rn u m ~ rn u m ~ 

Rolling 
One, Hour 

4:00PM 
4:15-PM 

4:30PM 

4:45PM 

5:00PM 

. 5:15PM 

5:30PM 
-~~S:~"fiP"M. 

Count Total 

Peak 
Hour 

All 

HV 

HV% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
- --·-· 
•. 0 ' 0 

0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 
~-:-- .··(!·_:~~,-~ 0: -

0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 145 24 0 64 254 47 

0 0 145 8 0 75 260 44 

0 0 148 15 .o 101 257 55 

0 0 149 16 0 74 282 50 

o o 151 11 o 76 280 49 

0 0 172 19 0 89 253 57 

0 0 168 17 0 100 270 53 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
. o · -··o · · ~15'8 . 25~ · -ci ., .· 84 -~ .~335 ·· 61 -~o·~--

0 0 1,236 135 0 663 2,191 416 0 

0 0 649 72 0 349 1,138 220 0 

0 0 25 . 1 0 4. 39 14 0 

4% 1% 1% 3% 6% 

Note:. Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval 
Start 

4:00PM 

4:15PM 

4:30PM 

4:45PM 

5:00PM 

5:15PM 

5:30PM 

' 5:4S.PM ·. 

Count Total 

: Peak Hour 

Heavy Vehicle Totals 

EB WB NB SB 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 18 0 

.3 

6 

4 
0 7 

0 7 

0 5 

7 

21 

12 

21 

9 

17 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.o 
0 

Total EB 

21 1 
10 

27 

16 

28 

16 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

WB 

13 

9 

17 

31 

28 

49 

36 

A~> 7 ... Hi' 0 < •.• 1"1; 0 ; .. 42 ·, 
0 42 115 0 157 1 225 

0 26 57 0 83 0 155 

Bicycles 

NB SB Total East 

2 0 16 137 

'4 0 13 116 

1 0 18 136 

4 0 35 143 

3 0 31 216. 

3 0 52 209 

5 0 41 202 

6 . ' 0 48 '160 

28 0 254 1,319 

17 0 172 787 

1834 
Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 

o ._.·· .. o --- o 
0 0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 534 

532 

576 

571 

567 

590 

608 

663·.·: 

4,641 

2;428 

83 . 

3% 

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg) 

West North South 

47 106 194 

36 98 
53. 133 

76 135 

82 219 

85 184 

75 203 

· ir7 .. > 196' 
521 1,274 

191 

195 

23'9 

317 
321 

272 
Iai· 

2,016 

o·. 
a· 
.o 

2,213 

2,246 

2,304 

2,336 

2,428 

.a 
0 

·o 
.0 

Total 

484 
441 
517 
593 

834 
799 

752 

5,130 

309 802 1,197 . 3,095 

project.manager.ca@idaxdata.com 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries -Heavy Vehicles 

Howard St Howard St Fremont St Fremont st· 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

4:00PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 13 2 0 0 0 0 21 0 

4:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 2 1 0 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 10 0 

4:30PM 0 0 0 Q 0 0 6 0 0 2 16 3 0 9 0 0 27 0 

4:45PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0· 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 16 74 

5:00PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 1 16 4 0 0 0 0 28 81 

5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 16 87 

5:30PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 11 3 0 0 0 0 22 82 

5:45PM . 0 ·• • . 0 -··· ·- .. 5 -- .. 
17 0 0 0 . 0 . 0 7 0 0 5 • 0. . 0 0 :o: 83 

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 4 0 11 81 23 0 0 0 0 157 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 0 4 39 14 0 0 0 0 . 83 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries - Bikes 

lnte'rval 
Howard St HowardS! Fremont St Fremont St 

15-m.in Rolling 
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 

u TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

4:00PM .0 1 0 0 13 . 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 16 0 

4:15PM 0 0 0 1 8 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 13 0 

4:30PM 0 .o 0 0 16 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 18 0 

4:45PM 0 0 b 0 28 3 0 2 2 0 o· 0 35 82 

5:00PM 0 0 0 0 28 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 31 97 

5:15PM 0 0 0 0 47 2 o· 1 2 o. 0 0 52 136 

5:30PM 0 0 0 0 36 0 3 '1 1 0 0 0 41 159 
··. 5:45PM 0 

, ... -- . 
3 

-·-4· .. . -
.0 0 0 41 ·1 .2 ,1 0 0 .. · 0 48 .. 172 

Count Total 0 f 0 1 217 7 8 9 11 0 0 0 254 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 0 e- 0 . 152 3 7 4 6 
.,. 

0 0 0 172 ' 0 :.:r ·'· 
Note: U-Turn volu'mes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 1835 projectmanager.ca@idaxdata.com 
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Fremont St 
Market St 

Peak Hour 

0 0 0 ·0 

--ictc»-, ----..1 
Date: 04-09-2019 

Count Period: 7:00AM to 9:00AM 
Peak Hour: 8:00 AM to 9:00AM 

' 
0~0 

~ llJ' "" \, Market St 

\).,.,. 24 

_jlsJtbL ~ .. 000000·> · .. ! . . 
. J. A 1,s21 1 L 

TEV: 1,700 
PHF: 0.96 

~165 ( ,29·c::'::::J. =.o 
, o~o 171-+ §~ ~ ~§ -75 o1o 

189 

303 299~ 

0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries 

0 
('") c 

0 
E 

&: 

_4_o_3 _Hv_o;._.: -'" o-, n~uli~DD~n r o . 

EB 34.7% 0.8 M ~ N 

WB 40.7% 0.89 , 

NB 4.1% 0.94 0~0 SB 

TOTAL 13.6% 0.96 

Interval 
Start 

Market St Market St Fremont St Fremont St 
I-----'E.:.:.a::.:st.:..:.b::.:ou..::n:..:.d----1---W.::.:..:e.:.:.st.:..:bo.:...u.::.n.:...d __ +-----'-N.:...o::..:.rt.:.:.hb::..:.o:.:.u..::nd.:__-+---'-S:.:ou.:.:.th:.:b.:.:.o.:...un::.:d:___-l 15-min Rolling 

Total One Hour 
UT IT m ~ ~ IT m ~ ~ IT m ~ ~ IT m RT 

7:00AM 

7:15AM 

7:30AM 

7:45AM 

8:00AM 

8:15AM 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 47 0 0 0 25 4 0 9 227 12 0 0 0 0 

0 

0 

0 

. 326 0 

2 65 0 0 0 35 1 0 6 275 17 0 0 0 401 0 

0 56 0 0 0 27 2 0 12 261 36 0 0 0 394 0 

1 62 0 0 0 34 5 0 7 267 31 0 0 0 407 1,528 

8:45AM 

Count Total 

Peak 
Hour 

All 

HV 

0 0 

0 9 
0 4 
0 0 

87 

84 

0 • 0 

0 0 

61 0 

529 o· 
299 0 

105 . 0 

·0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HV% o 0% 35% - -

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

·a 

40 

44 

4.3 

38 

286 

165 

77 
47% 

3 0 7 248 17 0 

5 0 9 273 21 . 0 

6 

36 

24 

0 

0% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. ·--
8 268 36 

64 2,104 200 

30 1,074 104 

26 16 7 

87% 1% 7% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but .exclude bicycles in ave rail count. 

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals 
Start EB WB NB SB 

7:00AM . 24 13 12 0 

7:15AM 25 15 17 0 

7:30AM 20 15 18 0 

7:45AM 25 16 15 0 

8:00AM · 21 22 . 16 0 

.8:15AM 33. 16 10 0 

s:3o AM·· · _2_9. ,~-~2o ;_: 'a\ 
8:45AM 22 19 15 0 

CountT a tal 199 136 111 0 

Peak Hour · 105 77 49 0 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

Total EB 

49 16 

57 19 
53 30. 

56 29 

59 32 

56 

446 

50 

·.57. 

61 

294 

231 200 

WB 

5 

5 

9 

3 

14 

'19 

i4 
1.8 

97 

75 

!3icycles 
NB 

0 

1 

5 

5 

3 

3 

5. 

27 

16 

1836 

SB 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

21 
25. 

44 
37 

49 
0 72 

-~ o·_-_- · .::aB··· 
~ 

0 84 
0 418 
0 291 

East 

192 

1,014 

642' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 405 

0 0 . 437 
·.·a- ·-:· ci···. ·-~- 441 ·:. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

417 

3,228 

1,700 

231 

·14% 

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg). 
West North South 

75 227 203 

124 238 261 

139- 348 356 

191' 302 356 

400 468 

1,607 

1,643 

1,690 

1,700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

575 

689 
964 
964 

1,171 183 

210 
. 233 
245 

.406 538 1,323 

403 .·.. .• 5~0. . 1,~77," 
412 670 1,519 

1,400 2,736 3,432 8,582 

871 1,621 2,256 5,390 

project.manager.ca@idaxdata.com 



www.idaxdata.com 

Two-Hour Count Summaries- Heavy Vehicles 

Market St Market St Fremont St Fremont St 
Rolling Interval 15-min 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbouncj Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 0 0 24 0 0 0 13 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 49 0 

7:15AM 0 1 24 0 0 .Q 15 0 0 5 11 1 0 0 0 0 57 0 

7:30AM 0 0 20 0 0 0 15 0 0 8 6 4 0 0 0 0 53 0 

7:45AM 0 0 25 0 0 0 16 0 0 5 8 2 a· 0 0 0 56· 215 
··' 8:00AM 0 0 21 0 0 0 22 0 0 7 5 4 0 0 0 0 59 225 

8:15AM 0 ·0 33 0 0 0 16. 0 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 59 227 
--·-.··= ----·-· --~· ... . --·- -- -· ··a· . · .. - . . --· ;:.· ··-··-· 

8:30AM (l 0 29·. . 0 •. 0 0 20 0 5 2 1 ''· 0 0 0 0 .··_57 231 
-·-· I . 

8:45AM 0 0 22 0 0 0 19 0 0 7 6 2 0 0 0 0 56 231 

Count Total 0 1 198 0 0 0 136 0 0 50 47 14 0 0 0 0 446 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 105 0 0 o· 77 0 0. 26 16 7 0 0 0 0 231 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries - Bikes 

Market St- Market St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval 15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

7:00AM 3 13 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 21 0 

7:15AM 1 18 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 . 25 0 

7:30AM 1 29 0 0 9 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 44 0 

7:45AM· 4 25 0 0 3 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 37 127 

8:00AM 5. 27 0 0 14 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 49 155 

8:15AM 5 45 0 0 19 0 1 2 0 0 ·o 0 72 202 
.. . . 

0 . 0 . 8:30AM 11 . 46 0 24 0 1 . 4 0 .... 0. 0 86 244 .;._-· .. .. ,_ 

8:45AM 8 53 0 0 18 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 84 291 

Count Total 38 256 0 0 97 0 3 21 3 0 0 0 418 0 

Peak Hour 29 171 0 0 75 0 3' 11 2 0 0 0 291 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 

1837 
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c: 
0 
E 

Fremont St 
MarketSt 

Peak Hour 

0 0 0 

Date: 04-09-2019 
Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM 

Peak Hour: 5:00 PM to· 6:00 PM 

£: q 

.................. -~J L lt . Market si 
, , """L29 

2.Jl1 

237 

0~ 
4J 

233~ 

Two-Hour Count Summaries 

TEV: 1,686 
PHF: 0.95 

...,..,;. 227 256 

Market St Market St Fremont St Fremont St 
l----'E.._a--'-stcc.bo...:u...:n...:.d--+--W==::.:t.:...b...:_.._.c..d __ +----'N...:.;c.:.:..hb:.cc:.:...::cd.:..__-+-'--.:_S;_;.;__h:.:cbcc:.::..::ccd=---.; 15-min Rolling Interval 

Start · es oun art oun out oun Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

4:00PM · 0 0 

0 

2 

0 

4:15PM 0 

4:30PM 0 

.. 4:45PM 0 

5:00PM 

5:15PM 

5:30PM 
···.5:45PM .. 

Count Total 

Peak 
Hour 

0 2 

0 2 
0 0 

··--
0 ' ,· 0 

0 6 

0 4 

0 0 

a a 
o a 
a a 
a . a 

46 

52 

41 

53 

4 

6 

6 

5 

0 

0 

0 

a 

1a 227 26 

5 229 31 

7 238 35 

7 239 44 

48 

58 

64 

50 

61 

60 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 56 8 0 9 230 43 

0 59 10 0 8 . 247 40 

62 0 0 0 57 5 0 10 246 29 
50 .• o .. ·a··- a·:_-:-~~5~: 6··:-:-:o~· i .. _,-278 .. 46 

453 0 0 0 419 50 0 63 1,934 294 

233 0 . 0 0 227 29 

86 0 0 0 66 0 

0 

0 

34 1,001 158 

26 ' 44 8 

0 0 
0 0 
0. 0 

a a 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

O· 

0 

.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

361 

381 

393 

398 

409 

426 

409 
~44T-

3,219 

0 

0 

0 

1,533 

1,581 . 

1,626 

1,642 

1,686 

0 

All 
HV 

HV% 0% 37% 29% 0% 76% 4% 5% 

1,686 

230 

14% 

0 

0 

0 

Note: Two-hour count summafY volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval 
Start 

Heavy Vehicle Totals 
EB WB NB SB 

4:00PM 

4:15PM 

4:30PM 

4:45PM 

19 

29 

24 

19 

.15 

21 

13 

18 

5:00PM 23 20 

5:15PM 18 15 

5:30PM 24 ·17 

5:45 PM ' )i.fo.> •c 1{ • 
Count Total 177 133 

P.eakHour 86 66 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

19 

12 

24 

12 
. 29 

17 

20 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
12 ·'. . (j 

145 0 
78 . 0 

.Total EB 

53 

62 

61 

49 

72 

20 

24 

11 

18 

41 

WB 

20 

12 

20 

25 

46 

50 43 . 48 

61 32 37 
:. 47' ., 25o:. 49 

455 214 257 

230 141 180 

Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg) 
NB SB Total East West North South Total 

6 . 0 46 143 113 162 426 844 

14 0 50 102 :143 180 437 862 

6 0 37 143 152 246 492 1,033 

8 0 51 139 157 233 456 985 

11 0 98 189 220. 458 790 1,657 

7 0 98 185 195 363 726 1,469 

11 0 80 164 182 459 627 1,432 
1"il' ... <~,: ... 84 .',-15f. . .1.57:~ .. : s'il'l; • -~. 628 .•. 1;443 
73 0 544 1,216 1,319 2,608 4,582 9,725 

39 0 . 360 689 754 1,787 2,771 6,001 

1838 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries ~Heavy Vehicles 

Market St Market St Fremont St Fremont St 
Interval 

Westbound 
15-min Rolling 

Start Eastbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT UT LT TH RT 

4:00PM 0 0 19 0 0 0 15 0 0 8 11 0 0 0 0 0 53 0 

4:15PM 0 0 29 0 0 0 21 0 0 5 6 1 0 0 0 . 0 62 0 

4:30PM 0 0 24 0 0 0 13 0 0 7 15 2 0 0 0 0 61 0 

4:45PM 0 0 19 0 0 0 18 0 0 '5 5 2 0 0 0 0 49 225 

5:00PM 0 0 23 0 0 0 20 0 0 8 18 3 0 0 0 0 r; n 244 

5:15PM 0 0 18 0 0 0 15 0 0 8 8 1 0 0 0 0 50 232 

S:30 PM 0 0 24 0 . 0 0 17 0 0 5 13 2 0 0 0 0 61 232 

5:45PM' 
. -. ~ " . ·-- .. 

0 .0 0 5 s' 0- . 0 0 21 o· 0 --•--:.14. 2 0_ 0. :·::a:-: 47. 230 

Count Total 0 0 177 0 0 0. 133 0 0 51 81 13 0 0 0 0 455 0 

Peak Hour 0 0 86 0 0 0 66 0 0 26 44 8 0 0 0 0 230 0 

Two-Hour Count Summaries -Bikes 
Market St Market St Fremont St Fremont St 

Interval 15-min Rolling 
start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total One Hour 

LT TH RT LT TH RT . LT TH RT l,T TH RT 

4:00PM 0 20 0 0 20 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 46 0 

4:15PM 1 23 0 0 12 0 5 ·3 6 0 0 0 50 0 

4:30PM b 11 0 0 20. 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 37 0 

4:45PM 3 15 0 0 25 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 51 184 

5:00PM 0 41 0 0 46 0 8 2 1 0 0 o· 
., 

98 236 

5:15PM. 0 43 0 0 48 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 98 284 

5:30PM 2 30 0 .0 37 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 80 327 

• 5~45 PM 
•·c·· - ...• 49 :6: ,. 

.. 
2 

-- . 0 . - ··- 84···.-0 25 0. .• 0 0 2 0 0 360 

CountTotal 6 208 0 0 257 0 50 12 11 0 0 0 544 0 

Peak Hour 2 139 0 0 180 0 31 5 3 0 0 0 360 0 

Note: U-Turn volumes for bikes are included in Left-Turn, if any. 

1839 project.manager.ca@idaxdata.com 
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187 
·-<E 

401 

0"'~ ~ 

' / 

00~ 
~""' 0 *.-.$ --:.'1 'fA, ~ ('.,:···'/ 

0 ''"';;> ~ : 0~' ~ ~~-~ 

0~ 

ow!J 
-oJ' 

t 
c':::J 
c:J 
c:J 
c:J 
c:J (0 

c:Jle 
c:J 
c:J 
c:J 

o~. 

241 =~ 

160 "l} 

106-7 
cr v 

Market St 

HV%: PHF 
~ EB 28.4% 0.95 N 

WB 30.1% 0.88 

NB 

SB 5.7% 0.90 

SEB 

TOTAL 15.1% ·0.92 

Project M,.. '1er: (415) 310-6469 

~ ~l r 
II)' Date: 04-09-2019 

....,11 . ~ M ~ .,... (f) ...- II) 1'- N 0 

-~ -.• ~ J l l u. 
0 : ~ """"> y 

. ·' - . 

Count Period: 7:00AM · to 9:00AM 

Peak Hour: 8:00AM to 9:00AM · 

<E········DDDD DODD DD--····--> 
1,041 

Market St 

•t -:<E-- 81 

0~ 
Beale St 

c':::J 
~0 c:J 

Market St 
c:J 226 
c:J ~ 92• -<E 

toc:J 

Peak Hour """c:J ~ 134 ) 
c:J 262 

TEV: 1,559 c:J 
c:J ro 

PHF: 0.92 9 <SO v --

1,162 

<········DDDDDDDDDD-·······> 

f!! ~.! tfli 
0 

~ll. 

project.manager.ca@idaxd<~ta.com 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries 
~ 

Market :st MarkefSt Sea eSt 
Interval Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound 

UT HL LT TH. RT UT LT TH BR RT UT LT BL 
7:00AM 0 0 • 0 34 30 0 0 20 23 ·0 0 0 0 
7:15AM 0 0 0 41 38 0 ·0 . 27 12 0 0 0 a· 
7:30AM 0 0 0 54 38 0 0 23 22 0 0 0 0 
7:45AM 0 0 0 50 41 0 0 29. 24 0 0 0 0 
8:00AM 0 0 0 58 44 0 0 31 16 0 0 0 0 
8:15AM 0 0 0 63 43. . 0 ' . 0 32'' 26 .· ·0 . 0 .o 0 
8:30AM 0 0 0 69' ·.34 0 0 40 24 0 0 0 0 
8:45AM 0 0 0 51 39 0 0 31 26 0 0 0 0 

Count Total 0 0 0 420 ·307 0 0 233 173 0 0 .0 0 

Peak r·.Ail-' 0 ·0 0 ·241 160. 0 ·o 1.34 92 0 0 0 0 
HV 0 0 0 56 58 0 0 64 4 0 0 0 0 

Hour HV% - - - 23% 36% - - 48% 4% - - - -
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count. 

Interval 
Start 

7:00AM 
7:15AM 
7:30AM 
7:45AM 
8:00AM 
.8:15AM 
8:30AM 
8:45AM 

Count Total 

00 
~ _. 

Peak.Hr 

EB 
24 

. 25 
27 
25 
27 
31, 
32 
24 

215 
. '114 

Heavy Vehicle Totals 
WB NB SB 
i4 0 13 
11 0 17 
12 0 17 
13 0 14 
18 0 13 

:-16: ·;·.· . a:·· : 1;!'.' 
18 0 10 
16 0 18 
118 0 114 
iis 0 '5~3 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

SEB Total EB WB NB 
0 57 12 6 0 
0 53 16 5 0 
0 56 24 16 0 
0 52 24 10 0 
0 58 18 12 0 
0 .59 .· 24 26 0 
0 60 34 26 0 
0 58 30 17 0 
0 447 182 118 0 
0 2_3[. - - _1~Q_6 - ~ _fli __ 0 

Davis :st Pine St 15-min Rolling 
Southbound Southeastbound 

Total 
One 

TH RT UT LT TH RT HR UT HL BL BR HR Hour 
0 0 0 3 !lti ~ ~~ lJ lJ 0 ·0 u Z:l4 0 
0 b 0 5 116 8 35 ·a 0 0 0 0 282 0 
0 0 0 5 124 5 36 0 0 0 0 0 307 0 
0 0 0 4 142 8 32 0 0 0 0 0 330 1,153 
0 0 0 5 148 13 ·":i2···· 0 0 0 0 o'··· 347 1,266•: 
0 0 . · 0 6 203 17 

34' .. 0 0 ,0 0 0 
... 

424' 1,408 
0 0 0 2 196 11 33 0 0 0 0 0 409 1,510 
0 0 0 8 184 12 28 0 0 0 0 0 379 1 559 

·0 0 0 38 1,199 83 259 0 0 0 0 0 2,712 0 
0 0 0 21 731 53 127. ·····o· ' .. :Q 0 0 .o ... ·;o:1;559 0 
0 0 0 1 19 13 20 0 0 0 0 0 235 0 
- - - 5% 3% 25% 16% - - - - - 15% 0 

Bicyc es Pedestrians Crossing Leg 
SB SEB Total East West North South Northwest Total 
3 0 21 37 56 140 147 204 584 
1 0 22 63 89 162 192 228 734 

·o 0 40 83 103 256 268 259 969 
0 0 34 89 109 183. 250 275 906 
2 0 32 90 147 237 224 311 1,009 
2 0 

.. 
52 126 185: ' •272 280' 417 1,280 :I 

0 0 60 133 168 262 299 352 1,214 I 
1 0 48 118 206 270 359 485 1,438 I 
9 0 309 739 1,063 1,782 2,019 2,531 8,134 
5 0 192' 467 706 1:,041 -~.1§2_ - 1,565 - 4;"941 ! 

project. manager. ca@idaxdata. com 
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Two-Hour CountS H ... IIJI1l""'I4V..::>- ll¥UY Vehicl ......... ~11;0'.;;;1 

MarKet l>t 
Interval Start Eastbound 

UT HL LT TH 
7:00AM 0 0 0 lL 
7:15AM 0 0 0 11 
7:30AM 0 0 0 13 
7:45AM 0 0 0 15 
8:00AM 0 0 0 13 
8:15AM 0 0 0 ... · '16-
8:30AM 0 0 0 17 
8:45AM 0 0 0 10 

Count Total 0 0 0 107 
Peak.·Hour·- .·. 0 0. ·• ... --·0 . 56 

Two-Hour Count Summaries -Bikes 

Interval Start 
UT HL 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

MarKet St 
Eastbound 

LT TH 
11 
15 
23 
24 
18 

RT 
12 
14 
14 
10 
14 

.. 15 . 
'1s · 
14 
108 

.. ··sa-·-· 

RT 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 

7:00AM 
7:15AM 
7:30AM 
7:45AM 
8:00AM 
8:15AM 
8:30AM 
8:45AM 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

·a 
24 .... .. Q·. 

Count Total 
· ·P..eak·-Hour 

....... 
co 
-1=:­
N 

0 
0 

·o 34 
0 0 26 
0 0 175 

•0 0 102 

Project~' 'ctger: (415) 310-6469 

0 
4 
7 
4 

MarKet l>t 
Westbound 

UT LT TH 
u 0 13 
0 0 11 
0 0 12 
0 0 13 
0 0 16 

· .. o:"· , . 0 .. 14 . 

0 0 18 
0 0 16 
0 0 113 
0 ·o 64 

Market St 
.Westbound 

UT LT TH. 
-o-- o---5 
0 0 4 
0 0 12 
0 0 6 
0 0 9 

::~.· · -:::6~;-~~·~r 
0 0 13 
0 1 94 

-<0 1 67 

BR 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
5 
4 

BR 
1 
1 
4 
4 
3 

RT. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 .. 
0 
0 
·0 
0 
0 

RT 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4;-~ ·. 0 

2 
4 

23 
13 

0 
0 
0 

... 0 

UT 
0 . 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

UT 
O· 
0 
0 
0 
0 

·o 
0 
0 
0 

·:a 

Bea e_§t 
Northbound 

LT BL TH RT UT 
0 0 0 0 0 

.0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 o. 0 0 0 
0 

' 
0 0 0 0 

._o: :_ 0 .. ----~ .. ~ }> . 0 
.. 0 -0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
-0 0 

Beale St 
Northbound 

LT BL 
0 ---(j 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0. 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 

TH 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

. -·o ·o 

RT I UT 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
o ·o 
0 0 
o_ ·.:o 
o I a 
0 0 
o I o 
o 1 ·-:o 

Davis St 
Southbound 

LT TH 
1 6 
1 5 
0 8 
.0 7 
0 2 

·-· _o· 6 ··--
.0 4 
1 7 
3 45 
1 19 

Davis St 
Southbound 

LT TH 
0 -0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
a·: -~ ·o ·- · 
0 . 0 

0 '1 
0 1 

·a 1 

"-

na 
Southeastbound 

RT HR UT HL BL BR HR 
0 - 6. 0 0 0 0 o· 
3 8 0 0 0 0 0 
2 7 0 0 0 0 0 
3 4 0 0 0 0 0 
6 5 0 0 0 0 0 

_2. _4 __ . li :.' .· 0 . ... ·a .· 0 .. ~ .:0 'o .. 2 4 0 
3 7 0 

21 45 0 
1·3 20 0 

RT HR I UT. 
1 2 0 
0 1 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
2 0 0 
o :2 -··o~ 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
3 5 I o 

"2 2 I o. 

0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
:o 0 .Q 

nta 
Sciutheastbound 

HL BL BR 
o -·-a o 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
o·. -·--a:·: -.- o 
0 0 0 
0 0 _o 

0 0 0 
o · .. · .. . ·xo o 

0 
0 
0 
0 

HR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

·a 

15-min 
Total 

51 
53 
56 
52 
58 

~ 59;~ 
60 
58 

447 
235 

15-min 
Total 

21 
22 
40 
34 
32 52 __ _ 

60 
48 
309 
·~92 

Rolling 
One 
Hour 

0 
0 
0 

212 
219 
225 
229 
235 

0 
0 

Rolling 1 
One 
Hour 

0 
0 
0 

117 
128 
158 
178 
192 

0 
0 

project.manager.ca@idavrlqta.com 
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245 
< 
376 

~):> 

""'"~ 
0~"" ~ . 

;,. 

0 

,. 0 ~ 
0 <¢?..$ ?1 

0 -~"::;..'">' ~ 

0 0:;' ~ 
->~. ~~'c· 

J,t. 

0~ t 
C:::J 

0."' CJ 
CJ 

. CJ 
oJ CJcn 

CJ~ 
182 => c:::::J 

CJ 
CJ 194 "'1~ 

o{o~ 119~. 9 v -,. 
Market St 

HV%: PHF 
~ 

EB 24.7% . 0.90 .N 
WB 23.3% 0.87 

NB 

SB '5.6% 0.87 

SEB 

TOTAL 13.5% 0.95 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

~ C> 

L(') ..... 

~1 r 
~~l c:o N ~ LO (}) :cntor--.'<to 

~ -dJ~ ~u 

~c ...... D D D D D D D D D D ........ >. 
1,678 

Beale St 
Market St 

Peak Hour 
TEV: 1,596 
PHF: 0.95 

727 

<( ........ 00 DODD DODD .... : .. > 

n ~ ' t rr--1~ 0 0 0 0.0 .. Sl 
.. OJ 

0 

~lt ~· 

Date: 04-09-2019 

Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6.:00 PM 

Peak Hour: 4:45PM to 5:45-PM 

Market St 

t -<E-- . 1.21• c ~ 

C:::J 
c:J ~ 0 0 
CJ 309 
CJ . ~ 126 -<E 

~CJ . 
(")CJ ~ 183 > CJ 227 

CJ 
CJ ~0 

9 11;0 
v 

project manager. ca@idaxdata. com 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries 
Market st 

Interval Start ·Eastbound 
UT HL LT TH RT UT 

4:00PM u 0 0 :ltl 39 0 
4:15PM 0 0 0 45 42 0 
4:30PM 0 0 0 55 34 0 
4:45PM 0 0 0 42 54·-: 0 
5:00PM 0 0 0 53 51 0 
5:15PM 0 0 . o· .. :'; 3~/·,:·•c:_; c:<l:5. :: : ::0. 
5:30 .PM 
5:45PM 

Count Total 

HV 
Peak ~--All 
Hour HV% 

AI .L ."'T". 

...... 
00 
.J:>. 
.J:>. 

Interval 
Start 

4:00PM 
4:15PM 
4:30PM 

·4:45PM 
.5:00PM 
5:15PM 
5:30PM 
5:45PM 

Count Total 
Peak-Rr 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
. .. 

EB 
22 
27' 
27 
22 
26 
19 
26 
21 
190 
93 

0 
0 
0 
·0 
0 
. 

0 
0 
0 

·o 
0 
. 

ry 

·WB 
17 
21 
20 
18 
17 

< ~:~ . 
16 

146 
72 

48 44 0 
49 41 0 
369 350 0 
182 194 ; .. 0 

43 50 0 
24% 26% . 

'---' r 'Y 
,. ' 

Heavy Vel!iCfetofals 
NB SB 
0 ~~1-0 

0 14 
0 8 
0 12 
0 .13 

-·-·o. · · .}6 
0 10 
0 15 
0 98 
·a s1 

Project JV'·~qger~ (415) 310-6469 

' . 

Market st 
Westbound 

LT TH BR RT UT 
u :ltl ltl u u 
0 39 35 0 0 
0 37 33 0 0 

.0 41 31 0 0 
0 52 37 0 0 
0. ,, :48 . ·. 26 0 .. 0. 

0 42 
--. 32 -· 

0 0 
0 41 27 0 0 
0 338 239 0 0 
0 183 126- '•' 0 0 
0 65 7' 0 0 . 36% 6% . . 

' 1 - 1- '-- ... ,,.,,... : ... ................ 11 ,...,...,. ... .,. :y, 

SEB 
b 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
49 
62 
55 
52 
56 

:_.-54 
54 
52 

434 
216 

EB 
19 
19 
13 
13 
37 
35 
34 
21 

191 
·119 

Bea est 
Northbound 

LT BL TH. RT 
u u u u 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 ·0 0 0 
o. :: · o,:· ·· o· .·:· 0 

0: . 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
. 

WB 
19 
13 
15 
16 
37 
'4o 
28 
31 
199 
121 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
. 

0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0" 
0 0 
. . 

Bicy<;l_es 
NB SB 
0 -6 
0 3 
0 2 
0 .2 
0 6 
0 3' 
0 4 
0 4 
0 30 
0 15 

UT 
u 
0 
0 
0 
0 

'.:o 
0 
0 
0 

·o 
0 . 

SEB 
1 
0 
0 

.0 
0 

·a 
0 
0 
1 
0 

Davis St 
Southbound 

LT TH 
l:l ltlU 
10 149 
g. 150 
7 171 

12 161 
15"· :200 
11 
5 

81 
45 
3 

7.% 

.· 174 

176 
1,361 
706 
22 
3% 

Total 
45 
35 
30. 
31 
80 

'78 
66 
5!) 

421 
255 

RT HR 
1:l 30 
14 19. 
13 26 
14 20 
15 22 
19 ;·. .27 
14 
19 
120 
62 
1 

2% 

29 
22 
195 
98 
25 

26% 

East 
12 
73 
71 
83 

108 
94. 
99 
90 

690 
·384 

Pine St 
15-min Rolling 

Southeastbound 
Total 

One 
UT HL BL BR HR Hour 
u 0 0 0 0 367 0 
0 0 0 0 0 353 0 
0 0 0 0 0 . 357 0 
0 0 0 0 o- 38'0· ,-._ 1,457 
0 0 0 0 0 403 
o ·.· ··o: ·.o . o· 0. :. ·419_ . 
0. 0 0 . 0 '· 0 394 
0 0 0 0 0 380 
0 0 0 0 0 3,053 
0 .. ,. 0 ,· .' ·0 0 0 1,596 
0 0 0 0 0 216 . . . 

" . 14% 

Pedestrians (Crossing-Leg 
West North South Northwest 

99 3_11 203 403 
111 258 190 329 
117 285 202 373 
118 329 159 380 
121 498 167 412 

:·_:96>::: -·:::·';443,. · , ..... -:·193:' ·: 469'. 
124 408 208 440 
140 393 245 417 
926 2,925 1,567 3,223 
459 1 ,678.___ - 727 1{7,0,1 

1,493 
1,559 
1,596 
1 596 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
1,088 
961 

1,048 
1,069 
1,306 
1;295:. 
1,279 
1,285 
9,331 
4,949 

project.manager.ca@idaxrlata.com 

_i 
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I VVV-IIUUI VVUIJL VUUIIIIQI!o;;:.;::>- lll#'QV liUJOIVIV..:l' 

Ma"rket tit 
Interval Start Eastbound 

UT HL LT 
4:uu PM u u • u 

4:15PM 0 0 0 
4:30PM 0 0 0 
4:45PM-·· 0 0 0 
5:00PM 0 0 0 
5:15PM o· 0 ·a 
5:30PM 0 0 0 
5:45PM 0 0 0 

Count Total 0 0 0 
··.Peak. Hour 0 0 0 .. 
Two-Hour Count Summaries- Bikes ... . 

Interval Start 

4:00PM 
4:15PM 
4:30PM 
4:45PM 
5:00PM 
5:15PM 
5:30PM 
5:45PM 

Count Total 
Peak. Hour -·co 

..f:=o 
U"l 

UT 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Market st 
Eastbound 

HL LT .. 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 .. 
0 0 .. 
0 0 

" 

TH 
\J 

14 
15 
9 

13 
9 

12 
9 

90 
43 

TH 
18 
18 
13 
13 
36 
35: 
34 
20 

187 
118 

Project Manager: (415) 310-6469 

RT UT 
1::! 0 
13 0 
12 0 
13 . 0 
13 0 
10' 

. . 
.0 

14 0 
12 0 

100 0. 
50 .. 0 

RT UT 
1 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 

. . ·\0'':; 0· 
0 0 
1 0 
4 0 
1 0 

MarketS! Bea eSt 
Westbound Northbound 

LT TH BR RT UT LT BL TH 
0 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 
0 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 
0 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 
0 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 16 ' 3 0 0 0 0 0 -
0 16 i 0 0 0 0 0 
0 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 131 15 0 0 0 0 0 
0 65 7 ·o 0 0 0 0 

Market St Bea est 
Westbound . Northbound 

LT TH' BR RT UT LT BL TH 
0 17 2 0 0 0 0 0 
0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'.P 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 33 4 0 0 0 0 0 

. . 
0 39 .1 

. . 0 .•. • ·,· 0 0 0 " ,o 
0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 190 9 0 0 0 0 0 
0 115 . 6 0 0 0 0 0 

Davis tit na 15-min Rolling 
Southbound Southeastbound One 

RT UT LT :TH RT HR UT HL BL BR HR 
. Total Hour 

0 0 0 4 1 5 0 0 0 .o 0 49 0 
0 0 2 7 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 62 0 
0 0 1 4 0 3- 0 0 o· 0 0 55 0 
0 0 0 7 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 52 218 
0 0 2 4 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 56 225 ... 
0 0 1 7 0 8 0 0 0 o .. 0 54 . 217 .. 
0 ·o 0 . 4 0 6' 0 0 0 0 0 54 216 
0 0 0 7 0 8 0 0 0 o· 0 52 216 
0 0 6 44 2 46 0 0 0 0 0 434 0 
0 0 3 22 1 ·25·:i ••. ,.,0 0 0 0 :.·Q ··2·16·.' 0 

Davis st na 15-min Rolling 
Southbound Southeastbound 

Total 
One 

RT UT LT TH RT HR UT HL · BL BR HR Hour 
0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 45 0 
0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 
0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 
0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 31 141 
0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 80 176 
0 .0 

,. . 
0 . 1 . 

2 0 ···o. _o: ··,·; o . .. . .a·· 0 •. .. 78 .. 219 
" 

. " 

0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 255 
0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 280 
0 0 1 13 14 2 0 0 0 1 0 421 0 

·.·Q 0 1 5 ···s 1 0 ·· ... 0 0 0 0 255 0 

projectmanager.ca@idaxdata.com 



. City: 

Location: 

Date: 

Count Type: 

7:00 

.7:15 

7:30 

7:45 

8:00 

8:15 

8:30 

8:45 

TOTAl 

16:00 

16:15 

16:30 

16:45 

17:00 

17:15 

17:30 

17:45 

TOTAl 

San Francisco 

Location 1- North Entrance (Howard St} 

4/9/2019 
Pedestrian Count 

Entering 

EBRight· SB ThnJ 

Peds Peds 

5 1 
6 0 

6 1 

3 2 

12 1 

15 2 

7 0 

3 0 

57 1' 

Entering 

EBRight SB Thru 

Peds Peds 

94 1 

86 2 

116 0 

112 11 

181 7 

167 8 

185 10 

137 2 

1078 41 

WB Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

4 10· 

3 9 

4 11 

0 5 

6 19. 

2 19 

2 9 

0 3 

21 85 

WB Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

15 110 

31 119 

35 151 

36 159 
63 . 251 

46 221 

49 244 

47 186 

322 1441 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona, CA 92878 
(951} 1~68 



. City: San Francisco 

Location: Location 2- Main E. Entrance (Main St) · 

Date: 4/9/2019 
Count Type: Pedestrian Count 

Entering 

SB Right WB Thru 

Peds Peds 

7:00 0 0 

7:15 2 0 

7:30 2 0 

7:45 2 0 

8:00 4 0 

8:15 2 0 

8:30 1 0 

8:45 6 0 

TOTAL 19 0 

Entering 

SB Right WB Thru 

Peds Peds 

16:00 55 13 

16:15 44 12 

16:30 59 7 

16:45 98 19 

17:00 96 12 

17:15 86 13 

17:30 . 115 8 

17:45 84 17 
.TOTAL 637 101 

NB Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

3 3 

3 5 

4 6 

1 3 

3 7 

2 4 

2 3 

2 8. 

20 39 

NB.Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

20 88 

11 67 

24 90 

18 135 

30 138 

28 127 

21 144 

17 118 

.169 907 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona-l CA,9)878 
tnr-1 \ ~f1o4J.,c.o 



City: San Francisco 

Location: Location 3 -Secondary E. Entrance (Main St) 

Date: 4/9/2019 
Count Type: Pedestrian Count . 

Entering 

SB Right NB Left 

Peds Peds · 

7:00 0 0 

7:15 0 2 

7:30 0 0 
7:45 0 1 

8:00 1 1 

8:15 0 0 

8:30 0 1 

8:45 0 0 
TOTAL 1. 5 

Entering 

SB Right NB Left 

Peds Peds 

16:00 8 31 

16:15 18 27 

16:30 ;36 22 

16:45 28 31 
. 17:00 62 37 

17:15 58 33 
. 17:30 19 . 42 

17:45 . 45 35 

TOTAL 274 258 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

0 

2 
0· 

1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

6. 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

39 

45 

58 

59 

99 

91 

61 

80 

532 

Counts Unlimited, Inc .. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona
1 

CA 92878 

(951) 2~~68 



City: 

Location: 

Date: 

Count Type: 

7:00 

7:15 

7:30 

7:45 

8:00 

8:15 

8:30 

8:45 

TOTAL 

16:00 

16:15 

16:30 

16:45 

17:00 

17:15 

17:30 

17:45 

TOTAL 

San Francisco 

Location 4- Outbound Bus Dwy 

4/9/2019 

Pedestrian Count 

Entering . 

EB Left NB Thru 

Peds Peds 

0 1 

0 1 

2 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

2 3 

Entering 

EB Left NB Thru 

Peds Peds 

1 2 

0 2 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

-1 6 

WB Right TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

0 1 

0 '1 

0 2 

0 0 

0 l 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 5 

WB Right TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

0 3 

2 4 

0 1 

0 0 

0 .0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

2 9 

Counts Unlimited} Inc. 

PO Box 1178. 

Coron~ CA 92878 

{951) '2~~-~268 



City: San Francisco 

Location: Location Sa -southern Greyhound Entrance 

Date: 4/9/2019 

. Count Type: Pedestrian Count 

Entering . 

EB Left WBRight 

Peds Peds 

7:00 3 1 

.7:15 2 1 

7:30 2 0 

7:45 0 0 

8:00 0 6 

8:15 1 1 
8:30. 6 0 

8:45 1 0 

TOTAL 15 9 

Entering 

EB Left . WB Right 

Peds Peds 

16:00 5 10 
16:15 . 5 7 

16:30 4 4 

16:45 0 2 

17:00 1 1 

17:15 2 5 

17:30 0 2 

17:45 2 3 

TOTAL 19 34 

Vehicle TOTAL 

Drop-Off PEDS 

2 6 

3 6 

0 2 

0 0 

1 7 

0 2 

0 6 

2 
' 

3 

8 32 

Vehicle TOTAL 

Drop-Off PEDS 

4 19 

2 14 

1 9 

3 5 

1 3 

2 9 

1 3 

1· 6 

15 68 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona, CA 92878 

. (9s1r1&fi-£68 

' . ' 



City: 

. Location:. 

Date: 

Count Type: 

7:00 

7:15 

7:30 

7:45 

8:00 

8:15 

8:30 

8:45 

TOTAL 

16:00 

16:15 

16:30 

16:45 

17:00 

17:15 

17:30 

17:45 

TOTAL 

San Francisco 

Location 5b- west Greyhound Driveway 

4/9/2019 
Pedestrian Count 

Entering 

NB Right SB Left 

Peds Peds 

2 1 

0 2 

0 4 

0 1 

0 1 
1. 1 
0 0 

0 0 

3 10 

Entering 

NB Right SB Left 

Peds Peds 

1 14 

0 11 

1 2 

0 2 

1 1 

2 7 

1 2 

1 1 

7 40 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

3 

2 

4 

1 

1 

2 
·o 

0 

13 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

15 

11 

3 

2 

2 

9 

3 

2 

47 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

. Corona, CA 92878 
{951)Qij~ffi268 



City: . San Francisco 

Location: 

Date: 

Count Type: 

7:00 

7:15 

7:30 

7:45 

8:00 

8:15 

8:30 

8:45 

TOTAl 

16:00 

16:15 

16:30 

16:45 

17:00 

17:15 

17:30 

17:45 

TOTAl,. 

Location 6- Secondary western Entrance (Beale 51 

4/9/2019 
Pedestrian Count 

Entering 

NB Right SB Left 

Peds Peds 

·o 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

2 0 

1 ·o 
0 0 

6 0 

Entering. 

. NB Right SB Left 

Peds Peds 

3. 1 

6 0 

3 0 

4 1 

3 0 

8 1 

0 2 

2 0 

29 5 

. TOTAL 

PEDS 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 

1 

0 

6 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

4 

6 

3 

5 

3 

9 

2 

2 
. 34 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO 13ox 1178 

Corona
1 
~1}.92878 

(951) L.&i?-~68 



City: 

Location: 

Date: 

Count Type: 

7:00 

San Francisco 

Location 7 - Main western Entrance (Beale St) 

4/9/2019 
Pedestrian Count 

Entering 

NB Right SB Left TOTAL 

Peds Peds PEDS 

3 5 8 
7:15 . 9 3 12 

7:30 44 7 

7:45 48 12 

8:00 31 9 

8:15 40 2 

8:30 9 10 

8:45 24 14 

TOTAL 208 62 

Entering 

NB Right SB Left 

Peds Peds 

16:00 27 78 

16:15 84 120 

16:30 52 1~0 

16:45 66 168 

17:00 67 212 

17:15 133 198 

17:30 79 217 

17:45 74 17.2 
TOTAL 582 1295 

51 

60 

40 

42 

19 

38 

270 

TOTAL 

PEDS 

105 

204 

182 

234 

279 

331 

296 

246 

1877 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona
1 

CA 92878 
(qc;1 \ 'J~~-~268 



City: 

Location: 

Date: . 

Count Type: 

7:00 
7:15 
7:30 
7:45 
8:00 
8:15 
8:30 
8:45 

TOTAL 

16:00 
16:15 
16:30 
i6:45 
17:00 
17:15 
17:30 
17:45 

TOTAL 

San Francisco 

TOTAL OF ALL SITES ENTERING/EXITING 
4/9/2019 
Pedestrian Count 

ENTERING 
TOTAL 

31 
38 
77 
71 
77 
71 
39 
52 

456 

TOTAL 
PEDS 
383 
470 
497 
599 
775 
798 
753 
640 

4915 

EXITING 
TOTAL 

235 
31.6 
472 
564 
785 
496 
663 
769 

4300 

TOTAL 
.PEDS 

42 
34 
35 
52 
69 
45 
43 
37 

357 

TOTAL 
266 
354 
549 
635 
862 
567 
702 
821 

4756 
47% 

TOTAL 
425 
504 
532 
651 
844 
843 
796 
677 

. 5272 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 
Corona, CA 92878 

(951) 1.~~68 



AM PEAK HOUR 

7:15A- 8:15A 

Inbound Outbuond 
263 2137 2400 
263 2137 
263 2137 

·100% 100% 

Dutbuond LDC #4 Inbound 
~From/ToW 
~From/ToE 

CJ1 
CJ1 

LDC #2 . Inbound 
.. .From/ToN 

From/To S 

LOC #3 Inbound 
From/ToN 
Frpm/To S 

Dutbuond . 
3 

1 
4% 

From/ToN 
Outbuond From/To S 

PM PEAKHOUI 

LDC #6. Inbound Dutbuond 4:15A- 5:15P 

From/ToN 0 Inbound Outbm 
From/To S 0 2341 

· check sum 2341 
check sum 2341 

100% 1( 

LDC #5B 
From/To.N 
From/To·s 

20% 

LDC #5A Inbound. 
From/ToW · =,-,:r------, 

From/To E 
4% 



....... 
co 
U'1 
en 

AC Transit Transbay Ridership vs. Trasnbay Terminal Pedestrian Entry/Exit Counts 
80% 

Average Daily Average Daily Ridership 

Route Peak Frequency Off Peak Frequency Ridership to/from SF Only [1] 

c 20-70 400 400' 

CB 20-40 247 247 

E 30-60 379 379 

F 30 30 11833 '1,466 

FS 20-55 503 503 

G . 30-60 452 452 

H 20-35 592 592 

J 20-6,0 836 836 

L 15-50 668 668 

LA 15-30 457 457 
LC 3 trips 56 56 
M 35-40 224 179 
NL 15 20-30 3,022 2,418 

NX 8-20 312 312 

NXl 15-20 200 200 

NX2 10-25 265 265 
NX3 15-30 332 . 332. 

NX4 15-35 368 368 

NXC 2 trips 33 33 

0 10-30 60 1,822 1,458 

ox 10-30 625 625 
p .8-30 926 926 
s 15-60 225 225 
SB. 10-30 403 403 
u 30-60 375 300 

v 10-30 765 765 
w 15-49 563 563 
z 2 trips each way 52 52 
Total 16,935 Total 

Source: ACTransit 2018 Annual Ridership and Route Performance Report, October 24, 2018. 
Notes: 

50% 

Peak Ridership [2] 
400 
247 
379 

733 
503 
452 
592 
836 
668 
457 

0 
179 

1,209 
312 
200 
265 
332 
368 

0 
729 

625 
926 
225 
403 
300 
765 
S6;i 

52' 

12,720 

[1] Routes F, M, NL, 0, and U include local passenger trips in the East Bay. Assumes 80% of total passengers on these routes travel to/from SF. 
[2] Routes F, NL, and 0 run throughout the day. Assumes 50% of daily ridership occur during the AM and PM peak periods on these routes. 
[3] Peak period ridership is split AM 47% and PM 53% based on pedestrian counts collected during AM vs. PM peak periods on 4/10/2019. 
[4] Assumes 75%· of 4-hour peak period rideship occurs during the peak 2-hour period. 

Validation 
2018 AC Transit -2019 CHS Entry/Exit 

Ridership Counts Difference [1] 
AM (7:9AM) 41525 4,756 231 

_l'_fi/I(4-6PM)_ 
---

_._s,o~ 5,272 --- _____ 25!___ 

5% 
5% 

47% 

AM (6-lOAM) [3] 
190 
117 
180 
348 
239 
214 
281 
396 
317 
217 

85 
573 
148 

95 
126 
157 
175 

346 
296 
439 
107 
191 
142 

. 363 
267 
25 

61033 

[1] The difference could pe attributed to ridership on Lynx, AmTrak1 or'Greyhound buses, which also stop in the TemporaryTransbayTerminal. 

53% 75% 75% 

PM (4-8PM) [3] ·AM (7~9AM) [4] PM (4-6PM) [4] 

210 142 158 
130 88 97 
199 135 149 
385 261 289 
264 . 179 198 
238 161 178 
3;Li 211 233 
440 297 330 
351 238 263 
240 163 180 

94 64 71 

635 430 477 
164 ill 123 
lOS 71 79 
139 94 104 
175 118 131 
193 131 145 

383 259 287 
329 222 246 
487 329 365 
118 80 89 
212 143 159 
158 107 118 
402 272 302 
296 200 222 

27 18 21 
6,687 4,525 5,015 



...... 
00 
01 
-.J 

Pec;lestrian Trip Distribution 

:. h'l• 

Direction 
A -·Northwest 
B Northeast 
c Southwest 
D Southeast 

20% of A 
100% of B 
Total 
CheckSum= 

Direction 
• : . 

A · Northwest 
B :-, ··Northeast· 
c Southwest 
D Soulheast 

20% of A 
100% of B 
Total 
CheckSum= 

. 
20% of A 
100% ofll 

AM PM 
'70 1162 
24' .· "'656 

147 
22 

14 
24 

. 38 

38 

• 
AM 
'1221 
.. 571 

260 
85 

244 

571 
815 

81.5 

AM 
1,291 

595 

307 
216 

232 
656 
888 

888 

PM 
43 

'~·: .. :AS 

38 
64 

9 

45 
54 

54 

Pedestrian Crossing Volumes 

I AM 

Mission I 6 

38 

·Mission 1143 

815 

PM 
Crosswalj Existing Added jBaseljne !Existing !Added !Baseline 

Mission St/ Fremont St 
North 709 149 858 1,019 175 1,194 
South 880 704 1,584 1,374 767 2,141 
East 1,199 149 1,348 1,228 175 1,403 
West 1,189 149 1,338 941 175 1,116 
Total 3,977 1,151 5,128 4,562 1,293 5,855 

Mission St/ Beale St 
North 729 149 878 916 175 1,091 
South 813 149 962 882 175 i,057 
East 501 74 575 441 88 529 
West 1,323 407 1,730 1,374 416 1,790 
Total 3,366 779 4,145 3,613 854 4,467 

' 
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19162- SoMa- Loading Zone Duration 
9-Apr 

Loading Zone/Passenger Survey 

IDAX Data'Solutions 

Location: Mission St, North Blackface 

Instance a ding Activ Arrival Time Leaving Time Duration Legal Loading Comments 
1 Passenger 8:06:13' 8:06:33 0:00:20 N Drop 
2 Passenger 8:13:17 8:13:22 0:00:05 N Drop 
3 Passenger 8:14:17 8:14:31 0:00:14 N Drop 
4 Passenger 8:18:43 8:18:54 0:00:11 N Drop 
5 Passenger 8:19:42 8:19:51 0:00:09 N Drop 
6 Passenger 8:21:09 8:21:29 0:00:20 N Drop 
7 Passenger 8:24:06 8:24:14 0:00:08 N Drop 
8 Passenger 8:25:43 8:25:50 O:OQ:07 N Drop 
9 Passenger 8:27:14 8:27:21 0:00:07 N Drop 

10 Passenger 8:30:17 8:30:27 ·0:00:10 N No Activity 
11. Passenger 8:34:47 8:35:03 0:00:16 N Drop 
12 Passenger 8:38:58 8:39:07 0:00:09 N Drop 
13 Passenger 8:39:18 8:39:34 0:00:16 N Drop 
14 Passenger 8:40:43 .8:40:54 0:00:11 N Drop 
15 :om mercia 8:42:53 8:45:39 0:02:46 N Loading 
16 Passenger 8:50:01 8:50:06 0:00:05 N Drop 
17 Passenger 8:54:17 8:54:31 0:00:14 N Drop 
18 Passenger 9:02:10 9:02:35 0:00:25 N Drop 
19 Passenger 9:05:29 9:07:16 0:01:47 N Pick Up 
20 Passenger 9:07:58 9:08:05 0:00:07 N Drop 
21 Passenger 9:10:40. 9:10:47 0:00:07. N Drop. 
22 Passenger 9:12:04 9:12:15 0:00:11 N Drop 
23 Passenger 9:12:27 9:12:48 0:00:21 N Drop 
24 Passenger 9:13:53 9:14:05 0:00:12 N ·Drop 
25 Passenger 9:24:33 9:24:42 0:00:09 N Pick Up 

. 26 Passenger 9:25:51 9:25:58 0:00:07. N Drop 
27 Passenger 9:28:50 9:30:02 0:01:12 N Pick Up 
28 P;:Jssenger 9:36:08 9:36:.25 0:00:17 N Pick Up 
29 Passenger 9:36:30 9:37:41 0:01:11 N Pick Up 
30 Passenger 9:44:47 9:45:23 0:00:36 N Drop 
31 Passenger 9:49:29 9:49:39 0:00:10 N Drop 
32 Passenger 9:58:22 9:58:31 0:00:09 N Drop 

. 33 Passenger 10:09:02 10:09:10 0:00:08 N Drop 
34 Passenger 10:10:27 10:10:32 0:00:05 N Drop 
35 Passenger 10:17:30 10:17:44 0:00:14 N Pick Up 
36 Passenger· 10:23:04 10:23:14 o:oo:1o N Drop 
37 :ommercia 10:29:22 10:47:27 0:18:05 N Working 
38 :om mercia 10:32:56 10:47:25 0:14:29 N Working 
39 Passenger 10:47:56 10:48:44 0:00:48 N Drop 
40 :ommercia ·10:48:51 11:10:35 0:21:44 N Working· 
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· 41 Passenger 
42 Passenger . 
43 Passenger 
44 Passenger 
AS Passenger 
46 Passenger 
47 Passenger 
48 Passenger 
49 Passenger 
50 Passenger 
51 Passenger 
52 Passenger 
53 Passenger 
54 ~ommercia 

55 Passenger 
56 Passenger 
57 Passenger 
58 Passenger 
59 Passenger 
60 Passenger 
61 Passenger 
62 Passenger 
63 Passenger 
64 Passenger 

· 65 passenger 

66 Passetiger 
67 Passenger 
68 Passenger 
69 Passenger 
70 Passenger. 
71 . Passenger 
72 Passenger 
73 Passenger. 
74 Passenger 

· 75 Passenger 
76 Passenger 
77 Passenger 
78 Passenger 
79 Passenger 
80 Passenger 
81 Passenger 

1 

2 

3 

Passenger 
Passenger 
Passenger 

10:56:27 

10:58:52 

11:12:48 

11:14:47 

11:37:49 

11:45:20 

11:49:53 

11:51:55 

11:55:45 

12:05:19 

12:15:10 

12:19:50 

12:27:31 

·12:31:46 

12:52:33 

12:53:34 

12:58:44 

13:07:01 

13:24:11 

13:38:00 

13:57:26 

14:04:21. 

14:04:44 

14:22:01 

14:22:27 

14:23:58 

14:42:59 

14:51:52 

15:11:16 

15:19:37 

15:43:42 

15:55:26 

16:40:23 

16:43:07 

16:43:15 

17:08:29 

17:25:43 

17:36:04 

17:36:46 

17:37:27 

17:48:18 

8:16:53 

8:28:47 

8:31:46 

10:56:46 

10:59:15 

1i:12:57 

11:15:36 

11:38:11 

11:45:44 

11:50:00 

11:52:39 

11:56:49 

12:05:39 

12:15:25 

12:20:17 

12:27:48 

12:32:16 

12:52:43 

12:54:27 

12:59:13 

13:07:07 

13:24:54 

13:38:0T 

13:58:19 

14:05:15 

14:05:03 

14:22:09 

14:23:42 

14:24:04 

14:43:04 

14:52:15 
.15:11:33 

15:20:17 

15:44:31 

15:55:45 

16:40:47 

16:43:19 

16:43:52 

17:08:38 

17:26:25 

17:36:14 

17:36:54. 

17:38:23 

. 17:48:59 

8:17:03 

8:28:59 

8:32:02 

0:00:19 

0:00:23 

0:00:09 

0:00:49 

0:00:22 

0:00:24 

0:00:07 

0:00:44 

0:01:04 

0:00:20 

0:00:15. 

0:00:27 

0:00:17 

0:00:30 

0:00:10 

0:00:53 

0:00:29 

0:00:06 

0:00:43 

0:00:07 

0:00:53 

0:00:54 

0:00:19 

0:00:08 
0:01:15 

0:00:06 

0:00:05 

0:00:23 

0:00:17 

0:00:40 

0:00:49 

0:00:19 

0:00:24 
. 0:00:12 

.· 0:00:37 

0:00:09 

0:00:42 

0:00:10 

0:00:08 

0:00:56 

0:00:41 

0:00:10 

0:00:12 

0:00:16 

1859 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N· 

.N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

PickUp 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Loading 
No Activity 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

. Pick Up 

Drop & Pick Up 

Drop 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Pick Up 
. Pick Up 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Pick. Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Center Of The Road 

N Drop 

Pick Up 

· Drop 

N 

N 



4 Passenger 8:46:54 8:47:05 0:00:11 N Drop 

5 Passenger 9:11:11 9:11:17 0:00:06 N Drop 

6 Passenge·r 9:22:43 9:22:53 0:00:10 N Drop 

7 Passenger 9:43:30 9:44:02 0:00:32 N Drop 

8 Passenger 9:46:29 9:46:52 0:00:23 N Drop 

9 Passenger 9:52:52 9:53:01 0:00:09 N Drop 

10 Passenger 10:13:55 10:14:06 0:00:11 N Drop 

11 Passenger 11:00:05 11:00:45 0:00:40 N Drop 

12 Passenger 11:31:20 11:32:09 0:00:49 N Drop· 

13 Passenger 11:53:45 11:54:47 0:01:02 N Drop 

14 Passenger 12:23:44 12:24:38 0:00:54 N Drop 

15 · Passenger 12:40:48 12:41:17 0:00:29 N Drop 

16 Passenger 13:10:33 13:10:53 0:00:20 N Drop 

17 Passenger 16:29:32 16:29:40 0:00:08 N Pick Up 

1.8 Passenger 17:58:34 17:59:28 0:00:54 N Pick Up 

Bus 

1 ~om mercia 8:02:09 8:02:39 N Pick Up & Drop 

2 ~ommercia 8:07:49 8:08:10 N · Pick Up & Drop 

3 ~om mercia 8:10:59 8:11:13 N Pick Up & Drop 

4 ~om mercia 8:13:49 8:14:04 N· Pick Up & Drop 

5 ~om mercia 8:27:22 8:27:42 N . Pick Up & Drop 

6 ~om mercia 8:30:18 8:30:45 N Pick Up & Drop 
7' ~om mercia 8:33:24 8:33:47 N Pick Up & Drop 

8 ~om mercia 8:36:19 8:36:33 N Pick Up & Drop 

9 ~om mercia 8:39:22 8:39:34 ·N Pick Up & Drop 

10 · ~ommercia 8:40:53 8:41:12 N Pick Up & Drop 

11 ~ommercia: 8:42:22 8:42:36 N Pick Up & Drop 

12 ~om mercia 8:48:23 8:48:34 N Pick Up & Drop 

13 · ~ommercia 8:56:05 8:56:23 N Pick Up & Drop 

14 ~om mercia 8:58:48 8:59:03 N Pick Up & Drop 

15 ~om mercia 9:07:48 9:08:02 N Pick Up & Drop 

16 ~om mercia 9:08:16 9:08:29 N Pick Up & Drop 

17 ~omrriercia 9:15:22 9:15:36 N. Pick Up & Drop 

18 ~ommercia. .9:24:28 9:24:52 N Pick Up & Drop 

19 ~ommercia 9:28:47 9:29:01 N Pick Up & Drop 

20 :=om mercia 9:31:58 9:32:05 N Pick Up & Drop 

21 ~om mercia 9:33:19 9:33:28 N Pick Up & Drop 

22 Commercia 9:51:22 9:51:40. N Pick Up & Drop 

23 ~om mercia 9:53:12 9:53:21 N Pick Up & Drop 

24. ~om mercia 10:07:04 10:07:23 N Pick Up & Drop 

25 Commercia 10:13:10 10:13:22 N Pick Up & Drop 

26 Commercia 10:24:12 10:24:37 N Pick Up & Drop 

27 ~ommercia 10:34:16 10:34:29 N Pick Up & Drop 

28 Commercia 10:36:40 10:37:17 N Pick Up & Drop 

29 ~ommercia 10:43:15 10:44:30 N Pick Up & Drop 
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30 Commercia 11:10:34 11:1.1:20 N Pick Up & Drop 
31 Commercia 11:14:10 11:14:24 .N Pick Up & Drop 

.. 

32 Commercia 11:17:53 11:18:01 N Pick Up & Drop 
33 Commercia 11:18:18 11:18:32 N Pick Up & Drop 

34 Commercia 11:28:04 11:28:36 N Pick Up & Drop 
35 Commercia 11:37:03 11:37:19 N Pick Up & Drop 
36 Commercia 11:40:26 11:41:05 N Pick Up & Drop 
37 Commercia 11:52:56 . 11:53:08 N Pick Up & Drop 

38 Commercia 11:55:24 11:55:35 N Pick Up & Drop 

39 Commercia 12:02:03 12:02:18 N Pick Up & Drop 
40 Commercia 12:04:21 12:04:3& N Pick Up & Drop 

41 Commercia 12:11:41 . 12:11:59 N Pick Up & Drop 
42 Commercia 12:11:54 12:12:08 N Pick Up & Drop 
43 Commercia· 12:16:54 12:17:06 N Pick Up & Drop 
44 Commercia 12:19:13 12:19:30 N Pick Up & Drop 
45 Commercia 12:28:04 12:28:16 N Pick Up & Drop 
46 Commercia 12:40:25 12:40:43 N Pick Up & Drop 
47 Commercia 12:42:03 12:42:19 N Pick Up & Drop 
48 Commercia 12:50:30 12:50:48 N Pick Up & Drop 

49 Commercia 12:50:35 12:50:50 N Pick Up & Drop 
50 Commercia 12:55:21 12:55:34 N . Pick Up & Drop 

51 Commercia 12:57:29 12:58:26 N Pick Up & Drop 
52 Commercia 12:58:01 12:58:17 N Pick Up & Drop 
53 Commercia 13:06:41 13:06:57 N Pick Up & Drop 
54 Commercia· 13:12:57 13:13:04 N Pick Up & Drop 
55 Commercia 13:19:14 13:19:30 N Pick Up & Drop 
56 Commercia 13:21:57 13:22:10 N Pick Up & Drop 
57 Commercia 13:30:25 13:30:39 N Pick Up & Drop 
58 .commercia 13:39:16 13:39:29. N Pick Up & Drop . 
5!) Commercia 13:40:31 13:40:42 N Pick Up & Drop 

. 60 Commercia 13:44:11 13:44:23. N Pick Up & Drop 
61 Commercia 13:47:06 13:47:30 N Pick Up & Drop 
62 Commercia 13:51:45 13:51:58 N Pick Up & Drop 
63 Commercia 13:56:54 13:57:10 N Pick Up & Drop 
64 Commercia 14:02:54 14:03:07 N Pick Up & Drop 
65 Commercia 14:07:56 14:08:09 N Pick Up & Drop 
66 · Commercia 14:09:15 14:09:31 N Pick Up & Drop 
67 Commercia 14:18:08 14:18:23 N Pick Up & Drop 
68 Commercia 14:19:10 14:19:25 N Pick Up & Drop 
69 Commercia 14:21:48 14:22:18 N Pick Up & Drop 
70 Commercia 14:35:29 14:35:53 N Pick Up & Drop 
71 Commercia 14:38:13 14:38:30 N Pick Up & Drop 

72 Commercia 14:43:00 14:43:15 N Pick Up & Drop 

73 Commercia 14:47:59 14:48:11 N Pick Up & Drop 
74 Commercia 14:50:34 14:50:54 N Pick Up & Drop 
75 Commercia 14:54:22 14:54:41 N Pick Up & Drop 
76 Commercia 15:01:12 15:01:26 N Pick Up & Drop 
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77 Commercia 15:02:28 15:02:40 N Pick Up & Drop 

78 Commercia 15:08:46 15:09:01 N Pick Up & Drop 

79 Commercia 15:11:42 .15:12:00 N Pick Up & Drop 

·80 Commercia 15:12:03 15:23:43 N Pick Up & Drop 

81 Commercia 15:13:17 15:13:30 N Pick Up & Drop 

82 Commercia 15:18:08 15:18:33 N Pick Up & Drop 

83 Commercia 15:21:03 15:21:17 N Pick Up & Drop 

84 Commercia 15:24:50 15:27:57 N Pick Up & Drop 
. 85 Commercia 15:25:16 15:25:32 N Pick Up & Drop 

86 Commercia 15:25:49 15:26:05 N Pick Up & Drop 

87 Commercia 15:30:01 15:30:17 N· Pick Up & Drop 

88 Commercia 15:31:17 15:31:35 N Pick Up~ Drop 

89 Commercia 15:33:13 15:33:27 N Pick Up & Drop 

90 Commercia 15:38:46 15:39:02 N Pick Up & Drop 

91 Commercia 15::39:29 15:39:59 N Pick Up & Drop 

92 Commercia 15:41:48 15:42:08 N Pick Up & Drop 

93 Commercia· 15:45:18. 15:45:52 N · Pic.k Up & Drop 

94 Commercia 15:48:10 15:48:28 N Pick Up & Drop 

95 Commercia 15:49:16 15:49:28 N Pick Up & Drop 

96 Commercia 15:49:40 15:50:00 N Pick Up & Drop 
. 97 Commercia . 15:49:45 15:.50:04 N Pick Up & Drop 

98 Commercia 15:56:47 15:57:08 N Pick Up & Drop · 

99 Commercia 15:56:52 15:57:17 N Pick Up & Drop 

100 Commercia 15:58:17 15:59:00 N Pick Up & Drop 

101 Commercia 16:01:20 16:02:33 N Pick Up & Drop 

102 Commercia 16:03:01 16:03:16 N Piek Up & Drop 

103 Commercia 16:10:18 16:10:40 N Pick Up & Drop 

104 Commercia 16:10:29 16:10:52 N Pick Up & Drop 

105 Commercia 16:11:47 16:12:00 N Pick Up & Drop 

106 Commercia 16:16:24 16:16:38 N Pick Up & Drop 

107 Commercia 16:18:16 16:18:29 N .Pick Up & Drop 

108 Commercia 16:25:17 16:25:32 N Pick Up & Drop 

109 Commercia 16:26:53 16:27:05 N Pick Up & Drop. 

110 Commercia 16:33:11· 16:33:29 N Pick Wp & Drop 

111. Commercia 16:34:14 16:34:29 N Pick Up & Drop 

112 .Commercia 16:35:52 16:36:06 N Pick Up & Drop 

113 Commercia 16:36:00 16:36:12 .N Pick Up & Drop 

114 Commercia 16:40:18 16:40:37 N Pick Up & Drop 

115 Commercia. 16:45:03 16:45:27 N Pick Up & Drop 

116 Commercia 16:46:16 .16:46:28 N PickUp & Drop 

117 .Commercia 16:47:49 16:48:02 N Pick Up & Drop 

118 Commercia 16:52:19 16:52:52 N Pick Up & Drop 

119 Commercia 16:54:10 16:54:26 N Pick Up & Drop 

120 Commercia 16:58:24 16:58:53 N Pick Up & Drop 

121 Commercia 17:03:04 17:03:26 N Pick Up & Drop 

122 Commercia 17:05:59 17:06:15 N Pick Up & Drop 

123 Commercia 17:10:17 17:10:28 N Pick Up & Drop 
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124 :=om mercia 17:10:23 17:10:43 . N Pick Up & Drop 
125 :=om mercia 17:13:21 17:13:37 N Pick Up & Drop 
126 :=om mercia 17:14:52 17:15:02 N Pick Up & Drop 
127 :=om mercia 17:14:54 17:15:19. N Pick Up & Drop 
128 :=om mercia 17:18:13 17:18:27 N Pick Up & Drop 
129 :=om mercia 17:19:27 17:19:50 N Pick Up & Drop 
130. :=om mercia 17:20:59 17:21:07 N Pick Up & Drop 
131 :=om mercia 17:22:33 17:22:49 N Pick Up & Drop 
132 :=om mercia 17:25:27 17:25:45 N Pick Up & Drop 
133 :=om mercia 17:27:11 17:27:58 N Pick Up & Drop 
134 :=om mercia 17:28:29 17:28:47 N Pick Up & Drop 
.135 :=om mercia 17:32:45 17:33:23 N Pick Up & Drop 
136 :=om mercia 17:34:48 17:35:00 N Pick Lip & Drop 
137 :=om mercia 17:35:44 17:35:58 N Pick Up & Drop 
138 C::ommercia ·17:37:14 17:37:30 N Pick Up & Drop 
139 :=om mercia 17:46:18 17:46:47 N Pick Up & Drop. 
140 :=om mercia 17:48:18 .17:48:28 N Pick Up & Drop 
141 · C::ommercia 17:51:01 17:51:08 N Pick Up & Drop 
142 C::ommercia 17:51:18 17:51:54 N Pick Up & Drop 
143 :=om mercia 17:54:03 17:54:16 N Pick Up & Drop 
144 :=om mercia 17:56:51 17:57:07 N Pick Up & Drop 
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KEY 
Loading Activity 

Commercial 

Passenger 

Arrival Time 

unloading cargo out of trucks 

People getting out of cars 

Time vehicle stopped along curb 

Leaving Time 

Time vehicle left curb 

Legal Loading . 

Y . Loaded/unloaded on existing loadjng zones 

N. . Loaded/unloaded in red zone· 
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19162- SoMa - Loading Zone Duration 
9-Apr 

Loading Zone/Passenger Survey 

IDAX Data Solutions 

Location: Mission St, South Blackface 

Instance ading Activ Arrival Time Leaving Time Duration Legal Loading Comments 
1 Passenger 8:00:41 8:00:56 0:00:15 y Drop· 
2 Passenger 8:05:24 8:05:36 0:00:12 y Drop 
3 Passenger 8:09:32 8:10:27 0:00:55 y Pick Up 
4' Passenger 8:11:29 8:11:31 0:00:02 y Drop 
5 Passenger 8:12:28 8:12:36 0:00:08 y Drop 
6 Passenger· . 8:18:48. 8:19:02' 0:00:14 y Pick Up 
7 Passenger 8:23:32 8:23:40 0:00:08 y Drop 
8 Passenger 8:23:35 8:23:40 0:00:05 N Drop 
9 Passenger 8:28:10 8:28:24 0:00:14 y Drop 
10 Passenger 8:31:10 8:31:22 o:oo:n y Drop 
11 Passenger 8:36:18 8:36:34 0:00:16 y Drop 
12 Passenger 8:38:31 8:39:12 0:00:41 ·y Drop 
13 Passenger 8:40:17 8:40:25. 0:00:08 'i Drop 
14 Passenger 8:40:44 8:41:04 0:00:20 y Drop 
15 Passenger 8:40:48 8:41:19 0:00:31 y Drop 
16 Passenger 8:44:44 8:45:08 0:00:24 y Drop 
17 Passenger 8:47:47 8:47:55 0:00:08 y Drop 
18 Passenger 8:49:01 8:49:15 0:00:14 y Drcip 
19 Passenger 8:56:00 11:09:35 2:13:35 y Parking 
20 Passenger 8:59:32 8:59:49 0:00:17 N Drop 

'21 Passenger 9:03:27 9:04:13 0:00:46 y Drop 
22 Passenger 9:03:45 9:04:14 0:00:29 y Drop 
23 Passenger 9:04:51 9:05:10 0:00:19 ·y Drop 
24 Passenger 9:09:21 9:10:42 0:01:21 y Drop 
25 Passenger 9:14:31 9:16:01 0:01:30 y No Activity 
26 Passenger 9:15:56 9:19:00 0:03:04 N Drop 
27 Passenger 9:16:14 9:17:28 0:01:14 y Drop 
28 Passenger 9:18:29 9:18:57 0:00:28 N Drop 
29 Passenger 9:22:05 9:22:31 0:00:26 y Drop 
30 Passenger .9:27:52 9:28:23 0:00:31 y Drop 
31. :::om mercia 9:28:02 10:28:44 1:00:42 .N Working 
32 Passenger 9:28:55 9:29:48 0:00:53 N Drop 
33 Passenger 9:30:23 9:30:32 o:oo:o9 y Pick Up 
34 :::om mercia 9:33:36 10:28:36 0:55:00 N Working 
35 Passenger 9:42:56 9:44:11 0:01:15 y Pick Up 
36 Passenger 9:45:34 9:45:51 0:00:17 y Pick Up 
37 Passenger 9:48:34 9:49:07 0:00:33 y Drop 
38 Passenger 9:49:46 9:52:22 0:02:36 y Pick Up 
39 Passenger 9:50:18 9:53:32 0:03:14 y Pick Up 
40 Passenger 9:56:27 9:57:22 0:00:55 y No Activity 
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41 Passenger 

42 Passenger 

43 Passenger 

44 Passenger 

45 Passenger 

46 Passenger 

.47 Passenger 

48 ::=ommercia 

49 Passenger 

50 Passenger 

51 Passenger 

52 Passenger 

53 Passenger 

54 Passenger 

55 . Passenger · 

56 Passenger · 

57 Passenger 

58 Passenger 

59 Passenger 

60 Passenger 

61 Passenger 

62 Passenger 

63 Passenger 

64 Passenger 

65 Passenger 

66 Passenger 

67 Passenger 

68 Passenger 

69 Pas~enger 

70 Passenger. 

71 · ::=ommercia 

72 · Passenger 

73 · Passenger 

74 Passenger 

75 Passenger 

76 Passenger 

77 Passenger 

78 Passenger 

79 Passenger 

80 Passenger · 

81 Passenger 

82 Passenge·r 

83 Passenger 

84 Passenger 

85 Passenger 

86 Passenger 

87 Passenger 

9:59:32 

10:02:41 

10:08:07 

10:08:17 

10:13:59 

10:21:11 

10:26:43 

·10:29:06 

10:31:01 

10:32:40 

10:32:48. 

10:35:54 

10:40:48 

10:55:17 

11:11:08 

11:22:08 

11:23:30 

11:23:40 

11:25:02 

11:27:00 

11:27:32 

11:28:53 

11:31:16 

11:33:08 

11:36:36 

11:37:17 

11:42:36 

11:45:02 

11:57:31 

12:03:14 

12:03:44 

12:03:51 

12:08:28 

12.:10:19 

12:15:34 

12:18:53 

12:19:52 
12:20:34. 

12:22:02 

12:22:20 

12:25:58 

12:36:49 

12:38:25 

12:40:26 

1,2:40:35 

12:43:10 

12:44:37 

9:59:43 

10:02:58 

10:08:39 

10:08:29 

10:14:11 

10:21:29 

10:26:53 

10:30:26 

10:32:21 

10:32:52 

10:37:35 

10:36:47 
.10:41:01 

10:56:10 

11:11:18 

11:23:06 

11:23:55 

11:24:n 

11:25:21 

11:27:49 

11:27:42 

11:29:04 

11:36:22 

12:04:01 

. 11:42:25 

11:37:28 

11:45:36 
. 11:45:27 

12:01:44 

12:03:26 

12:03:59 

12:04:39 

12:11:40 

12:29:41 

12:15:37 

12:.21:00 

12:20:33 

12:20:42 

12:22:55 

12:22:59. 

12:27:15 

12:36:55 

12:38:58 

12:43:33 

12:41:16 

12:43:28 

12:44:53 
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0:00:11 

0:00:17 

0:00:32 

0:00:12 

0:00:12 

0:00:18 

0:00:10 

0:01:20 

0:01:20 

0:00:12 

0:04:47 

0:00:53 

0:00:13 

0:00:53 

0:00:10 

0:00:58 

0:00:25 

0:00:42 

0:00:19 

0:00:49 
. 0:00:10 

0:00:11 

0:05:06 

0:30:59 

0:05:49 

0:00:11 

0:03:00 

0:00:25 

0:04:13 

0:00:12 

0:00:15 

0:00:48 

0:03:12 

0:19:22 

o:oo:03 
. 0:02:07 

0:00:41 

0:00:08 

o:oo:s3 
0:00:39 

0:01:17 

0:00:06 

0:00:33 

0:03:07 

0:00:41 

0:00:18 

0:00:16 
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y 
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y 

y 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

No Activity 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop · 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

Parking 

Parking 

Parking 

Drop 

Parking 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Drop 

Parking 

Parking 

Drop 

Parking. 

Drop 

Drop 

No Activity 

No Activity 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up . 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 



88 Passenger 

89 Passenger 

90 ~ommercia 

91 Passenger 

92 Passenger 

93 Passenger 

94 Passenger 

95 Passenger 

96 Passenger 

97 Passenger 

98 Passenger 

99 Passenger 

100 Passenger 

101 Passenger 

102 Passenger 

103 Passenger 

104 Passenger 

105 Passenger 

106 Passenger 

107 Passenger 

108 Passenger 

109 Passenger 

110 . Passenger 

111 Passenger 

112 Passenger 

113 Passenger 

114 Passenger 

115 Passenger 

116 Passenger 

117 Passenger 

118 · Passenger 

119 Passenger 

120 Passenger 

121 Passenger 

122 Passenger 

123 Passenger 

124 Passenger 

125 Passenger 

126 Passenger 

127. Passenger 

128 Passenger 

· 129 Passenger 

130 Passenger 

131 Passenger 

132 . Passenger 

133 Passenger 

134 Passenger 

12:49:57. 

13:00:58 
·13:01:43 

13:07:05 

13:10:09 

13:11:18 

13:19:12 

13:20:09 

13:2i:26 

13:34:48 

13:36:58 

13:37:22 

13:40:58 

13:42:16 

13:50:48. 
13:51:12 

13:56:24 

13:57:16 

13:59:36 

14:00:52 

14:01:49 

14:02:25 

14:06:52 

14:09:59 

14:16:00 

14:19:01 

14:21:05 

14:32:52 

14:36:16 

14:36:57 

14:38:16 

14:40:46 

14:44:50 

14:53:08 

15:00:27 

15:01:44 

15:04:27 

15:19:11 

15:21:00 

15:21:42 

15:27:22 

15:28:11 

15:31:12 

15:38:24 

15:38:38 

15:39:05 

15:40:07 

12:50:13 

13:02:01 

13:04:02 

1;3:15:11 

13:10:31 

13:12:52 

13:19:30 

13:20:23 

13:21:44 

13:35:10· 

13:40:10 

13:38:41 

13:41:09 

13:42:38 
. 13:51:08 

13:51:15 

13:56:47 

13:57:26 

14:00:18 

14:01:25 

14:01:57 

14:02:41 

14:07:04 

14:10:29 

14:16:12 

14:19:57 

14:21:17 

14:33:02 

14:36:27 

14:37:10 

14:38:39 

14:41:06 

14:45:11 

14:53:12 

15:00:42 

15:05:05 

15:05:47 

15:21:48 

15:21:23 

15:23:01 

15:27:31 

15:28:34 

15:32:29 

15:40:07 

15:39:09 

15:40:54 

15:40:55 
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0:00:16 

0:01:03 

0:02:19 

0:08:06 

. 0:00:22 

0:01:34 

0:00:18 

0:00:14 

0:00:18 

0:00:22 

0:03:12 

0:01:19 

0:00:11 

0:00:22 

0:00:20 

0:00:03 

0:00:23 

0:00:10 

0:00:42 

0:00:33 

0:00:08 

0:00:16 

0:00:12 

0:00:30 

0:00:12 

0:00:56 

·0:00:12 

0:00:10 

0:00:11 

0:00:13 

0:00:23 
. 0:00:20 

0:00:21 

0:00:04 

0:00:15 

0:03:21 

0:01:20 

0:02:37 

0:00:23 

0:01:19 

0:00:09 

0:00:23 

0:01:17 

0:01:43 

0:00:31 . 

0:01:49 

0:00:48 
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Drop 

Drop 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Drop 

No Activity 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up . 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop. 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

No Activity 

Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up & Drop 

Drop 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Drop 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Pick Up & Drop 

No Activity 



135 Passenger 

136 Passenger 

137 Passenger 

138 Passenger 

139 Passenger 

140 Passenger 

141 Passenger 

142 Passenger 

143 Passenger 

144 Passenger 

145 Passenger 

146 Passenger 

147 Passenger 
148 · Passenger 

149 Passenger 

150 Passenger 

151 . Passenger 

152 Passenger 

153 Passenger 

154 Passenger 

155 Passenger . 

156 Passenger 

157 Passenger 

158 Passenger 

159 Passenger 

160 Passenger 

161 ·Passenger 

162 Passenger 

163 Passenger 

.164 Passenger 
165 Passenger 

166 Passenger 

167 Passenger 

168 Passenger 

169 Passenger 

170 Passenger 

171 Passenger 

172 Passenger 

173 Passenger 

. 174 Passenger 

175 Passenger 

176 Passenger 

177 Passenger 

178. Passenger 

179 Passenger 

180 Passenger 

181 Passenger 

15:41:20 

15:44:06 

15:44:32 
.. 

15:44:48 

15:45:31 

15:47:39 

15:50:50 

15:51:37 

15:55:38 

15:55:52 

16:02:03 

16:02:44 

16:09:34 

16:10:17 

16:14:56 

. 16:21:27 

16:22:17 

16:26:55 

16:28:33 

16:30:05 
16:30:44 . 

16:35:52 

16:38:57 

16:39:56 

16:42:35 

16:43:41 

16:47:39 

.16:53:43 

16:56:58 

16:58:17 

16:59:21 

17:00:38 

17:01:04 
.17:02:42. 

17:02:47 

17:05:41 

17:11:41 

17:20:52 

17:32:22 

17:32:57 

17:35:42 

17:46:12 

17:46:30 

17:48:30 

17:50:50 

17:50:57 

17:54:43 

15:41:54 

15:44:46 

15:44:42 

15:45:56 

15:45:40 

15:47:48 

15:51:02 

15:51:57 

15:55:54 

15:56:38 

16:02:25 

16:06:50 

16:09:56 

16:12.:28 

16:16:47 

16:22:42 

16:22:45 

16:31:45 

16:29:07 

16:30:18. 
. 16:30:50 

16:36:04 . 

16:40:08. 

16:42:02 

16:42:51 

16:43:58 

16:47:59 

16:57:38 

16:59:12 

17:00:39 

17:00:15 

17:00:46 

17:03:14 

17:03:15 

17:03:21 

17:09:56 

17:14:55 

17:21:06 

17:32:53 

17:33:43 

17:35:51 

17:47:27 

17:47:27 

17:48:40 

17:52:25 

17:51:07 

17:56:42 
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0:00:34 

0:00:40 

0:00:10 

O:Oi:08 

0:00:09 

0:00:09 

0.:00:12 

.0:00:20 

0:00:16 

0:00:46 

0:00:22 

0:04:06 

0:00:22 

0:02:11 

0:01:51 
. 0:01:15. 

0:00:28 

0:04:50 

0:00:34 

0:00:13 

0:00:06 

0:00:12 

0:01:11 

0:02:06 

0:00:16 

0:00:17 

0:00:20 

0:03:55 

0:02:14 
. 0:02:22 

0:00:54 

0:00:08 

0:02:10 

0:00:33 

0:00:34 

0:04:15 

0:03:14 

0:00:14 

0:00:31 

0:00:46 
0:00:09. 

0:01:15 

0:00:57 

0:00:10 

0:01:35 

0:00:10 

0:01:59 
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No Activity 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

· Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up & Drop 

PickUp 

· No Activity 

Pick Up & Drop 

Drop 

No Activity 

No Activity 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

Drop 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

P..ick Up 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

No Activity 

No Activity 

Pick Up 

Pick Up 

Drop 

Drop 

No Activity· 

Drop 

Pick Up & Drop 

Pick Up & Drop 
Dr.op 

No Activity 

Drop 

No Activity 



182 Passenger . 17:54:55 17:55:33 0:00:38 y Pick Up 

183 Passenger 17:55:33 18:00:00 0:04:27 N :rid of survey tim1 

184 Passenger 17;56:28 17:57:27 0:00:59 y Pick Up 

185 C::ommercia 17:56:37 17:57:35 0:00:58 y No Activity 

186 Passenger 17:58:19 17:58:27 0:00:08 N Drop 
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KEY 

Loading Activity 

Commercial unloading cargo out of trucks 
Passenger 

Arrival Time 

People getting out of cars 

Time vehicle stopped along curb 

Leaving Time 

Time vehicle left curb 

Legal Loading 

Y Loaded/unloaded on'existing loading zones · 

N Loaded/unloaded in red zone 
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19162- SoMa- Loading Zone Duration 

9-Apr. 

Loading Zone/Passenger Survey 

IDAX Data Solutions 

Location: Beale St, West Blackface (up to driveway) 

Instance ading Activ Arrival Time Leaving Time Duration Legal Loading Comments · 
1 :om mercia 8:35:.19 8:50:21 0:15:02 N Delivery 
2 Passenger 8:41:15 9:42:11 1:00:56 N Drop 
3 :om mercia 8:42:36 9:10:29 0:27:53 N Parking 
4 Passenger 9:03:58 9:04:08 0:00:10 N Drop 
5 Passenger 9:13:07 9:13:17 0:00:10 N Drop 

·6 Passenger 9:43:50 9:44:14 0:00:24 N. Drop 
7 Passenger 9:53:31 9:54:44 0:01:13 . N Drop 
8 Passenger 11:34:39 11:37:34 0:02:55 N No Activity 
9 Passenger 11:40:35 11:40:45 0:00:10. N Pick Up 

10 Passenger 11:42:32 11:42:42 0:00:10 N Pick Up 
11 Passenger 12:18:11 12:19:01 0:00:50 N Waiting 
12 Passenger 12:37:22 12:49:10 0:11:48 N No Activity 
13 Passenger 12:39:39 12:39:52 0:00:13 N Pick Up 
14 Passenger 12:59:22 12:59:55 0:00:33 N Pick Up 
15 Passenger 13:02:13 13:02:38 0:00:25 N Pick Up 
16 Passenger 14:41:33 14:41:43 0:00:10 N Pick Up 
17 Passenger 14:45:01 14:45:08 0:00:07 N Piek Up 
18 Passenger 15:08:14 15:08:22 0:00:08 N PickUp 
19 Passenger 15:36:00 15:36:08 0:00:08 N Drop 
20 Passenger 15:46:29 15:46:39 0:00:10 N Pick Up 
21 Passenger 15:52:36 15:52:52 0:00:16 N Drop 
22 Passenger· 16:07:39 16:07:46 0:00:07 N Drop 
23 Passenger 16:11:38 : 16:11:59 0:00:21 N Drop 
24 Passenger 16:18:10 16:18:39 0:00:29 N· Drop 
25 Passenger 16:35:33 16:35:47 0:00:14 N Drop 
26 Passenger 17:00:00 17:00:12 0:00:12 N Drop · 
27 Passenger 17:25:56 17:26:35 o:oo:39 N Pick Up 
28 Passenger 17:37:28 17:37:38 0:00:10 N Drop 
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KEY 

Loading Activity 

Commercial 

Passenger 

Arrival Time 

unloading cargo out of trucks 
People getting out of cars 

Time vehicle stopped along curb 

Leaving Time 

Time vehicle left curb 

Legal Loading 

Y Loaded/unloaded on existing loading zones 

N Loaded/unloaded in red zone 
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19162- SoMa- Loading Zone Duration 
9-Apr 

Loading Zone/Passenger Survey 

IDAX Data Solutions 

Location: Fremont St, East Blackface (up to driveway) 

Instance ading Activ Arrival Time Leaving Time Duration Legal Loading Comments 
1 Passenger 8:13:25 8:13:33 0:00:08 N Pick Up 
2 passenger 8:30:04 8:30:12 0:00:08 N Pick Up 
3 :::om mercia 9:04:54 9:05:03 0:00:09 N Drop 
4 Passenger 9:16:24 9:16:47 0:00:23 N Pick Up 
5 Passenger 9:55:29 9:55:39 0:00:10 N Drop 
6 Passenger 10:21:21 10:21:30 0:00:09 N Drop 
7 Passenger 10:36:09 10:36:23 0:00:14 N Pick Up 
8 Passenger 10:57:23 10:57:35 0:00:12 N Drop 
9 Passenger 11:28:19 11:28:34 0:00:15 N Drop 

10 Passenger 11:37:58 11:38:12 0:00:14 N Drop 
.11 Passenger. 11:38:02 11:38:52 0:00:50 N Drop 

12 Passenger 12:04:43 12:04:53 0:00:.10 N Pick Up. 
13 Passenger 12:21:35 12:22:25 0:00:50 N Drop 
14 Passenger 12:23:50 12:24:23 0:00:33 N Drop 
15 Passenger 12:48:28 12:48:39 0:00:11 N Pick Up 
16 Passenger 13:16:41 13:17:43 0:01:02 N Pick Up 
17 Passenger 13:25:31 . 13:27:21 0:01:50 N Pick Up 
18 Passenger 14:04:20 14:04:41 0:00:21 N Pick Up 
19 Passenger 14:52:34 14:52:42 0:00:08 N Drop 
20 Passenger 14:54:21 14:54:35 0:00:14 N Pick Up 

21 Passenger 15:11:07 15:11:17 0:00:10 N Pick Up 
22 Passenger· 15:36:47 15:36:59 0:00:12 N Pick Up 
23 Passenger 15:38:15 15:38:22 0:00:07 N Drop 
24 Passenger . 16:45:23 16:45:34 0:00:11 N ·Drop 
25 Passenger 16:55:13 16:55:22 0:00:09 N Pick Up 
26 Passenger 16:57:28 16:57:44 0:00:16 N Pick Up· 
27 Passenger 17:03:50 17:05:17 0:01:27 N Pick Up & Drop 
28 Passenger 17:01:50 17:09:46 0:01:56 N Pick Up & Drop 
29 Passenger 17:18:14 17:19:47 0:01:33 N Pick Up & Drop 
30 Passenger 17:33:14 . 17:33:25 0:00:11 N Pick Up 
31. Passenger 17:42:51 17:43:10 0:00:19 N Drop 
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KEY 
Loading Activity 

Commercial 

Passenger 

Arrival Time 

unloading cargo out of trucks 

People getting out of cars 

Time vehiCle stopped along curb 

Leaving Time· 

Time vehicle left curb 

Legal Loading 
y 

N 

Loaded/unloaded on existing loading zones 

Loaded/unloaded in red zone 
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19155- SoMa- Driveway Counts (4/9/2019) 

Private Autos Commercial Trucks-

nme '"' Outs '"' Outs 

B:OO 2 3 1 1 
8:15 1 5 D 0 
8:30 6 5 0 0 
8:45 3 3 0 0 
9:00 2 5 0 0 
9:15 4 2 0 0 
9:30 2 2 0 0 
9:45 2 0 1 0 

10:00 1 3 0 0 
10:15 4 1 0 1 
10:30 7 4 0 0 
10:45 5 4 1 0 
11:00 2 3 0 0 
11:15 3 1 0 0 
11:30 1 2 0 1 
11:45 1 1 0 0 
12:00 4 2 0 0 
12:15 3 5 1 0 
12:30 4 2 D 0 
12:45 4 5 0 1 
13:00 4 1 0 0 
13:15 5 8 0 0 
13:30 5 7 D 0 
13:45 3 3 0 0 
14:00 3 1 0 0 
14:15 3 2 1 0 

14:30 3 1 0 1 
14:45 1 2 0 ·o 
15:00 3 4 1 0 
15:15 4 1 D 1 
15:30 B 3 0 ·o 
15:45 2 1 0 0 

16:00 2 0 0 0 
16:15 2 2 0 0 
16:30 4 1 0 0 
16:45 7 1 0 0 
17:00 6 0 0 0 
17:15 3 2 0 0 
17:30 6 1 0. 0 
17:45 5 2 0 0 

Tot~!:_ __ 140 101 
-

6 
-

·6 

Delivery/Sprinter 
Vans 

'"' Outs 

0 1 
1 D 

0 0 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 3 
0 1 
1 0 
0 1 
1 0 
0 0 
D 0 
1 0 
0. 1 
1 0 
1 1 
1 D 

0 0 
1 0 

0 1 
0 1 
1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 1 

16 14 

Beale Driveway 

Pickup Trucks Limousines Buses· 
Passenger 

Vans/Mini-Shuttles 

'"' Ouu '"' OUts '"' Ouu '"' Outs 

0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 
D 0 0 D D D D 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 0 D 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 D D 0 0 
0 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 D 0 D 
D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 .o 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 
0 D 0 D 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 ·0 0 
1 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 

'0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 

4 2 0 0 0 0 D 0 

Fremont Driveway 

Private Autos Commercial Trucks 
Delivery/Sprinter 

Pickup Trucks Limousines Buses. 
Passenger 

Vans Vans/Mini-Shuttles 

'"' Ouu '"' Outs '"' Outs '"' Outs '"' Outs '"' Outs '"' Ouu 
0 5 D 0 D 0 0 0 0 D 0 D 0 D 
2 4 D 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 5 0 0. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 
1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 
D 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 6 o· 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 1 0 D 0 0 D 0 0 0 
0 0 D 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D D 0 0 
3 2 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 2 D 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 
4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 2 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 
1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 3 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 
1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 5 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
D 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 2 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

77 112 0 1 1 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 



· Attachment 8.3. 
Existing· and Baseline Volumes. 
Summary. 
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Memorandum 
Date: May 8, 2019 

To: Jenny Delumo and Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco Planning Department 

From: Migi Lee and Chi-Hsin Shao, CHS Consulting Group 

220 Montgomery Street 
Suite 346 

· San Francisco, CA 94~04 
(4~5) 392-g688 p 

(4~5) 392-9788 F · 

www.chsconsulting.net 

. Re: 301 Mission Street Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project- Volume Estimation for Baseline Condition 

This memo presents a summary ofthe existing traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes, and loading data, collec;ted · 

in the vicinity of the 301 Mission Street project site, and describes the assumptions used to estimate the.traffic, 

transit, bicycle, and pedestrian volumes for the Baseline Condition which assumes the Salesforce Transit Center is 

reopened. Appendix A includes th'e existing counts data. 

Traffic Volumes 

Existing traffic volumes were collected at the following five intersections on Tuesday, April 9, 2019 during the AM 

(7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) peak periods: 

• Market Street/Fremont Street 

• Market Street/Beale Street 

• Mission Street/Fremont Street 

• Mission Street/Beale Street 

• Howard Street/Fremont.Street 

Figure 1 presents the existing. turning movement volumes at the above five intersections. Traffic volumes for the 

Baseline Condition were estimated by adjusting the transit vehicle volumes along Market, Mission, Fremont, Beale, 

and Howard streets based on changes to transit routes when the Salesforce Transit Center reopens. Affected 

transit routes and adjusted volumes are presented under Transit Volumes below. It is.assumed that non-transit 

vehicle volumes along these streets would not substantially change when the Transit Center reopens because . . . . . 
there would be no charige in street lane geometry. Figure 2 presents' the adjusted turning movement volumes at 

the above five intersections under the Baseline Condition. Table 1 provides a comparison of traffic volumes along 

the project frontages (Mission, Fremont, ;:md Beale streets) under the Existing and Baseline Conditions. 

The existing traffic volumes on Mission Street are approximately 30 percent.higherJn the eastbound direction than 

the westbound direction. Under the Baseline Condition, the eastbound traffic volumes on Mission Street would 

increase by approximately 10 percent during the AM and PM peak hours, while the westbound traffic volumes 

would decrease by 10 percent. Traffic volumes on Fremont Street would increase by approximately four percent 

during the AM and PM peak hours. Traffic volumes on Beale Street south of Mission Street would not substantially 
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change because the transit vehicles currently traveling in the southbound through movement would shift to 

eastbound Mission Street and make a right-turn movement on Beale Street instead. 

Table 1-Traffic Volumes under Existing and Baseline Conditions 

Street Segment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

2 

Existing Baseline Change Existing Baseline ·~hange 

Mission Street EB (Fremont St.- Beale St.) 510 566 +56 434 478 +44 

WB (Beale St.- Fremont St.} 342 306 -36 354 ·323 -31 

Fremont Street NB (Howard St .. - Mission St.) 1,416 1,470 +54 1,208 1,254 +46 

Beale Street SB (Mission St.- Howard St.) 792 792 0 885 885 0 

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Notes: EB=Eastbound; WB'=Westbound; NB=Northbound; SB=Southbound 

Transit Volumes 

Existing transit routes that currently travel along Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets in the project vicinity are 1
: 

• Muni Routes 2, 5, SR, 7, 91 9R, 14, 14R, 14X, 30X, 38, 38R, 41, 81X, and 82X 
• Golden Gate Transit Routes 2, 4, 8, 18, 24, 27, 30, 38, 44, 54, 56, 58, 70, 72, 74, 76, 101, and 101X 

• SamTrans Routes 292 

Existing transit vehicle volumes for the above routes were compiled using Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and 

Sam Trans' current transit schedules and route maps published on their websites. Figure 3 presents the existing 

transit vehicle turning movement volumes at the above five intersections. Transit vehicle volumes for the Baseline 

Condition were estimated based on the changes to transit routes that would go into effect when the Salesforce 

Transit Center reopens, as provided or published by San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 

Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans. The following changes would occur when the Salesforce Transit Center· 

reopens: 

• Muni Routes 5 and 5R which currently travel along southbound Beale Street (from eastbound Market 

Street), eastbound Howard Street (stopping by the Temporary Trans bay Terminal on Howard Street) and 

northbound Main Street would be rerouted to travel along southbound First Street, eastbound Mission 

Street, southbound Beale Street (stopping in the Salesforce Transit Center}, and northbound Fremont 

Street~ As a result, vehicle trips on the eastbound Mission Street and northbound Fremont Street would 

increase by 19 trips during the AM peak hour and 15 trips during the PM peak hour. 

• Muni Routes 7, 38 and 38R which currently travel along southbound Beale Street (from eastbound Market 

Street), eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping by the Temporary Trans bay Terminal 

on Main Streetj, westbound Mission Street, and northbound Fremont Street would be rerouted to travel 

along southbound First Street, eastbound Mission Street, southbound Beale Street (stopping in the 

Salesforce Transit Center), ·and northbound Fremont Street. As a result, vehicle trips on the eastbound 

1 AC Transit, Greyhound and Amtrak buses currently operate in and out of the Temporary Trans bay Terminal and would move 
to the upper deck of the Salesforce Transit Center once it reopens. They would not travel along the project frontages. 
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Mission Street and northbound Fremont Street would increase by 29 trips duringthe AM peak hour and 

25 trips during the PM peak hour. Likewise, vehicle trips on the westbound Mission Street would decrease 

·by 29 trips during the AM peak hour and 25 trips during the PM peak hour. 

• Muni Route 2 which currently travels along southbound Spear Street (from eastbound Market Street), 

eastbound Mission Street and northbound Stueart Street would be rerouted to travel along southbound 

First Street; eastbound Mission Street and northbound Stueart Street. As a result, vehicle. trips on the 

eastbound Mission Street would increase by eight trips during the AM peak hour and four trips during the 

PM peak hour. 

• Golden Gate Transit Routes 30, 70, 101, ~01X which currently travel along southbound Beale Street. {from 

~astbound Mission Street), eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping by the 

Temporary Transbay Terminal on Main Street) and westbound Mission Street would be rerouted to travel 

along southbound Beale Street (stopping in the Salesforce Transit Center), and northbound Fremont 

Street. 2 As a result, vehicle trips on northbound Fremont Street would increase by four trips during the 

AM and PM peak hours .. Likewise, vehicle trips on westbound Mission Street would decrease by four trips 

during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Sam Trans Route 292 which currently travels along southbound Beale Street (from eastbound Market 

Street), eastbound Folsom Street, northbound Main Street (stopping by the Temporary Trans bay T~rminal 

on Main Street), and westbound Mission Street would be rerouted to travel alo.ng southbound Beale 

Street, westbound Howard Street, and northbound Fremont Street with a stop on westbound Mission 

Street west of Fremont Street. As a result, vehicle trips on northbound Fremont Street would increase by 

two trips during the AM and. PM peak hours. Likewise, vehicle trips on westbound Mission Street would 

decrease by two trips during the AM and PM peak hours. 3 

Figure 4 shows the tran~it vehicle turning movements at the above five intersections under the Baseline Condition. 

Table 2 compares transit vehicle volumes along the project frontages under the Existing and Baseline Conditions. 

Appendix B includes transit maps and detailed transit vehicle turning-movement volumes for each route. Transit 

vehicle trips would increase along eastbound Miss.ion and Fremont streets by 56 trips during the AM peak hour 

and 44 trips during the PM peak hour due to changes.to Muni routes 5, SR, 7, 38, and 38R, which currently travel 

southbound on Beale Street to the Temporary Tra·nsbay Terminal being rerouted to travel eastbound on Mission 

Street and make a right-turn onto southbound Beale Street before entering the Transit Center and travelling 

northbound on Fremont Street. Transit vehicle trips on westbound Mission Street would be· reduced by 

approximately 36 trips during the AM peak hour and 31 trips during the PM peak hour because Muni routes 7, 38, 
. . . 

and 38R, and Golden Gate Transit (Routes 30, 70, 101, 101X) and Sam Trans (Route 292) routes which currently 

travel northbound on. Main Street by the Temporary Trans bay Terminal and westbound on Mission Street would 

be rerouted to southbound Beale Street and into the Transit Center or westbound Howard.Street. Transit vehicle 

volumes on Beale Street south of Mission Street would not substantially change because the transit vehicles 

2 Muni Order Bulletin 20.18-1147, r~ceived from Brian Dusseault, SFMTA on March 28, 2019. 
3 It is assumed that after dropping off the last pas~engers at the farside bus stop o.n the eastbound Mission Street at First Street, 
SamTrans buses would travel southbound on Beale Street, westbound on Howard Street, and northbound on Fremont Street to 
pick up passengers at the nearside bus stop on the westbound Mission Street at First Street. 
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currently traveling in the southbound through movement would shift to the eastbound Mission Stre'et and make a 

right-turn movement on Beale Street instead. 

Table 2- Transit Vehicle Volumes under Existing and Baseline Conditions 

Street Segment Existing (April 2019) . Baseline 

Muni GGT ST Total Muni GGT 

AM Peak Hour 

Mission Street EB (Fremont Street- Beale Street} 24 5 2 31 80 5 

WB (Beale Street- Fremont Street} 45 4 2 52 16 0 

Fremont Street NB (Howard Street- Mission Street} 0 2 ·o 2 48 6 

Beale Street SB (Mission Street- Howard Street} 73 5 2 80 73 5 

PM Peak Hour 

Mission Street EB (Fremont Street- Beale Street} 15 3 2 20 59 3 

WB (Beale Street- Fremont Street} 47 4 2 53 22 0 

Fremont Street NB (Howard Street- Mission Street} 0 34 0 34 40 38 

Beale Street SB (Mission Street- Howard Street} 52 3 2 57 52 3 

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 2019; San Francisco Municipal TransportationAgency, 2019; Golden Gate Transit, 2019; SamTrans, 2019. 

Notes: EB=Eastbound; WB=Westbound; NB=Northbound; SB=Southbound; GGT=Golden Gate Transit; ST=SamTrans 

Bicycle Volumes 

ST 

2 

0 

2 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

Existing bicycle volumes were collected at the above five intersections on Tuesday, April 9,,2019 during the AM 

and PM peak periods. Figure 5 presents the existing bicycle volumes at the above five intersections. It is assumed 

that bicycle volumes along Mission, Fremont, and Beale streets in the project vicinity would not substantially 

change after the Transit Center reopens because bicycle volumes along these streets are generally low and there 

would be no change in street lane geometry. In short, bicycle volumes under both the Existing and Baseline 

Conditions are considered to be the same. Table 3 summarizes the bicycle volumes along the project frontages.· 

Table 3.- Bicycle Volumes under Existing and Baseline Conditions 

Street Segment Existing and Baseline Conditions 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Mission Street Eastbound (Fremont Street- Beale Street} 10 50 

Westbound (Beale Street- Fremont Street} 42 20 

Fremont Street Northbound (Howard Street- Mission Street} 25 17 

Beale Street Southbound (Mission Street- Howard Street} 32' 49 

Source: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Pedestrian Volumes 

4 

Existing pedestrian volumes were collected at the above five study intersections on Tuesday, April9, 2019 during 

the AM and PM peak periods. In addition, the existing pedestrian volumes were collected at pedestrian entry and 

exit locations surrounding the Temporary Transbay Terminal on Wednesday, April10, 2019 during the AM and PM 
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peak p~riods, in order to understand trip distribution patterns for the Trans bay Terminal passengers who would 

eventually shift to the Salesforce Transit Center once it reopens. Appendix C includes the pedestrian survey data. 

A total of 2,400 pedestrians (263 inbound and 2,137 outbound) travelled to and from the Temporary Transbay 

Terminal during the AM peak hour. 4 Approximately 54 percent,25 percent, 17 percent, and four percent of these 

pedestrians accessed the terminal through the northwest, northeast, and southwest and southeast corners ofthe 

terminal, respectively. During the PM peak hour, a total of 2,531 pedestrians travelled to and from the Temporary 

Transbay Terminal. Approximately 48 percent, 28 percent, 14 percent, and 11 percent of these pedestrians 

accessed the terminal through the northwest, northeast, and southwest and southeast corners ofthe terminal 

respectively. 

5 

Because the primary access point f~r the Salesforce Transit Center is located one block northwest of the · 

Temporary Trans bay Terminal, a portion of the existing passengers using Beale Street or other streets located east 

of Beale Street to· access the temporary terminal would potentially shift to Fremont or Beale Street and increase 

pedestrian volumes at the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection when the Salesforce Transit Center reopens. 

these pedestrian volumes were estimated and added onto the Mission Street/Fremont Street and Mission 

Street/Beale Street intersections using the following assumptions: 

• Approximately 20 percent of the passengers using the northwest corner of the Temporary Trans bay 

Terminal are assumed to be added to the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection, including 

approximately 258 passengers during the AM peak hour and 241 passengers during the PM peak hour. 5 
. 

• All passengers using the northeast cQrner of the Temporary Tr.an~bay Termi~al are assu~e·d to be added. 

to the Mission Street/Fremont Street and Mission Street/Beale Street intersection, including 

approximately 595 passengers during the AM peak hour and 701 passengers during the PM peak hour. 6 

Table 4 shows a comparison of pedestrian crossing volumes at the Mission Street/Fre;nont Street and Mission 

Street/Beale Street .intersections under the Existing and Baseline Conditions. Under the Baseline Condition, the 

4 The Trans bay Terminai/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project EIR assumed that the 2020 projection of the 
average weekday ridership. on AC Transit Transbay routes would not be substantially different from the 2001 weekday Trans bay 
ridership of 15,205 passengers. The passenger counts collected at the Tempor<;~ry Trans bay Terminal on AprillO, 2019 were 
validateil against the 2018 average weekday ridership on AC Transit's Trans bay routes (16,935 p-assengers), which is higher.than 
the 2020 projection assumed in the EIR. 
5 

It is assumed that the majority of pedestrians currently using the northwest corner of the Temporary Trans bay Terminal come 
from north of Market Street between 2"d and Beale streets, and that these pedestrians are spread amongst 2"d Street (20 
percent), 1st Street (40 percent), Fremont Street (20 percent), and Beale Street (20 percent) based on approximate spacing of 
these $treets. Pedestrians currently walking down on Beale Street to travel to the Temporary Trans bay Terminar (20 percent of 
the total pedestrians using the northwest corner of the Temporary Transbay Terminal) are anticipated to Wall( further to 
Fremont Street when the Salesforce Transit Center reopens. 
6 While some of the pedestrians currently using the nort~east corner of the Temporary Transbay Terminal may only cross the 
Mission Street/Beale Street intersection, all pedestrians are assumed to use the main entrance/exit of the Salesforce Transit 
Center and cross the Mission Street/Fremont Street intersection as well for the purpose of conservativ~ analysis. All passengers 
are generally encouraged to use the main entrance/exit instead of a side entrance/exit from Beale Street. 
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total pedestrian crossing volumes would increase by approximately 30 percent during the AM and PM peak hours. 7 

Appendix C includes pedestrian volume estimation spreadsheet 

Table 4- Pedestrian Volumes under Existing and Baseline Conditions 

Intersection Crosswalk AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Existing Baseline Change Existing Base.line Change 

Mission North 709 858 +149 1,019 1,194 +175 

Street/ South 880 1,584 +704 1,374 2,141 +767 

Fremont East· 1,199 1,348 +149 1,228 1,403 +175 

Street ·West 1,189 1,q38 +149 941 1,116 +175 

Total 3,977. . 5,128 +1,151 4,562 5,~55 1,293 

Mission North 729 878 +149 916 1,091. +175 

Street/ South 8113 962 +149 882 1,057 +175 

Beale Street East 501 .575 +74 441 5529 +88 

West 1,323 1,730 +407 1,374 1,790 +416 

Total 3,366 4;145 +779 3,613 4,467 +854 
Source: CHS Consultmg Group, 2019. 

· Loading Demand 

An existing passenger and commercial loading survey was conducted at the following locations on Tuesday, April 9, 

2019 from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m:: 

• · North side of Mission Street between Fremont and Beale streets 

• South side of Mission Street betweer] Fremont and Beale streets 

• East side of Fremont Street betw~en Mission Street and project site driveway 

• West side of Beale Street between Mission Street and project site driveway 

• Project site driveways on Fremont and Beale streets 

Table 5 summarizes the existing passenger and commercial loading demand along the project frontages and the 

project site driveway. Appe~dix D includes loading survey data. A total of 366 loading activities occurred between 

8 a.m. and 6 p.m., and approximatelyhalf of the loading.activities occurred illegally along red curbs or No-Stopping 

Tow Away zones. 8 It is anticipated that loading demand ·in the project vicinity would not substantially change after 

the Salesforce Transit Center reopens. 

7 Added pedestrian trips are double counted if they require crossing more than one leg of the intersection. 
8 The only legally allowed loading areas are the white passenger loading zone and the yellow commercia\ loading zone located 
on the south side. of Mission Street in front of the project site. Commercial vehicles cannot legally double park on the south side 
of Mission Street due to the presence of a bus-only lane in the adjacent lane. The rest of loading survey area is red curbed or No. 
Stopping Tow-Away zone. 
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Table 5- Existing Passenger and Commercial loading Demand 

Survey location legal Daily loading Counts 8AM-6PM Average Duration (m:s) Max 

Zone1 
Passenger Commercial Total Passenger Commercial Queue2 

North Side of Mission Street 

South Side of Mission Street 

East Side of Fremont Street 

West Side of Beale Street 

On-Street Total 

Project Site Driveways4 

Grand Total 
Source: CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

Notes: 

No 

No 

Yes 
No. 

No 

Yes 

94 5 

22 2 

157 4 

30 1 

26 2 

329 14 

N/A 23 

329 37 

99 00:24 10:46 1 

24 00:49 57:51 3 

161 02:09 01:13 6 

31 00:28 00:09 2 

28 00:533 21:28 1 

343 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

366 

1. legal zones represent where loading activities are legally allowed such as yellow freight loading zone or white passenger loading zone. Areas 

that are not designated for loading include red curbed areas or No Stopping/Tow-Away zones. 

2. Represents the maximum number of vehicles engaged in loading acth:'ities at any given time during the survey period. 

3. Excludes a single instance of a passenger vehicle parked for more than one hour.· 

4. Passenger loading data are not available because it is not feasible to differentiate vehicles engaged in passenger loading activities vs. parking 

among regular passenger vehicles entering and exiting the driveway. Commercial loading actillities represent counts of delivery vehicles 

entering or exiting either Fremont or Beale Street driveway. Each count of commercial loading activity represents one vehicle activity (one 

inbound trip and one outbound trip). 
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The following appendices to this Existing and Baseline Volumes 

Summary Memo have been left out because they are included as part 

of Appendix B Technical Transportation Appendices: 

Appendix A 

Appendix D 

Vehicle Turning Movement Counts (see Appendix B, Attachment 

8.2) 

Loading Survey Qata {See Appendix B, AttachmentB.2) 
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Transit Maps 

Transit Turning Movement Volumes 
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TABLE 1- EXISTING MUNI SERVICE 

Weekday Headways2 

Route Categori Direction Hours of Operation 
(minutes) 

Nearest Stop (Distance)3 

a.m. p.m. 

Inbound 6:20 a.m. -7:55p.m. 8 14 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 
2 Grid· 

Outbound Mission I Main (800ft) 6:24a.m. -8:00p.m. 8 14 

Inbound 24hours 9 10 Beale I Mission (800ft) 
5 Grid Outbound 24hours 9 10 Market I Front (850ft) 

Inbouhd 7:08 a.m. -7:37p.m. 5 7 Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
5R Rapid Bus 

Outbound 7:04 a.m. - 7:06p.m. 5 7 Market I Front (850ft) · 

Inbound 6:14 a.m. - 1:04 a.m. 10 11 Market I Beale (1,350 ft) 
6 Grid 

Outbound 6:16 a.m. - 1:08a.m. 10 11. Market I Battery (1,200 ft) 

Inbound 6:27 a.m. - 1:10 a.m. . 10 11 Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
7 Frequent 

Outbound 6:15 a.m. - 12:10 a.m. 10 11 Mission/ Beale (380 ft) 

'Inbound · 7:08 a.m. -9:27a.m. 8 - Market I Beale (1,350 ft) 
7X Specialized 

Outbound 3:50p.m. - 6:20p.m. - 10 Market I Front (8SO ft) 
. 

Inbound 5:30 a.m.-12:10 a.m. 9 9 Beale I Mission (800ft) 
9 Frequent 

Outbound 5:30 a.m.-12:10 a.m. 9 9 Market I Front (850 ft) 

Inbound 6:20 a.m.-7:00p.m. 9 9 Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
9R Rapid Bus 

O.utbound 6:20 a.m.-7:00p.m. 9 9 Market I Front (850 ft) 

Inbound 24hours s 9 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 
14 Frequent 

Outbound 24hours 8 9 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

Inbound 6:47 a.m. - 6:59p.m. 8 8 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 
14R Rapid Bl!.s 

Outbound 6:50 a.m. -7:00p.m. 8 8 Mission I 1st(500 ft) 

Inbound 7:04a.m. -10:56 a.m. 8 - Mission I Fremont (260ft) 
14X Specialized 

Outbound 3:00p.m. -6:40p.m. - 9 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

Inbound 6:30 a.m. - 10:30 a.m. 6 - Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
30X. Specialized 

Outbound 3:40p.m. -7:00p.m. - 10 Main I Market (1,100 ft) 

Inbound 5:22 a.m. - 12:43 a.m. 12 14 Market I 1st (900 ft) 
31 Grid 

Outbound 5:30 a.m. - 12:51 a.m. 12 14 Market I Front (850 ft) 

Inbound 24hours 8 8 Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
. 38 Frequent 

Outbound 24hours 8 8 Mission I Beale (380 ft) 

Inbound 6:36 a.m .. - 8:48 p.rn. 4 :5 Beale I Howard (1,000 ft) 
38R Rapid Bus 

Outbound 6:44 a.m. -8:54p.m. 4 5 Main I Howard (1,000 ft) 

Inbound 5:22 a.m. -7:07p.m. 5 8 Beale I Mission (800 ft) 
41 Specialized 

Outbound 5:30 a.m. - 7:25p.m. 5 8 Main I Market (1,100 ft) 
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81X Specializec1 Inbound 7:04 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. 20 - Beale I Mission (800 ft) 

Inbound 6:06 a.m. - 9:13 a.m. 20 - Mairi I Market (1,100 ft) 
82X Specialized· 

Outbound 3:44p.m. -6:07p.m. - 15 Beale I Mission (800ft) 

NOTE: 
1. Rapid Bus include some of the busiest routes ln the Muni network with wider stop spacing, frequent vehicle arrivals and transit priority 

enhancements along the routes; Frequent routes combined with Rapid Bus create the Transit Priority Network; Grid routes combine with Transit 
Priority Network to form an expansive core grid that lets customers get to their destinations with no more than a short walk, or a seamless transfer; 
Specialized routes augment existing service during specific times of day to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. 

2. The scheduled time duration between public transit vehicles on the same.route. 
3. Distances are approximate and are measured from the center of the project site along local streets to reach the nearest stop. Distances are not 

measured in a straight line between two points or place·s. 

SOURCE: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 2019; Prepared by CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

TABLE 2 ~EXISTING GotDEN GATE TRANSIT SERVICE 

Weekday Headways 

Route Direction Hours of Operation 
(minutes)1 

Nearest Stop (Distance)2 

a.m. p.m. 

Inbound 5 .a.m.-7 p.m. 5-.10 N/A 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
4 

Outbound 6:30 a.m.- 8 p.m .. 60 8-15 Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound 4:30 a.m.- 6:40 p.m. 15-30 60 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
27 Outbound 6:40 a.m.-7:40p.m. N/A 30 Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound· 5:50 a.m.- 12 a.m: 75 60 Mission I Fremont (260ft) 
30 

Outbound 5. a.m.- 2 a.m. 60 60 Mission I Fremont (260ft) 

Inbound 6 a.m.-·9 a.m. 25-35 N/A 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
38 

Outbound 4 p.m.- 7 p.m. N/A 30 Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound 6:45 a.m.- 9:15 a.m. 60 N/A 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
44 

Outbound 4 p.m. - 6:40p.m. N/A 60 . Fremont I Mission (350 ft) 

Inbound 4:40 a.m.- 9:50 a.m. 20-30 N/A 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
54 

Outbound 2:30p.m. - 8:30p.m·. N/A 20-30 Fremont I Mission (350 ft) 

Inbound 5:40a.m.- 9 a.m. 30-35 N/A 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
56 

Outbound 3:30p.m. - 7:30p.m. N/A 25-35 Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound 6a.m.- 9 a.m. 30 N/A · 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 
58 

Outbound 4:30p.m. - 7 p.m. N/A 30 Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound 5 a.m.- 12:30 a.m. 60 60 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 
70 

Outbound 5 a.m.- 1:20 a.m. 60 60 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 

Inbound 7 a.m.-9:30a.m. N/A N/A 1st I Ste;venson (850 ft) 
72 

Outbound 6 p.m. -8:30p.m. N/A N/A · Fremont I Mission (350ft) 

Inbound 4 a.m.- 9 a.m. 20-25 NIA 1st I Stevenson (850ft) 
72X 

Outbound 2p.m. -7:30p.m. N/A 20-30 Fremont I Mission (350 ft) 
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74 Inbound 4:30a.m.- 9 a.m. 30 NIA 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 

Outbound 3 p.m. - 7:30 p.m. NIA · 30 Fremont I Mission (350 ft) 

76 Inbound 5 a.m.- 8:40 a.m. 30 NIA 1st I Stevenson (850 ft) 

Outbound 3 p.m. -7:20p.m. NIA 30 Fremont I Mission (350 ft) 

I:ri.bound 4 a:m.-12 p.m. 30 60 ·Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 
101 

Outbound 5:20 a.m.- 2:30 a.m. 30 60 Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 

lOlX Inbound 6 a.m.- 9:40 a.m. 90 - Mission I Fremont (260 ft) 

NOTE: 
1: N/A indicates tliat routes run on· specific time points with irregular intervals. 
2. Distances are approximate and are measured from the center of the project site along local streets to reach the nearest stop. Distances are not 

measured in a straight line between two points or places. 

SOURCE: Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District, 2019; P·repared by CHS Consulting Group, 2019. 

TABLE 3- EXISTING SAMTRANS SERVICE 

Weekday Headways 

Route Direction Hours of Operation 
(minutes) 

Nearest Stop (Distance)1 

a.m. p.m. 

292 Inbound 5:22 a.m. - 2:30 a.m. 30 30 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

Outbound 4:30 a.m. - 12:00 a.m. 30 30 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

.398 Inbound. 5:09 a.m. - 11:19 p.m; 60 60 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

Outbound 5:07 a.m. -12:09 a.m. 60 60 Mission I 1st (500 ft) 

NOTE: 
1. Distances are approximate and are measured froril the center of the project site along local streets to reach the nearest stop. Distances are not 

measured in a straight line between two points or places. 

SOURCE: SamTrans, 2019; Prepared by CHS Consulting· Group, 2019. 

1891 



_. 
co 
c.o 
·N 

Local Muni Routes Mission/Fremont Mlssion/Beale Howard/Fremont Market/Beale 

Headway #per hour NB EB WB SB EB WB NB EB WB NB Pine Battery 
Route Direction 

RT LT TH RT AM PM. AM PM LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT 

IB 8 14 B 4 ,. , .. 
2 

OB 8 14 B 4 

IB 9 10 7 6 Ill ,1'li<li IEl 5 
!II OB 9 10 7 6 

IB 5 7' 12 9 1!111 w:::~ IIIII 5R 
Ill OB 5 7 12 9 

IB 
6· 

10 11 6 5 

OB 10 11 6 5 

IB 10 11 6 5 I !Ill ''Ji!~ IM 7 • li~'t! l&{,jjl; OB 10 11 6 5 

7X 
IB B - B 

DB 10 6 

9 
/B 12 12 5 5 

DB 12 12 5 5 

IB 9 
9R 

9 7 7 

DB 9 9 7 7 

IB 8 9 B 7 ,: 
14 

8 ..• OB 8 9 7 '·• .~ 

· IB 8 8 B B i'j··:.: ·.' .14R 
1-OB B B 8 8 

/B 8 - B ••::.', ·,...-· 
14X 

DB - 9 7 -. 
IB 

21 
7 11 9 5 

OB 7· 11 9 5 

IB 10 
25 

18 6 3 

DB 10 '18 6 3 

30X 
IB 6 - 10 ··:.·. 
OB - 10 6 

lB. 12 14 5 4 ' 
31 

OB 12 14 5 4 
. IB 8 B B B IIIII . 1:"~'! Iiiii 38 , .. I I F!~ I I >l.fl7\: DB B B B B 

IB 4 5 15· 12 IIB'll IO:t,~l ,. 
38R 

DB 4 5 15 12 
,. 

1\,~ ;;~·j;: 

-IB 5 8 12 B '. ;,. ·:;~-
41 

OB 5 8 12· 8 

IB 20 - 3 .,. 
81X. 

OB - -
IB 20 - 3 

B2X 
OB ' - . 

15 4 ··'.: )-"';·'·: 

Note: 

1. IB=Inbound, OB=Outbound; NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound; LT=LeftTurn, TH=Through, RT=RightTurn. 

2. E:lunder Existing Condition, B= Under Post Transit Center Reopening Condition, I:Il No Change between Existing Condition and Post Transit C!"nter Reopening Condition. 

.... 
Market/Fremont 

EB WB NB EB WB. 

TH RT LT TH RT LT TH. RT LT TH RT LT TH RT 

IB;;,~ ~t?£ 
~::•: :;, 

IS/i;t ~ 
{~\\ I IIlli ;:zJ 

~~~'!) I I 1~';.! 

ll'"t~ IIIII }'xr 
.:c:: 't 

•'< 
li~l(i ,g;:~: 

,:.': .. 
:~7; ' ·~ 

,, ... ·. 
-~ '.'•: L 

·' ~:."-./ 

~··· t·.:_:_ 
I .. 

.,.,., .:. 
.. .,. 

,-·?: 

',0:: )'c . 
,:,,· 

j¢,ij] I'Yf,r*: 
.···." 

~~ l;y):':il 
i•.•:;;:: 

.:; .. ·.! !.;>": 
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--r-----------~---------,------------------------------r----------------, 
Go! den Gate Transit Routes Mission/Fremont . Mlssion/Beaie Howard/Fremont . Market/Beaie Market/Fremont . ' 

Route 
Headway #per hour NB· EB WB , SB EB WB NS ES WS NB Pine Battery EB WB NS EB WB 

Direction 
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH. RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH: .in: AM PM AM PM LT TH RT LT TH· RT LT TH RT LT TH RT .LT · TH RT LT TH RT 

IB 3 
2 

OB. 2 '·~ 

IB 7 1 
4 

i' (' OB 1 7 

IB 1 
8 ··. .'./. OB 1 

IB 4 
18 

.·: <·• OB 3 

IB 30 - 2 
24 

OB - 30 2 · ... .. 
IB 15 60 4 1 

27 .. .' I'> .. OB 60 30 1 2 

IB 1 1 ··:·· ;,':·, 
30 

~~~ [il;t; ·;~;2K OB 1 1 

IB 3 
38 r··.·· OB 2 

IS 1 
44 ,~,.. i• . .-~·: OB 1 

IS 3 
54 ,·:. OS '4 

IB 2 
56 

I''' OS 2 

IB 2 
58 

OS 2 ·.·· 
IB 60 60 1 1 i '~ • 

• •••• 70 
OB 60 60 1 1 IR ~~~ l~ 
IB 1 

72 
1.':· " 1:':--OB 2 ~ 

IB 2 
74 

I'·' j:· 1-'\ ·as 2 

IS 2 
76 

l':;s: ;,, I•·'• OS 2 

IB 30 so 2 1 ± L: 
101 

OB 30 60 2 1 lllj w•~ :i~·~-~ 
IS 90 - 1 •,'·>·:', '._·,·:· 

101X 
1 111!\'11 ~} ~~ OB - 1.20 

SamTrans Routes Mission/Fremont Mission/Bea\e 1-loward/Fremont · Market/Seale ·Market/Fremont 

Headway #per hour NB EB WB SB EB WB NS EB WB NB Pine Battery EB WB NB EB WB 
Route Direction 

AM I PM RT LT. THI RT LT ITH THIRT lTITHIRT LT l'HI RT LT THI RT LTITH I RT LT ITH I RT LT ITH I RT LT I TH I RT LT TH I RT AM PM LT TH RT 'LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT[ LT TH RT 

is 30 30 2 1 2 :: LS I I I. I I I I I I I I 292 
OS 30 30 2. 2. !II l~cl:(i. l!:§rjl I I I I I I I I . I I I 

Note: 
L IB=inbound, OB=Outbound; •\JB=N.orthbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound; LT=LeftTurn, T!-!=Through; RT=RightTurn. 

2. []=Under Existing Condition, a Under Post Transit Center Reopening Condition, ffi No Change between Existing Condition and Post Transit Center Reopening Condition. 



_. 
00 
co 
..j:::o 

Total Number Mission/Fremont Mlss!on/Bea!e ·Howard/Fremont 

of Buses 
NB EB WB SB EB WB NB · EB WB 

LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT· TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH 

AM 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 16 29 0 73 0 0 24 0 0 45 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 
Muni 

li PM 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 22 25 52 0 0 15 0 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Golden Gate AM 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 Q 0 5 0 4 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Existing Transit PM 0 34 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 34 0 0 jJ 0 0 0 

Condition AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sam Trans 

PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AM 0 2 0 0 31 0 0 22 29 0 73 0 0 -·24 7 0 51 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 

PM 0 34 0 0 20 0 0 28 25 0 52 0 0 15 5 0 53 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AM 0 48 0 0 80 0 0 16 .o 0 25 0 0 32 48 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 
Muni . PM 0 40 0 ·o 59 0 0 22 0 0 12 0 0 19 40 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 

Golden Gate AM 4 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 • 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Baseline Transit· PM 4 34 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 3 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 

Condition 
SamTrans 

AM 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PM 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 

AM 6 50 0 0 87 0 0 16 0 0 25 D. 0 32 55 0 16 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 

PM 6 74 0 0 ,64 0 0 22 0 0 12 0 0 19 45 0 22 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 o_ 0 
-

Note: 

1. IB=Inbound, OB=Outbound; NB=Northbound, SB=Southbound, EB=Eastbound, WB=Westbound; LT=LeftTurn, TH=Through, RT=RightTurn. 

Market/Beale Market/Fremont 

NB Pine Battery EB WB Nil EB WB 
RT Lr li'l RT LT TH RT LT TH RT. LT TH RT LT' TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT: 

0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 48 61 0 59 0 29 0 0 0 109 0 0 59 0 

0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 12 0 0 30 40 0 51 6 25 0 0 0 70 0 0 51 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0· 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0· 12 0 0 48 61 0 59 0 29 2 0 0 109 0 0 59 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 30 40 0 51 6 25 34 0 0 70 0 0 51 0 

0 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 40 13 0 40 0 48 0 0 0 53 0 0 40 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 26 0 0 36 6 40 0- 0 0 26 0 0 36 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 

0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 40 13 0 40 0 48 2 0 0 53 0 0 40 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 26 0 0 36 6 40 34 0 0 26 0 0 36 0 



Appendix C 

Pedestrian Count Survey Data 
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City: .San Francisco 

Location: Location 1- North Entrance {Howard St) 

Date: 4/9/2019 

Count Type: Pedestrian Count 

·Entering 

EBRight SB Thru 

Peds Peds 

7:00 5 1 

7:15 6 0 

7:30 6· 1 

7:45 3 2 

8:00 1~ 1 

8:15 15 2 

8:30 7 0 
8:45 3 0 

TOTAl 57 7 

Entering 

EBRight SB Thru 

Peds Peds 

16:00 94 1 

16:15 86 2 

16:30 116 0 

16:45 112 11 

17:00 181 . 7 

17:15 167 8 

17:30 185 10 

'17:45 137 2 

TOTAl 1078 41 

WB Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 
4. 10 

3 9 

4 11 

0 ·5 
6 19 

2 19 

2 9 

0 3 

21 85 

WB Left TOTAL 

Peds PEDS 

15 110 

31 1i9 

35 151 

36 159 

63 251 

46 221 

49 244 

47 186 

322 1441 

Counts Unlimited, Inc. 

PO Box 1178 

Corona, cA 92878 

(951) "b.§~fu68 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

·. LONDON N. BREED 
REG.ElVEDJ}1AvoR ..... " :-- - .. f.....-, ....... .,....,.. ., ... r30i·•·n1 01· c.;.~Jr· t·'"'"' <;;;r.,t~:- · 

TO: 
'FROM: 

• 1 l \. ... ! . <.;.1. - \"'\ "" ' ........ 't• t ...... 

5 t~ t~ F'R 1\ ~~.{~-~ S G 0 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sophia Kittler 

: .~-.. .. 

RE: [Street Vacation - Millennium Tower 301 Mission Perimeter Pile Upgrade Project] 

DATE::. Tuesday, December 10, 2019 

Ordinance ordering the-vacation of the sidewalk portion of streets on the south 

side ofMission Street at the intersection of Mission and Fremont Streets and on 

the east side of Fremont Street at the same intersection to allow a structural 

upgrade of the 30.1 Mission Street high-rise building known as Millennium Tower, 

subject to certain conditions; rededicating the area subject to the street vacation 
' ' 

to public use for'street and right-of-way purposes after the-City's issuance-of an 

easement for the abovementioned structural upgrade; adopting environmentai 

findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; adopting findings that 

the vacation and rededication of the street area are consistent with the City's 
. ' . ' 

General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and 

authorizing actions in furtherance of this ordinance. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Sophia Kittler at 415-554-6153. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE·: ( 415} 554-6141 
.. 1soo r 


